/( rA CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF PLATO'S THEORY OF JUSTICE
IN THE LIGHT OF HIS THUMOEIDES CONCEPT, WITH
SPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE REPUBLIC’j

192
Graeme James Francis Simpson

submitted in fulfilmént of the requirements for
the degree of D.Phil., Department of Philosophy, in
the Faculty of Arts in the University of Durban-Westville.

Promoter: Professor G.A., Rauche, D.Phil. (SA), D.Litt. (UCT).

Joint Promoter: Dr. R. Singh, B.A+(Hons.)(SA)., M.A., D.Phil.(UDW).



Preface

Argument

CONTERTS

Introduction

Brief Survey of the Influence of Mythological
and Folkloristic Sources on Plato's Concept
of the Soul in General, and the Concept
'Ovpoet €' in Particular.

2.3

a.10

a.16

a.21
a.22
a.23
a.24
a.27

a.28
a.31
a.32

Synopsis of the Main Features
of the Dionysos Cult, Reincarnatior, the
Eleusinian Mysteries, end Orphism.

Background Influences of
Presocratic Philosophers.

Early Senses of 6vpd¢: Homer
and Hesiod.

Dionysos.

Pythagoras

Drama

Fossible Influence of the Epics.

Influence of the other Early
Greek Philosophers, (ii).

The Eleatics.
Socrates' Kaieutic Method.

Plato's Concept of the Soul as an Aspect
of Cosmic Striving for Truth and Goodness.

NOTES

An Investigation into Plato's Use of the
term BupoetdE¢ in the Republic.

b1

b.8

Synopsis of Etymologically Probable
Derivations, and Subsequent Developments
in the Meaning, of the Word.

Detailed Exemination of its Uses in the

Text of the Republic, with Comparison of
the Translations of it given by Certain

Prominent Translators, and an Attempt at
Evaluation of the Light thrown on its

Meaning by these Translations, coupled with
Analysis of the Text.

ii

12

14

24

33

42
44
46
49
55

58
62
65

68

13

13

90

/.20



b.20 Para. 375 e 1 (first occurrence).

.30 Second Main Division of Uses - Paras.
411 - 586.

b.44 Para. 441 e,

b.62 Third Main Division of Uses -~ Paras.
588 -~ 590.

b.71 Discussion of the Truer lMeaning of
Bvpoetdfic that has Emerged.

b.82 Relation of Td OvpoeLd€g with the
Good, Profit, Pleasure, Pain.

NOTES

3. Aspects of the Ovuoetdég Concept.

c.?2 Cosmological.

c.7 Anthropological.

105
118

135
153

16 6

1179

202

212

212
221

c.9 The Pleasure Exclusively Proper to TO Oupoeidéc. 226

c.12 Consequences in Relation to Epwc.
c.14 - 15 dvépela.

c.20 The Automatic Progress towards Injustice
of Unregulated Ovpoetdég.

c.31 Stupidity the Root Cause of T0 Ovuoeidéc
Lack of Regulation.

c.34 Intelligent 'Tapping' the Essence of
that Regulation.

c.43 Socio-political.
c.45 Transcendental.
NOTES

4. Critical Evaluation.

d.1 The Position of the Ovpoeidéc¢ Element in
Relation to Justice.

Summary.

Bibliography.

232
239
257

283
291

308
314
319

328

328

335

338

/PREFACTE



Stumbling on something one believes new and perhaps signifi-
cent; and trying to formulate a thesis‘in which its significance is
brought out: these two may involve two such different sets of circum-
stances that many people are probably unfortunate enoggh to end up
either writing nothing about what they stumble upon, however significent,
or being reduced to having to write about scmething they think the reverse.

Tne opportunity to try to formulate on paper a theory I
stunbled on and thought significant I cwe in greatest part to Pfofessor
G. A. Rauche, who with unlimited patience persisted in indicating the
irmense defects of my 'thesis' as it stcod, ari attenpted, under adverse
conditions, to supply the means of moulding it into something more
coherent, Without this suprort, the aveilable material would probably
never have been put together - or at any rate not by me, 1 2lso owe
congiderable thanks to Dr. R. Singh, my co-prozofer, who has shared to
substantial extent Professor Rauche's burden,

In previous years I have been helred by Professor J. R. Howes
and 2r. P. A. L. Greenhalgh of U. C. T,, and 2=. G. Z. R. Lloyd of Hing's

College, Cembridge. To them I should like to express oy sinceres

ct

appreciation and gratitude. Their ready help during the tinme I was at

the earliest stages of thinking out my problerm wes radically imzportani %o

me.

Ily unreserved thanks, too, are due to my wife for her

forbearance in general and specially for typinz the first draft, end to

Frs. R. L. Newell, who did the rresent one. 4s I have largely recorrected

and reset it, the shorfcominsgs in the layout ss well as the text are now

both solely due to me,
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ARGUMENT

a— e

a. If, in the context of Plato's Theory of Justice, the
radically important Greek term GUUO€16ﬁf;had been inadequately
evaluated, its meaning would as a result have been insufficiently
comprehensively rendered, in English and other translations of
the Republic in particular, and the Platonic dialogues in

general - with serious consequences. It is contended in this

thesis that this has been the case.

b. The second and principal contention of the thesis

is that owing to this inadequate evaluation and the resultant
unsatisfactory renderings, Plato's Theory of Justice itself has
been inadequately evaluated. The outcome of this has been

serious because, through it, the whole basis of man's motivation

for activity at all (and it must be stressed that without activ-
ity there can of course be neither justice nor injustice) has

inevitably ‘been glossed over as ‘though it were of no account.

c. The term 6upoe18fif, it is correspondingly argued, is

used by Plato to denote, as the second of three sectors constit-
uting the soul (the other two being the logistic and the appet-

itive), a morally neutral energy-potential. The meaning

virtually uniformly assigned to it by English translators (others

closely correspond, and are accordingly not qucted) is "spiriteqd”

(in substantive form "spirit”, “spiritedness”, etc.). Yet this

term has, in the moral sphere, exclusively "favourable" connot-

ations. If, as the thesis further and crucially proposes to

demonstrate, the Buuoe18fSf element is overall the major source

of "drive” for all man's activity, it cannot be a purely favour-
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able force. If it were, there could be no injustice. It must,

overall, be a broader entity. And if - as, it is hoped, mnay
further be shown — it has at different points different nuances,
varying between the morally highly. favourable through neutral

to highly unfavourable, these must be given their full individual

force at eaci such point.

é. When this is done, and we observe that, on all the
Platonic "levels", Justice is a Harmony, it is found that this
Harmony is produced by due logistic control not of some anoualous

"force", amounting to some mysterious "whim” of man to act in

one way or another, but of a clear-cut, irrepressible energy-

source conferred upon him by the Deity. As one important result

of this, the nature of the supremely +dmportant entity’épwf is
explained. It is that coubination of A0oYi0Tixdv and OuuoerdéS
(the XoY10T1udV being fused with, and “"fired” by, the 6upoel8é))
by whosa agency nan strives towards the ultimate Good. Ultinmate
Justice then becomes the harmonious functioning of'épwf, working

. . R . 5 s s ’ 2
togetner with the subordinate aid of the appetitive (&miBuunT1indv)

sector, through which ultimate Good is attained. If basically

neutral dynanism of the 6upoel8€S firing the AOYl1OTIHGV is
- ”
posited to account for the varying success of €pwf, Plato's

hieory of Justice becomnes far more rationally consisternt than it

has yet been shown to be.



INTRODUCTION

a) The central postulate of the thesis is that Plato's Theory
of Justice is fuller than the traditional accounts allow it to
be. The crucial omission of the latter is a comprehensive
description of the Buuoe18éS('thumoeidic') sector of the soul.
Traditionally, as the 'middle' of the soul's three sectors, it
is the 'Will to Contend'. But on Plato's express indication

it is also the source of absolute drive to action. Traditionally,

logistic, thumoeidic, and appetitive scctors thrust the indivi-
dual into, respectively, logzistic, thunoceidic, or appetitive
behaviour. ©Each also does so at apparently unspecified
intervals, and for unspecified reasons. But Plato implicitly

suggests first that the 6vpoe18&S does so constantly and

irresistibly, and second that it affects both other sectors.

Traditionally, the thrust seems an incidental affair. 1In fact,

it appears as though, if the individual chose to do nothing at

all permanently, he could. But on Plato's clear suggestion,

this is impossible. Man, on his thesis, is inevitably involved

in dynamic existence.

b) This being so, the effect on Plato's Theory of Justice is

drastic. For Plato has shown that only justice is profitable.

And he states that only ordinary intellect is required to

understand this. Every man will therefore wish to act Justly.

However, he will only achieve that justice if he knows how to

channel his drive. And, for this to happen, superior intellect



becomes vital. TFor in certain situations it can take a great
deal more than normal intelligence to determine what exactly is
just. And few people possess this éegree of intelligence. On
the other hand, given the additional knowledge outlined in
'"(a)', the circumstances are seriously qualified. For by
virtue of the awareness that he must inevitadbly act, man can

plan ahead. If he has prior knowledge that an irresistible

force constantly accumulating within him has to be catered for,
he can prearrange its expenditure. He can avoid mistakes.
Instead of being forced impromptu into indiscriminate conduct,
he can devise ethically acceptabdble behgviour patterns. These

patterns may well be trivial. But this will be very different

from unjust.

c) That the thumoeidic element should have this character
becomes readily acceptable on consideration of Plato's concept
of %pwf. For it was said above that traditionally the logisiic,

thumoeidic and appetitive ('epithumetic') sectors thrust the

individual into action 'for no specific reason'. It could well

have been asked whether any specific reason existed for the
absolute thrust of 6uvpoei1déS. The reason, in Plato's terms,

would arguably be this. The Deniourgos (deity) could have

created nothing but perfect Ideas. Instead, he chose to create

imperfect objects as well. Yet perfection, Plato conceived

with Pythagoras, must be the desired ultimate aim. He (Plato)

therefore concluded that the deity had an aim in harmony with

this. The deity (we may fairly term the Demiourgos Plato's

'God'), in his view, regarded the true and proper function of



all beings as %pwf, the struggle towards perfection. 10 Buuoe18éS,

with so much in common with pwSf, embodies one of its features.
It is a divinely created source of ethically neutral energy. As

such, it fuels the ethically positive process of %pw/.

d) The findings summarised in paragraph 'a)' are in strong
contrast with scholars' interpretations so far. To begin with,
the term 'Qupoci8éS’' is almost universally, in English
translations, rendered 'spirited'. This word has no trace of
morally "unfavourable' purport. Nor a?e English translations by
any means the sole ones involved. Leading German, French and
Italian versions are found to give the word exactly the same
tone. But if the term 'Buuoei18éS' denotes something that can

lead to unjust as well as to either neutral or just activity,

this rendering is not adequate. The word cannot consistently be

translated into terms whiech have none but 'favourable'

connotations. The terms by which it is rendered must, on due

occasion, have certain baser aspects incorporated into them.

Yet these (with some notable exceptions referred to later)’are
never introduced. The fupoe18éSf' explicit capacity for
fuelling evil is minimised. Quite apart from what it means in
the Republic, however, it appears that the general contemporary

Greek sense of the word 6vuunoeidéS was by no means purely

favourable. TIndeed, it had a strong vein of ‘anger', or

'passion’'. Evidence will be provided that that vein was far

stronger than 'spirited' can even begin to convey.



e) The conclusion from these considerations is readily arrived
at. Plato has said a great deal more about Justice (the
ultimate 'balance') than has so far been suspected. In

postulating a perpetual thrust intrinsic in the "Will to

Contend", he has provided for a Theory of Aggression. A new

Theory of Justice, on revolutionarily modern lines, follows.

He has shown that 6upoei18€S inexorably accumulates, and that
random action occurs unless the individual knows enough ftfo
channel his thumoeidic force justly. If these things are so,
and the extreme form of injustice is lethal aggression,
thumoeidic misdirection includes war. The inevitable corollary
of the finding is as follows. If chanﬁelling of the fuuoei1§éS
is knowledgeably and systematically carried out, neither

injustice nor war will occur at all.

f) The chief fields for exploration in an attempt to obtain
proof that Plato made this postulate are threefold. First, the

internal evidence for the significance of 6upoe18éS in his

texts. Second, the dialectical relationship of the respective

parts of the soul with each other. Finally, the
relationships between the various typologies of

soul-sector, man, social unit, and transcendental form. The

relationships with the soul, and with one another in turn, in

regard to Justice and the Cosmos follow in order. The separate

parts of the soul can of course only properly be seen in the

overall context of the Platonic dialectical whole. And this

will entail that any concepts occcurring outside thé inmnmediate

material of the dialogues can only be given secondary



importance. Lexicographical and other relatively "external"
evidence may be highly illuminating, but however much this may

be so, it must be subsidiary to the textual.

g) The overall plan of the thesis is, accordingly, as
follows. A historical background chapter is inserted at the
outset. The purpose this fulfils is to place the study as a
whole in its concrete perspective. Still, in its capacity as a
mere introduction to the central topic, this chapter lays no
claim to represent original research. And second, even the
philological and quasi-philological material of the second
chapter is illustrative rather than dehonstrative. It is the
ensuing comparisons in that chapter of the various senses of
the word that are most important. TFollowing them, and

comparable in importance, is the analysis in chapters three and

four of their bearing on the dialectical structure created out

of them. These have a special role in linking up the various

typologies of soul sectors, human genera, etc. For the

remarks made about the thumoeidic faculty and its importanée in

the particular context of the thesis have one special

qualification. They cannot be seen in any light other than

that of Plato's actual dialectic as a whole.

h) Reviewing the topic from a more present-day standpoint,

several considerations present themselves.

i)

The chief problem presented by war, namely 1its

apparent habit of periodic recurrence, has led to much



modern literature on Aggiression. One table given by a

modern historian (Toynbee, A.J., A Study of History, vol.

IX) shows cycles of war and peacé over randomly chosen
periods among randomly chosen peoples. This table has
possibly been one of the earliest pointers in the later
20th Century to the thesis that the generating of war is
more an affair of physiology than 'moral' decision.
Ardrey, Lorenz, Morris are other exponents of man's

behavioural syndromes in this direction.

ii) In the light of this modern material, one is abruptly
brought face to face in Plato with the term euuoelééﬁ. - the

"angry", "passionate”. -As if this concept were now not electri—}

fying enough, it appears in an obviously special context as the

'‘drive' sector of the mind. .The suspicion that one has met with

a Platonic Theory of Aggression becomes virtually a certainty.

iii) Granted this, however, it might be asked in what the

alleged philosophical, as opposed to merely scientific,
interest of the thumoeidic* lies? What, it could well be
inquired, has war to do with Philosophy? The answer to
this seems unequivocal. In as far as Philosophy hés to do
with man'é ethical behaviour, it must concern itself with

any serious deviations apparent in that. In regard

specifically to war, Plato reveals that it is a product of

the thumoeidic. The position the thumoeidic must assume in

. the scheme of his ethics therefore becomes unique.

* (Used synonymously with Oupoe18AJS)



iv) The philosophical interest of the thumoeidic then lies
chiefly in the moral implications which a duly modified

rendering of the word must carry. If men cannot help being

thrust into action by it, there will now be a doubt as to
how "guilty" they are if unaware that they are being so
thrust. The logical connexion between the 6upoeld&€S and
the other two parts of the tripartite soul will in any
event be altered drastically. So will the ethical
consequences implied by that changed version. That it has
hitherto been inadequately translated now becomes an

obvious and leading consideration.

v) Moreover, its interest is not limited to this aspect
of inquiry. The whole structure of Plato's philosophy,
amongst others his Principle of Identity and Concept of
Forms, is involved. For we have seen that the thumoeidic,

as the fundamental driving force to which men, society and

the universe owe their dynamism, is at the basis of %puw/.

And %pw/S in turn is not only at the basis of the very

existence of these entities, but alsoc the process by which

man strives towards the supremely important goal - the
Good. The thumoeidic is the 'springboard' of that

process. It thereby becomes the concept showing the
closest affinity with %pwS - the latter being perhaps the

most formidable of all terms encountered in Plato's

rhilosophy.

vi) As was seen above, the mind consists, on Plato's



tripartite principle, of three sectors: intellectual,
hot-tempered*, and appetitive. These are termed variously
Aoy1loTiudv, 6upoec18éS, émibuunTindy ; or again @llomabES,
@1A6vinov, @iionep8éS, etc. ’pwS is not explicitly
included among them. We can accordingly take it to be
either made up of a combination of fractions of them, or

alternately a divine infusion into them. But if the

Divinity meant man to struggle towards the Good, it is not
likely that he would have implanted in him inadequate means
of doing so. It is, after all, solely by means of the
faculties given him by the Demiourgos that man glimpses the
Good at all, let alone struggles towards it. We might
rather guess that ’épwS (though earlier as a philosophical
concept than any of them) is in practice a simple or
fractionated compound of two or more of the soul's

sectors. If so, we must include in those sectors the

aspiration towards ultimate Good. This is acceptable

enough, since Plato makes the search for Good a matter of
knowledge, which is covered by the logistic sector. %dmf ,

then, could be taken simply as a compound of at any rate
predominantly thumoeidic and logistic. On the other hand,

if that seems too facile, we may think of it as some such

combination touched with the divine inspiration. It seems

less likely that it should be identical with any one

sector. Still, if finally we took it to be such, the

thumoeidic touched by that inspiration would cover most

conceivable requirements.

* This rendering is used anticipatorily.



vii) Nevertheless, whichever way it is seen, Epwf is
positive for good. And here lies the essential difference
between it and the thumoeidic. %or the thumoeidic, although
perhaps overall, by the Platonic synthesis, more inclined
towards good than evil, can promote evil as well as good,
and ’épwS is never associated with evil. The thumoeidic
appears in its more obvious Platonic context specifically
as the primarily good-orientated energy-source. The
logistic may still sway it in whatever direction it sees
fit. But more commonly it chooses a good rather than a bad
direction. (It is in a less obvious context that we see it

as the neutral energy-source, which will operate whether so

swayed or not.)

If, we found, the logistic is defective, it will not
have the wisdom to recognise the Good. It will not know
how to get it, or even that it is worth getting. A

critical issue arises at this point. Since this thumoeidic

power incessantly accumulates, and by its accumulation

forces its own expenditure, effective and just means of

channelling it must be found. Yet these can only be found

by the sufficiently intelligent being. But, more than

that, this channelling must, of course, also be for
application not only to the intelligent, but to the

insufficiently intelligent, man. The latter

must, indeed,
be coerced into correct activity, if other persuasion

fails. There must, in short, be state organisation by the

intelligent of activities leading to sufficient, just

expenditure of thumoeidic resources.



viii) The connexion of these findings with €pwS and
the overall Platonic view is of course critically import-
ant. Taking ¥pw/ provisionally as a blend of thumoeidic
with logistic, we can say that the logistic provides both
the intelligence necessary to realise that the Good is
pre-eminently worth seeking, and the know-how to find ways
of attaining it. The thumoeidic provides the drive to
prize it vigorously and carry on the search for it. A new
light is hereby shed on ¥pwSf . The thumoeidic is not
merely a 'spirited’' element, to be employed wholly
voluntarily by its possessor. It Qannot be 'switched on',
so to speak, or 'switched off' at will. In just the same

way, épwS is irrepressibly dynamic. It must be "catered

for This last characteristic is noted by both early

philosopher-scientists, and by Plato, as one of the
greatest, if not the greatest, mysteries of nature.
Undoubtedly it will have been inferred by them from the
persistent, constantly upsurging energy of the natural
animal. But observation of cosmic forces such as tideé,
volcanoes, etc. will have caused them to read it further
into the cosmos. Later they introduced it into the social
unit, ultimately the transcendent world of abstracts. Some
probably }ead it back from the natural phenomena into man.
But, whatever the case, the erotic element takes over from

that earliest energy concept a feature of perpetuity, of

never-ending recurrence of thrusting force and dynamism

towards the high ultimate goal.



ix) Referring back from the force of ’EpwSf to its simpler

version in the thumoeidic element, we rehearse once more

the main conclusions of the present thesis. These are that,
since 10 Buuoe18€S accumulates incessantly, action is in-
evitable and permanent inaction inconceivable, and that;

if the unbridled, ultimately explosive force of TO
fuuoe18€S is not to materialise in brutish and lethal war,

higher intellects must be applied to channelling

that action. The eternally self-regenerating thumoeidic

'hot-temper' must be harnessed, in 6pwf , to attain apetf -
the supreme power to attain, in turn, the ultimate Good.
Justice is of course incorporated in that Good. The

dialectical consistency of these relationships underlies

this thesis.



CHAPTER OKNE

A BRIEF PRELIMINARY SURVEY OF THE INFLUENCE OF MYTHOLOGICAL AND

FOLKLORISTIC SOURCES ON PLATO'S CONCEPT OF THE SOUL IN GENERAL,

AND THE CONCEPT 6uuoci§&€S IN PARTICULAR

a.l SOURCES

Plato's concept of the soul was necessarily moulded in the
circumstances in which life was lived iﬁ 5th - 4th Century
Greece. This meant that it was moulded under the potential
influence of the mythology and folklore current at the time. By
this stage of Greek culture, one might have suspected that

ancient prehistoric and traditional beliefs were on their way

out.

This was by no means the case. On the contrary, they were
rife. A short list of their objects would include powers such

as Dionysos controlling the crops (and so, indirectly, Life),

Hades controlling Death, theories of Reincarnation (or

Metempsychosié,(Palingenesis)such as the Pythagorean, Orphicl,
etc., and finally worship of the gods in general. Cults and

superstitions of this pattern were universally popular.

Amongst other things, they rationalised Life and Death as a

detailed cycle, and primordial forces such as these still meant

a great deal to the Greeks. For even the sophisticated



townspeople were scientifically uninformed. Storms, disease,
crop failure were no less unaccountable to them than to the
peasanté of the countryside. They made no sense except as
divine inflictions. We cannot be surprised, then, if, as Plato
himself bears witness2, the rule of mythology and folklore was
excéedingly powerful. Admittedly the younger generation were
beginning to regard much myth as o0ld wives' tales?, Among the
common pe0p1e4, however, belief in and reverence for it had an
undiminished strength. This was mirrored in several solidly
real phenomena. A few samples'of these would be the current
popularity of drama, tragic and comic; a religious conformisnm
harsh enough to lead to the execution of Socrates on religious
grounds alone; and finally the universal terror and indignation

resulting from the notorious Mutilation of the Hermai (Athenian

household gods). The violence of reaction to this lastd among

the Athenians, proletariat and nobles alike, was so phenomenal

as to strain belief. One may perhaps best Just quote

Thucydides' report. Once blame for the mutilation had been

fixed on Alcibiades, the whole monumental failure of the

Sicilian expedition of 415 B.C. was, Thucydides tells wus, put

down to this sacrilege.

a.z2 THEIR INFLUENCE ON PLATO.

To what extent Plato consciously allowed himself to be

influenced by myth is a harder question. Still, it can to some

extent be learned from his own writings. His knowledge of myth



was certainly very wide. Socrates condemns much tradition and
folklore out of hand as fantastic and degenerate6. But not
only do the many traces of myth fouﬁd in the dialogues form
evidence that Plato (and probably Socfates) treated certain of
the more familiar legends very seriously. Plato himself
actually refers to them as accounts handed down by our

forefathers "who are now wrongly disbelieved® by many”7. Other

possible sources from which he might have drawn for his
material concerning the soul included the Presocratic
philosophers. Prior to all these were, however, a considerable

fund of established religious and chthonic institutions. To

those listed above, we could here add the Eleusinian Mysteries

(strongly if diffusely connected with Dionysiac ritual), and
the rites of Demeter and Persephone. These stand at the head of

many cults of other deities intimately affecting human physical

survival. Last but not least, and providing the bulk of

available enlightment on all the aforementioned, come the

Homeric and Hesiodic Epics.

a.>3 A BRIEF DISCUSSION OF THE MAIN FEATURES OF THE

DIONYSOS CULT, REINCARNATION, THE ELEUSINIAN

MYSTERIES, AND ORPHISM.

First and foremost, the above-mentioned elements provided

material for a theory of the Underworld. It was not a very

precise theory. As far as concepts of "spirit' and 'mind' went,

*(my underlining)



it seemed to be summed up in the general belief that the dead had

their being merely as a kind of 'strengthless'8 semi-solid?.

(Importantly, they were not totally insubstantial spirits.)

These smoke-like versions of men's previous selves then
apparently roamed throughout eternity thé asphodel-strewn
marches of Hades. It was a perhaps fanciful belief.
Nevertheless it was a plausible one, and from it we can trace
later, and in particular Platonic, theory through a natural
progression. The shades of the dead were substantial enough to
be visible to a person such as Odysseus who happened to gain
access to the Underworld. Yet they were not substantial in a
normal sengelo. That was convincing. The body of a person was
irrefutably, visibly, earth-bound after death. Only aﬂstract
"life" had left it. Yet even life (taken as virtually
synonymous with breath) was not totally abstract. Air blown
from the lungs carried a palpable force, and on cold mornings
was paysically visible as smoke. The concept of smoky,
wraith-1like shapes (forms?) of the dead, which these 'shades'
were, also carried a logically sound ring. More than that; it
functioned as a stepping stone to the concept of the
all-but-insubstantial, because maximally attenuated, soul. And
from here it extended to mind and reason, which by the

Pythagorean doctrine would only be separated from the soul as

universal ingredients, the soul 'itself' being individual to

its possessorll, Ultimately, as has been apprehended, it would

reach the stage of maximal attenuation. This would be the

guise proper to the Ideas themselves. '



It would accord with this that the soul was taken by Plato
as of more or less equal insubstantiality with mind and reason,
since its affinity with the Ideas makes it virtually indistin-
guishable in kind from them. The point should be made here,

however, that this near-abstraction of the Ideas

('unseen',&épaTovl2, and 'unperceived',&va{oenTov13) is still
only a "near-abstraction”. The ruling Greek concept-of the
cosmos was one involving continuous matter (%An). The
postulate of a so-to-speak cosmic essence, together with
Parmenidean-type arguments that 'nothing cannot exist', will

have ruled out a concept of total abstraction.

a.4 THE DOCTRINE OF REINCARNATION.

Plato's conception of the soul is in great part traceable

to Pythagoreanism. The fact that speech was the vehicle of

thought will early on have led to the conclusion touched on

above that the breath in which speech was contained was also

insubstantial - in as far at any rate as it was capable of

being invisible. By virtue of this property it was then

accepted as being also indestructible and eternalld. A

situation will then have presented itself in which two things

had to be assumed. First, the human body when alive must

possess a minimally material soul. Second, if thée body died,

the soul, unable to die with it, must remain an unfixed

wanderer through the universe.



The idea that the soul roamed at large was one
possibility. That it could fuse with a 'universal'’ éoul was
another. But, whichever of these déctrines was believed, there
was a further difficulty. For if each new creature born
obtained a new soul, this would entail an infinite increase in
the number of souls. Without a simultaneous increase in the
size of the so-to-speak 'psychic' cosmos, which does not seem to
have been envisaged, it was straining common reason to suppose
that new souls could continue to be manufactured indefinitely.
And, besides this difficulty, there was another. It lay in the
implication, mentioned above, that the souls of deceased
persons continued to exist in an 'unatfached' state. That is,
that they could be supposed to drift eternally through the

cosmos without any apparent function.

The answer to both these problems was simple. It was to
conclude that every soul, on the death of the physical being
that housed it, evéntually entered a new-born physical being.

It might wander for an unspecified time before doing so, but in

the end it found a suitable recipient. No new being ever

possessed, so to speak, a 'nmew' soul. The primordial one which

entered it, however, remaining with it until its physical

death, then continued on its way through multiple existences

until it reached moral perfection. Presumably it then, at some

later unspecified stage, began its Journey over again, but this

was a pedantic rounding-off of the theory which received corres-

pondingly little attention.



a.5 ORPHISM.

The perfect soul was nevertheless scheduled to find its
eventual haven. Orphic doctrine, handling this problem, and
fundamental to Plato's theory of the after-life, was mainly
exemplified in the Eleusinian Mysteries. These perhaps went no
fur ther than to maintain the soul's mere survival, together
with its arrival at this divine destination. Still, more
important than details of this last was the possible, indeed

probable, adjunct of happiness'for those who had lived

virtuously.

Orphism made use of the Dionysos cult, but was also

regarded as the forerunner of Pythagoreanism. It was,

moreover, to a large extent recorded. The early Orphic poems
are unfortunately lost, so that late sources alone can be
consulted, but among these Plato himself lists six1b

generations of Orphic cosmogony. He speaks further of the

'"Titanic' (i.e. sinful) nature of man. (The Titans, themselves'®

incinerated by Zeus' bolt for their sin in killing and
devouring Dionysos, were taken to have supplied, by means of

their ashes, the substance originating man.) However, the

doctrine of ré—entry of souls set free by death into new bodies

beginning a new life was not dependent on this. It was a

natural rationalisation, even without the clear evidence of

material reality. New bodies were of course in any case not

strictly 'mew’', but built up from the dust of the earth formed

by previously live matter. The theory covering this was no



doubt earlier than Pythagoras, but he emended and expanded it.

The ancient and modern debt to f&thagoras is indeed
overwhelming. In as far as his influence relates to Plato and
the present inquiry, he is, according to Burkertl7, 'the
hierophant of Great Mother mysteries with an Anatolian stamp,
and has a new doctrine, probably influenced by Indo-Iranian
sources, of immortality and of the triumph over death through
successive rebirths'. The Iranians themselves had not produced
a very elaborate theory of reincarnation. Pythagoras, in fact,
remains the only likely immediate source of the doctrine, his
own probable source being the Indians. ‘Refinements on it, such
as questions of the transmigration, or even presence, of souls

in animalsl8 or plants, and of inter-transmigration between

these and humans, are harder to trace. Plato's use of animals

at all as representatives of parts of the soul is a question of

considerable interestl9. An immediately important” feature,

however, of the Pythagorean legacy used by Plato is the

mysticism surrounding number. Especially relevant is the

number three?0, And in particular relation to it, we have the

division of the soul, the so-called "tripartite" division, into

three sectors. This question receives a brief treatment under

the next heading.

a.b SOME FURTHER ASPECTS OF PYTHAGOREANISM, AND PLATO'S

CONTACT WITH IT.

According to Alexander of Aphrodisia321, commenting on



Aristotle's book on the Pythagoreans, the Pythagoreans took the
number one to be voUS (mind), two to be 86f£a (opinion), and
three "the whole". These echoed thé trio beginning, middle and
end. Bvery whole would, therefore, initially tend to be
conceived of as composed of three rather than any other number
of parts. It cannot be questioned that Plato attributed an
inherent significance to numbers. A single passage 1in the

Republic alone22 puts this beyond doubt. But in his division

of the soul there seems more than the simple desire to make the
nunber three 'fit'. There is more, that is, than a simple
insistence on a "half-way mark" (here 6Buuoel18€S) between two
obviously distinct parts of the soul, reason and appetite. The
fact that in the subdivision of citizen types into three:

intellectuals, soldiers, and workers, he finds it necessary to

add a 'superintellectual'?23 group, proves the integrity of his

approach. He was not inclined to pursue mysticism at the

expense of science. The opposite was, indeed, more consistent

with his policy. He took number as a higher entity, but with which

facts might conform, not on which they should be modelled.’

a.m In the case of the tripartite division of the soul,

there was already extant a Pythagorean thesis which distin-

guished three types of person: buyers-and-sellers,

competitors, and thinkers24. These of course exactly

correspond with the Platonic classification. The divine origin

of the soul was even more widely affirmed. Pindar had asserted



it25. Anaximenes had designated the soul as air, and air as
God. Of the Pythagoreans specifically, Timaeus maintains that
the only eternal, genuinely existiné things are vénoir/f,
thought, and XdyoS, reason, which the Demiourgos then infused
into the Yuxfn, thus making that eferna126, and combining it
with the body, which was not. The Pythagoreans had in
addition, by the 6th Cent. B.C., developed an ethical theory of
rebirth27. This probably emanated from the Eleusinian

Mysteries 28. And these, concordantly with Orphism, definitely

promised the possibility of a happier lot in the after-life.

It is the Pythagorean variant of Orphism that is

encountered in Plato, as it is in Pindar, Empedocles, and

Herodotus29. The basic principle of this variant was that a

soul, consisting of attenuated substance, entered the

physically more 'solid' substance of an animal or human, and

there formed the thinking agency which guided that body through

physical 1life. This provides one reason why Pythagoras demands
abstinence from living things30 (and even avoidance of

association with butchers and hunters). During this life, the

spirit's constant aim was to transcend the merely physical
traits of matter with which it had become associated.
Appetite, greéd, anger, and lust had to be subjugated. This
was done with a view to attaining an ultimate state of

perfection in which XdyoS rules. But this process of striving

towvards perfection was very difficult. Ordinarily it was not

to be achieved in less than a great many lifetimes. This was why

the soul, having left one body, would be compelled to enter



another3l, and again yet another. And it continued_to do so

until it had totally risen above the domination of gross matter.

a.8 Plato's life-long friendship with the Pythagorean
Archytas of Tarentum is well worth observing for another
reason. Archytas was both mathematician and theoretician of
music. In this context, the view of music taken by the
scientists may be seen in a far clearer light. It is so much
more evidently the experience in which the Dionysiac (vigorous

without rationality, and so virtually thumoeidic), and the

Apollinian (rational, or logistic), become fused. It was

discovered moreover by the Pythagoreans that music constituted
an excellent means of purging the soul. In this we detect a
forerunner not only of Aristotelean ud6apoiS, but of Plato's
stress upon consistent types of music as an absolute necessity
for maintaining a consistent Republic. Archytas' friéndship
with Plato and his influence with Dionysios of Syracuse was
extremely strong;.strong enough indeed to prompt and enablé him
to procure Plato's release from prison in Syracuse?2. And

there is no doubt that Pythagorean doctrine in general enjoyed

wide currency and respect at the time.

Plato's own actual references to Pythagoras himself number,

in fact, one only33. But he speaks respectfully of the

Pythagoreans at all times34, talks seriously with them when he
happens to meet them35, and occasionally seems to reflect their

doctrines quite explicitly in his own dialectic. We have, for



I - 23 -

instance, Aristotle, followed by several others, e.g. Cicero,
Apuleius; maintaining that at this or that point 'MAdTwv
mubayopicelr’ (Plato is 'pythagorizing')36. At the same time,
Aristotle himself has left substantiél material distinguishing
Pythagorean and Platonic doctrines. Overall it seems clear

that Plato's reliance on them, although immense, was by no

means unqualified.

His closest contact with them began during his visit to
Magna Graecia and Sicily inm 387B.C., when he was already
forty37. Even at this time the reigning interest in the
Academy was still Mathematics and Astronomy ('Philosophy' as we
understand the term coming later). Thié will have caused him
to be preoccupied with current Pythagorean speculations
concerning Number and Geometry. Yet these themselves could
have led him to take greater notice of Pythagorean metaphysical

doctrines when he himself began to move in a philosophical

direction.

a.9 To return to the specific Pythagorean doctrine in

question, that of Reincarnation. The concept of an
"insubstantial' voUS and A86yoS being made to unite, in the
soul, with the substantial body led naturally to the concept of

certain less attenuated parts of the soul uniting with that

body.

Throughout Plato's treatment of the soul, we are made

aware that the epithumetic (appetitive) is the least attenuated

of the three sectors. 1In natural consequence it is the part

which has become most inextricably entwined with the body, and



finds it hardest to break away from it. Here at any rate, in
both Orphism and Pythagoreanism, was a constructive départure.
Here at last a contrast to the dull, colourless fate ascribed
by Homer to good and bad alike. How indeed could such an
unconvincing account be accepted? The suggested existence in
Hades of criminals such as Tantalus and Sisyphus suffering
interminable pains made it thoroughly implausible that
positively good people should be left totally without
pleasures. Orphism, as developed in Pythagoreanism, had
destroyed this anomaly. Positive happiness in the affer-1life

awaited those who had achieved perfection in the present one.

a.lo0 BACKGROUND INFLUENCES OF OTHER PRESOCRATIC

PHILOSOPHERS.

In regard to the "semi-abstract, semi-so0lid"” "shades" of
Hades mentioned earlier, the fact that the Greek philosopher-
scientists held to a predominantly 'hylozoic' principle brought
them up against certain problems. To maintain, that is, the

assumption that what was at times invisible, or at times

apparently totally imperceptible (nothing had yet been found to

be invariably ‘either of these), was still "substantial” was not

too hard. As has been said, no entity invariabiy such had been

identified except theoretically. But here came the

difficulty. To insist that theoretical entities were also

substantial necessitated certain awkward generalisations.

First, substance must be everywhere. Second, some individual



substances must be made out to be "thinner"38, some “"denser”,
than others. But if %An was continuous’? and omnipresent, it

was a bit hard to describe the apparently totally insubstantial

(if it existed) in such terms. This hurdle was ignored.
Doubtless, also, as the ultimate, divinely originated essence,
%Kn had a unique claim. It was a thing which we would be
presumptuous to expect to be able to understand. Undehiably,
as long as mental products were associated with breath, then
air, Anaximenes' choice as the universal and divine essence,
had the fairest prospects as a candidate for the 'universal
substance'. Its visible and invisible versions would, to an
early way of thinking, have seemed prodf that the same 'thing'

could be both 'something' and 'nothing' (the question of its

'so0lid' attributes, if any, was another problem). And if

Anaxagoras could postulate, as he did, that all was mind, we

may also be sure that he was by no means suggesting that mind

was 'insubstantial'. It was merely one of the 'thinnest'

"substances"”. The concept of a thing existing without possess-

ing substance could therefore have posed a problem, had that

concept existed. It did not. 'Nothing', as Parmenides had

pointed out, could not 'exist'. %Xn therefore, varying in

density from solid, 'material’' substance to the maximally

attenuated, accounted no less for evanescent 'idea' than for

gross matter. The concept of a soul, one of the "thinnest"

substances, being able to wander the earth unhindered was, as a

result, not a difficult one. It rested simply and primarily on

the observation of the behaviour of the air. And since air

seemed, in the shape of the breath, to constitute the 1life



principle, we see here the completion of a logical sequence.
Air was invisible; the invisible formed breath; breath was the

"real™ constituent of life; life was invisible; the invisible

was therefore the most essentially real. Yet, in spite of all
this, we might reconfirm our previous observation that, even 1if
Plato did c;nceive of the most abstract entities as 'unseen’
(adpata), and 'unperceived’ (avaictnta)4®, he would not have

divorced them from %Xn. Attenuated though they might be, they

were still, to him, continuous with the cosmic essence.

The alliance of the insubstantial with the substantial was

therefore a blending of substances. These differed not in

essence, but in degree of attenuationl. The thumoeidic

element is one good example of the less attenuated. It is, as

it were, partly 'spiritual', partly material. (We may take,

here, as now meaningful the terminology '"spiritual” and

"material” "substance"'.) The latent possibility existed that

it could slough off its material fraction and become purely

A6yoSf. TFor Plato envisages, in the attainment of ultimate

perfection, the discarding of everything but the logistic (i.e.

most 'insubstantial' and so most 'real'). But there remains,

in the 6updS, the highly central concept of 'drive' or

1] 1] 3 . - .
energy' . And since we can readily conceive of a drive %o

perfection being discarded once perfection'is reached, the non-

perfection of that drive is also easy to envisage. There is

the interesting consideration, moreover, of BunudS as possible

origin of Schopenhauer's absolutising of the will. This adds

further to what is already considerable matter for discussion

regarding its relationship to Epw/.



a.1l A problem now arises as to whether Plato's concept of

the independent soul includes all three of its sectors:

logistic, thumoeidic, and epithumetic. This, in turn,
presuﬁposes the problem of what function the thumoeidic and
eplthumetic sectors of a soul could conceivably perform if the
soul were independent of the body. Put in another way, the
question might be: What function could the logistic sector

possibly have if there were no thumoeidic and epithumetic

sectors present? For the most obvious of the logistic's
functions is to oversee those of the latter two. Indeed their

absence might seem to leave it, as it were, in a vacuum.

~But Plato clearly saw no objection to having, as an

ultimate state of perfection, a situation in which absolute

mind "intellectualised” 'in abstraction'. The purpose to which

this intellectualising was directed was contemplation of the

Good. It did not, then, seem specially in need of any sort of

'drive', particularly of the sort the difficulties of earthly

life made necessary. He clearly regards perfection as a

progressive process. It is an activity in which something

eternally still-to-be-ascertained (namely the Form of the Good)

is the object of perpetual thought. But the thought process at

this stage seems able to get along with the help of its own

energy (unless perhaps with the contributory help of %pwf). As

regards the ultimate termini of thought, he gives no more

enlightenment than moderns do on the query as to how a

Demiourgos should originally have come into being. As long,

however, as we can accept that his system includes a



constant aspiration to discover more about this, then that

system presents consistency.

In his denial, in the Seventh Letter42, of an ability +to

describe the ultimate Good, he was therefore no doubt stressing
the purely theoretical nature of the conclusions he had so far
drawn. The realisation of man's limits as well as of his own
philosophy is one of the marks of Plato's greatness. The

aporieutic character of his Parmenides confirms this in full.

He presented aspects of the Good, namely Truth (rational
insight), Harmony (beauty), Justice, etc. If he did not claim
to know what the Good itself was, he certainly could have

claimed to have carried his argument as close to its logical

termination as anyone could. 1Its lack of finality was no fault

of his. It was the inherent consequence of the human

condition. The mysteriousness of the Absolute Good was no

doubt due to the fact that it must imply 'good for every single

individual'.

It scarcely seems possible that Plato did not feel, when he

shrank from describing this, that this knowledge was a divine

province, overwhelmingly difficult for a human to attain to.

On both scores, of divine origin and practical inaccessibility,

it deserved respect. He clearly had the logical right to

suspend his investigation of the Good itself in favour of its

more accessible aspects. His choice therefore of the human

soul and of human Justice as principal objects of study

resulted, in the Republic as elsewhere, simply in as close as



possible an analysis of the spiritual process as he cpuld manage.
The importance he attaches to an examination of the soul
accords naturally with Socrates' well-known reminder to various

colleagues in the Dialogues that their overriding aim must be

to find out 'how one ought to live'43. And "knowing how one

ought to live" presupposes knowledge of the EEEEE.(aS seen by
Plato). The guiding instrument of life must be the mind, which
is contained in the soul. Accordingly, the make-up and various
qualities and characteristics of the soul are the least that

have to be analysed for the science of life to be grasped.

a.l2 To get to closer grips with the 6upoe18éS concept

now, we may observe that, in his approach to the study of the
soul of the Guardian in the Republic, Plato postulated two
leading qualities of the good watch-dog. TFirst it must be

av8peToS (brave), second 911600¢0S (eager to learn)44. These

qualities were mental. But just before this he had required

that it be keen, swift, and strong, and he had called these its
bodily4> qualities. In his summing up46, he requires it to be

philosophic, thumoeidic (which here is apparently an umbrella

term including dvépeiof), swift, and strong.

These seem at first to be an arbitrary mixture of terms.
Two psychic sectors are combined with two bodily attributes.
Further mention of a sector of the Yuxn comes only in
owppoodun4?, that part regulating the bodily appetites. The

dialogue here is either deliberately flexible, to give dramatic



conviction, oOT further illustrates Plato's resistance to
pumerical pigeon-holing. Suspiciously over-neat duo's, trio's,
or other mystical collections are not in Plato's métier. They

can only be assembled as such after all available evidence has

. =
been collected. If they then still happen toO show a certal
pattern and neatness, this is welcome to him. But the
numerical criterion, we nay restress, has no ultimate sacro-

sanct status in his view.

a.l73 dvSpe{a(COURAGE).

) ’ .
The linkage of the thumceidic quality with avépetid, since

without 6UUBS one cannot be dv8peToS48 ) is a critical step. It

carries one, finally, into that particular morally positive

field which perhaps provides most justification for the deeper

study of 6uudS. The aim to live in accordance with the moral

virtues necessitates that the soul be able to generate these

virtues in itself. Therefore, since particular virtues seem to

be confined to particular parts of the soul, those parts of the

soul which originate the particular virtues must be

scrutinised. Regarding this, the Republic contains a

scientific groundwork to its own moral discourse. (It will

also, incidentally, be found to do so for the other dialogues

in which entities such as Justice, &peTﬁ (excellence),

Pleasure, the Good, etc., come up for analysis.) The reason
for wishing to live in accordance with the virtues is, to

Plato, obvious. His arguments have shown that they represent



the only path by which the Good may be reached49. If the sum
total of the virtues is contained in dpetfi, any examination
eQentually made of the various uses of 6upoe18€S in the

Republic must explore in particular its links with Qpeth -

a.l4 THE DIONYSIAC ENERGY SOURCE.

To return temporarily to the springs of gupdS, we have
found that it is certain, from considerable material available

in several dialogues5o, that Plato recognised the existence in

man of a primitive Dionysiac energy. This energy was

'irrational', in the sense that it welled up irrespective of

reason. 1t was even unconcerned, that is, with whether reason

regulated its operation or not. Moreover, it forced its own

outlet by its sheer biologically accumulating presence. The

course of pursuit of the Good, which involved a process of

perpetual striving (all summed up in €pwS ) was the occupation

by which Plato judged existence's requirements most effectively

fulfilled. This course involved struggle, first, towards

knowledge of the Good, second, towards its achievement. A

struggle required energy. The Dionysiac energy was accordingly

postulated as the motive force to be harnessed by the AdyoS to

pursue this end. Even if one cannot expect to find out the

ultimate Truth, or Good, one cannot do better than channel

one's energy towards that end. Failure to find it was better

than failure to strive, and strive in a direction as

closely approximating to it as possible.



It would séem, however, in this analysis, almqst‘as though
YowS were an 'ingredient', or ‘'aspect', of 6uudS. The 'anger’
coefficient is left out,‘the factor-of positive energy stands
on its own. Indeed, ¥épwS might be regafded as a concept
covering 'correctly channelled 6upof'”l. Whatever the case, it
represents a striving towards the Truth (rationality), Balance
(justice), and Harmony (beauty) of the cosmos. In so striving,
the irrational and the rational (or as Schelling and Nietzsche
termed them, the Dionysiac and the Apollinian) are reconciled,
and through it the Principle of Identity is fulfilled. This is
to say that nature, soul, and society {(state)} conform. This
act of striving égr rational insight into the cosmos (i.e. for
Truth and Goodness) is therefore of the utmost significance for
the concept of Bupoe1déS. It explains its apparent contradic-
tions. (It is only if the unity of Plato's philosophy is kept
in mind that these apparent contradictions can be explained,
and endless detail avoided.) If, as we see, Plato seeks Truth
and Knowledge in order to live by them, thus leading an
'authentic' life, then reason is not an end in itself but a
means towards that end. A life free from the conflicts of the
imperfect world is, after all, by definition unattainable in
the world. But if Plato has discovered that reason does not
exhaust truth, this does not mean that he abandons the search
for truth. vOn the contrary, the search for truth and goodness
is the perpetual preoccupation of his philosophy. And it

is %pwS which sets us in pursuit of them.



a.lb The treatment of %pwSf in the Pﬁaedrus, while it would
be in agreement with the @uuoe18fS doctrine as so far
discussed, may well not have the exact connexion with it that
it at first seems to. At first, it seems possible that in this
dialogue Plato is dealing with love as a form of emotion
('pavie') rather than a drive. Certainly he objects to his
earlier definition of it as an &mifuufie”?. But he seems to be
attempting to say that, though it is a desire, an %nlevufa, it
is simply not the crude one most people take it to bed®3. The
'best' soul®4 is a lover of the fine ('beautiful, or fine,
things', TWV walwv)®5. When it sees beauty, it looks upwards56
to the truth of which that beauty reminds it, and wishes to fly
up to it. The possessor of this kind of soul clearly wishes to
reach the Truth. To that extent he might be presumed to desire
it. Yet the struggle he engages in is not, strictly, one of

desire - an aim at possessing. Rather it is an aspiration to

be in proximity to the thing loved. We are compelled on this
ground to put ¥pwS into a category distinct from desire. The

guestion is whether it is distinct from it in the same way as

the thumoeidic element is. We had assumed that with %pwf an

emotion alone was in question. But clearly, if it incorporates

an urge (to fly upwards), it must at least incorporate a form

of drive as well.

a.lé EARLY SENSES OF 6uudS : HOMER AND HESIOD.

In its earliest literary uses, the term BvudS seems to be



allotted the overall, approximate meaning "breath of energetic
iife", i.e. the breath not in the guise of the cool, rational
Yuxh @erived from YOXw = to breathe; make cool), but as loaded
with the warm vapour of the blood. (The rationalisation of
this was that the blood‘is most heavily concentrated in the
heart, and thus between the lungs, which hold the breath.) In

Homer it consistently means this. Since, however, the 6uud/S

'energy-loaded breath', so to speak, technically implies the

WUxﬁ, it can also mean the stuff of cool consciousness, the
'mind'27. It is worth emphasising, indeed, that it is
sometimes used quite interchangeably with Yuyxfl in Homer. e.g.

Sarpedon's Yuxfi (seeming here more to equal 'consciousness')
p q

leaves him when he is stricken58. Then, even after having been

said, in connexion with the same incident, to have 'breathed

forth his QupdS', he still revives. Still, as a term in early

myth and folklore, 6uudS is seldom found. It is only in such a

writer as Plato that we find it assuming an important place,

and one indeed comparable with that of’épwf. Here, however,

the place is at times so importantly unlike that of %¢pw/ tﬁat a close

preliminary study of ¥pw/S itself becomes essential.

a.l7 Here we are on firmer ground. The background to fpw/f

is, by contrast with that of CAVITEN deep and extensive. The

greatest mystery to the early philosopher-scientists was the

one surrounding the primordial source of energy. The dynamic

processes of the cosmos had been set in motion. By what?

Independently of the scientists, Hesio0d®9 names towS as having



come into being, fourth in order after Chaos, Gaia, aqd
Tartaros, to initiate the cosmos. Still, it does not, to him,
assume the staﬁus of a cfitically iﬁﬁortant force so much as a
catalyst by means of which forces, initiatory and otherwise,

act. The concept of €pwS as a vital driving power behind the

cosmos falls to Empedocles, as to a small number of other

philosophers60,

As rain, the 'semen' fertilising the soil, €pwS does not
appear either in Homer or Hesiod, but we do find it in
Aeschylus61. It is certainly, to the philosopher-scientists

concerned, an agency generating and promoting the continuance

of the cosmos. However, it is nowhere treated by them as a

fundamental force in the mental or spiritual life of man.

The result of this finding seems to be significant for the

status of BuudS. 1In relation %o Epwf, fuudS has a varying

intellectual ingredient conjoined with the energetic ingredient
which at any rate the primitive %pwS does not seem to possess.

The Platonic ('true') %pwf is indeed a far fuller entity. It

is highly selective, and in this implies a strong mental

factor. Meantinme, however, the primeval force of %pwf was, we

may safely say, altogether without that factor. 1Its root
folkloristic significance, .as we may take it from Hesiod's and

Empedocles' record, was a flowing, the flow, presumably, of the

semen generating new life. To this the flowing of rain onto

the earth was a clear parallel. From the generative power

evinced by this flow the assumption will have arisen (since‘ﬁe



can regard the witness of Hesiod and Empedocles as fairly
symptomatic of folkloristic belief) that the cosmos was itself
generated through a form of Epr. ihe force of this entity
either acted on its own, or existed in some divinity, the
further origin of whom was not ipqhired into. Again, the
distinction between @1A46TnS and épwf62 in Hesiod seems to be
that between the inner force of loving and the act of love.

Yet even this distinction should probably not be strained.
Hesiod for instanceb3 speaks of"EpwS as 'fairest among the
gods, looser of limbs'. But then he tells of the conception by
Night of Aither and Day after mingling in '@iAdtnS' with Erebus.
It seems certain that €pwS must to him have conveyed the sense
of the act of love in being the actual 'flow' of the seed, the
process at all events during which the limbs were loosed. From
this core of meaning, a transference to a 'feeling' of €pw/
would be natural, ¢@iidtnS Having the same approximate sense.

It could be this that formed the source of the process of %pwf

which we see in Plato.

But though %pmf may generate life, the most superficial
glance shows that it is not the critical symptom of life. Life

in man stops, to the primitive eye, with the breathing. The

breath represented the real 'stuff' of 1life. Later, more

sophisticatedly, it became the stuff of.consciousness. On the

other hand, 1life stopped in plants when they dried up. But this

was no hindrance, since breath was not only vapour, but warm

and moist, as plants were moist, and it made good sense that

moisture should be included. So another ingredient of gupdS



seems to be accounted for. With moisture the common factor in
both cases, no doubt this had its part in the distinction

of euudS from Yuyfi- The Yuyxf was the colder and drier form of

air which was the substance of cool reason.

a.l8 But to stress solely its moist character is to take

away from 6uudS the primal significance it has of 'breath'

simplex64. This is an important error to avoid, for from

aspects of the breath spring 'mind', 'anger', 'fatigue' - all

the major symptoms of changing mood and vigour in the highest

faculties of man. In this regard, our early testimony

concerning Ouud/S is strangely limited. It comes, significantly

enough, solely from epic and lyric poetry. There is no earlier

record. It is found in Pindar, Bacchylides, etc., as well as

Homer, but folklore outside Homer and the Lyric pdets does not

show any concern with it. It is clearly a relatively late

object of interest.

This could logically be expected. The power of the

original creating force, or of the enormous but virtually

'blind' natural forces of the created COSmOoS, was not®5 of such
a kind as to be associated by the common man with intellect.

Much less was it thought that it could be steered or countered

by humans exercising their own intellect. The original

creating power did not create the world by means of intellect.

It created it by means of its sheer power. Similarly, it could

not have been conceived of that the acts of the gods could be



evaded by humans exercising mere intellect. Indeed, even to
have attempted to evade them thus would have constituted an
insult, risking serious punishment.- Odysseus is the wisest of
Homer's Greeks, yet there is no question of his escaping
Poseidon's wrath by his own cleverness. The intervention of
Athena might help him, but that is all he hopes for.

Similarly, it would not have occurred to him, or to early man
in general, to trouble to isolate intellect as a particular
attribute of the gods. They had an all-embracing power which
totally overshadowed - it simply implied - intellect. Odysseus
can therefore only use his utmost resources against the
elements when in trouble, trying to survive as well as he can,
and constantly praying for divine help or forbearance. On the
other hand, his intellect is still in general, and correctly,
represented as being of great importance to him. It can
properly help him evade some of the worse aspects of his
divinely inflicted hardships. And crucially enough,

of course,

it keeps him supreme amongst humans.

a.l9 It can easily be appreciated why only the more gross

natural forces should have received attention from the

philosopher-scientists. Forces such as hunger and thirst,

physical fear,sexual love, etc., were predominant in man's

primitive state. The gross powers controlling these were

therefore to him the only ones that could possibly be worth

considering. One could almost never, by ingenuity, avoid their

effects. Drought, flood, 'attacks' by the elements in general,



or by animals, the demands of sexual libido, which could drive
one to frenzy - these had to be accepted. It was ceftainly
possible to take some precautions'aéainst them. But no
precautions at all could be effective if their onset was at all
strong. If the deity concerned intended your destruction, you
had no escape. On the other hand, on a more sophisticated
level, when these primal necessities had been dealt with, man

still had his surplus energies. He could devote them to more

complex activities.

However, an unfortunate phenomenon necw presented itself. Of

these activities, gratuitous competition, that is war with his

fellows, for some reason became a leading medium. At this
point, at all events, the more sophisticated forces in him,
such as will-power and intellect, began to claim his attention.
For this reason, we expect to find multiple references to man

and his possession of OuudS, Yuyfl, wévoS, etc. in the Homeric

Epic. And we do. It is, after all, later than the primitive

era, although several stages earlier than the Presocratic in

sophistication. Correspondingly, there are fewer references to

the cosmos outside man, and its forces of Epwf, drought, flood,

famine. These he can now handle more efficiently. 1In

accordance with this, it is also the mainly more 'human-

orientated’' divinities such as Athena, Hephaestus, Aphrodite

and Ares that get the more interesting parts in epic and

lyric. Less so do the vast, cosmic wielders of power such as

Dionysos, Demeter, Zeus. The interest has shifted. It is the

newer dangers which confront man, now that his growing technibal



ability has removed the old ones, that claim attentiqn - war in
particular. As yet, the activity of the philosopher-scientist,

of detailed reflection on the cosmic forces, has no place.

Still, it will not be long taking that place.

Not entirely unexpectedly, then, we find much stress on war
and comparably sophisticated human action, and little stress on
Epmf or any other cosmic force in Homer. It does occur in
Hesiod, and in Presocratics @i1A{a or @1A0TnS may be taken to
correspond with it66, But otherwise its primitiveness takes 1t
beyond the age of records. Empedocles indeed, the inquirer par

excellence back into first causes, writes well into the 5%th

Century of Love and Strife as the originating principles of the

cosmos. That Plato's %pwf, combining these two, owes its

origin at least in part to Empedocles can scarcely be doubted.

On the other hand, such specifically mythical and folkloristic

influence as Plato was subject to will not have come from

Empedocles, or any one like him. Plato's basic impressions

concerning the Yuyf and BuudS will, we find, be principall&

from epic and lyric.

a.20 DIONYSOS WORSHIP, ORPHISM AND THE SOUL.

Concerning, once again, Plato's interpretation of the

nature of the soul, as it springs from these, and other,

earlier, force-concepts, we have seen that we must reckon here

specially with various vitally important forerunners to



Pythagoreanism. Dionysos worship, the Eleusinian Mysteries,

and Orphism have been mentioned. These phenomena are primitive

enough to rank with folklore.

If, on the one hand, human intellect as such was, for self-
preservatory purposes, of secondary interest to early man67,
the problem of death was decidedly of primary. Accordingly,
folklore concerning death was voluminous. Doctrines of its
nature were even more so. Hades the god of the Underworld was

the most acutely feared divinity, and efforts to pacify him

most consistently made. They were also automatically made,

since of course whenever any sacrifice was offered to any deity

whatever, it automatically, by incorporating a death, implied

one to him. The maximum penalty exacted by any cosmic power
was death. Accordingly, the form of placation of Hades was

most commonly in the shape of a 'scapegoat'. This creature,

human or otherwise, was made to die in place of oneself, in the

hope that the god might accept such a substituteb8.

The commonest causes of death in primitive times would have

been starvation and disease. The first would have resulted

from crop or herd failures. These could in turn be caused by

weather or other inexplicable divine causes. The second,

disease in general (which could, of course,as plant disease,

also cause crop failure), was also a divine imposition. As the

deities concerned with crops were Dionysos, Demeter, and Zeus,

these three assume colossal importance primitively. The story

is found in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter that Hades (Pluto)



carried off Kore (Persephone), who is here made out to be the
daughter of Demeter. He then took her down to his
Subte%ranean kingdom, and this removal symbolised the
disappearance of the green shoots in winter. Demeter, after
searching in vain for many years, eventually wandered %o
Eleusis. Here she revealed herself to the Eleusinians, who
built her a temple. It is evident that the Eleusinian
Mysteries were concerned with the death and rebirth of the
corn, and were also pre-Hellenic, and thus considerably older
than Demeter; but now, naturally, they took on an association
with her. The death and rebirth of the corn had without a
doubt given original rise to the thoughts of human rebirth
after death. 1In turn, the probability is that these simply
merged spontaneously into Orphism. Thus the main features of

the phenomena of death and rebirth of the corn were transferred

to human beings.

a.2l DIONYSOS THE GOD.

Demeter was almost exclusively a corn-goddess. Still, she

sufficed for all crops, and for fertility in general. Then
abruptly the Thracian-Phrygian import69 Dionysos takes over

wine and much of general fertility. He had come in possibly as

early as c. 900 B.C. (his other name, Bakchos or Iakchos, a

Lydian word, further confirms his eastern origin), and his cult

was more that of an emotionalism than a religion. The emotion

was no doubt further stimulated by wine. Basically it was



characterised by the devotees roaming at large in a state of

intoxicated frenzy/O. Women were especially concerned in these

activities, which were known as the Blea- They scoured the
countryside until they found some live animal (sometimes, as in
the case of Pentheus, human) which they then rent apart and ate
(omophagy). In eating it they believed themselves to be
absorbing the vitality of the animal victim (usuwally, also, a
young one, to accentuate this vitality). In this way their vigour
and life were, as they saw it, increased. Ancient writers say
further that, according to the specifically Phrygian iradition,
Dionysos was bound’l during winter and awake during summer.
This links his character quite closely with that of Kore. He
was also known as a child—god72, and is essentially a divinity

not only of vegetation but of any young, growing thing.

Another influential factor promoting his cult may have

stemmed from Asia Minor, where he was a general god of

fertility. (The phallus carried in the Dionysiac processions

is proper to him, though he himself is not represented as

phallic;)73 He was also, there, a god of the fruit of the

trees, in particular the vine. 0ddly, though, this influence

did not apply to any other crops. His connexion with the

Underworld no doubt came from the Phrygian myth, or from it via

Orphism, in which he had a great place. He was thus introduced
into Mysteries other than the extremely ancient bpyia with

which he had once been exclusively concerned. That the

traditions associated with him in this connexion treated of a

happy after-life, moreover, is shown by the decoration of later



Greek sarcophagi with Dionysiac myths. From these apd the
various Orphic doctrines we find that an already well-marked
belief in an after-life was taking detailed shape. There

remained only its full logical development by some gifted

philosophic mind. This mind was that of Pythagoras.

a.22 PYTHAGORAS.

A final reversion here to Pythagoras may seem otiose. It
can be justified on two counts: both as a probably worthwhile

recapitulation, and as a re-emphasis of the critical nature of

his influence on Plato. Pythagoras' reputation has, to give it

no more than its due, been so universally great as to

have engrossed the Reincarnation doctrine - amongst a lot else -
almost exclusively to him. That his forerunners had already
evolved its basic structure is, however, clear from what has
already been said.. The main difference between the doctrine as

developed by them and by Pythagoras74 is in its completeneés

and definition. Pythagoras turned what was a web of myth into

a formal, logical theory.

A study of the mqst ancient testimony, uninfluenced by

Plato, shows Pythagoras as we saw him earlier. He is "the

hierophant of Great Mother mysteries with an Anatolian stamp"

who "has a new doctrine, probébly influenced by Indo-Iranian

sources, of immortality*and of the triumph over death through

. . " . - ) -
successive rebirths"75. The doctrine of reincarmnation is found

* (acain my underlining)



in early Iranian records (the Avesta). Herodotus7§ gscribes it
to the Egyptians77. Orphic‘doctrine, written down immediately,
as we have observed (unlike Pythagoréan), no doubt supplied a
particularly fertile source. This fact that it was put down in
written form straight away was incredibly valuable. The
emphasis the Orphics put on permanent records appears from the
evidence of vase paintings of Orpheus, each invariably showing
a scribe standing writing near Orpheus' head. Actual Orphic

writings are in consequence available to, aﬁd alluded to by,

Euripides’8 and Aristqtle79, (as also in fact Plato80 himself).

One more source for Plato's thinking on soul and idea thus

stands revealed.

Testimony concerning Pythagorean theory in its earliest
form is rare. Regarding the so-called 'Pythagoreans' as a
possible source, it is interesting to note some remarks of
Porphyry's81. He states that the fruitful part of Pythagorean

doctrine was taken over by Plato, Aristotle, and their pupils.

The 'dross', he claims, was left to the 'Pythagoreans’. Their

name had now clearly, in his estimate, become considerably

cheapened. Indeed, his comment is jJust one of many symptoms of

the vanishing reputation of '"Pythagorean' productions of later

years. At all events, there is no record left by

"Pythagoreans', early or late, which throws any light on the

sources used by their alleged founder.

In contrast with this, the vast reputation of their master

has even caused it to be suggested, as a variant82, that

Ofphism was the borrower from him. However, this is not the

common view83. It also has relatively little importance for



the present argument. Orphism, as does Pythagoras? at all
events comes chronologically between the Eastern tradition and
Plato. So whether Pythagoras drew }rom it, or vice versa, the
form in which Plato inherited the doctrine is clear. We can

regard either source indifferently as valid.

a.23 DRAMA.
The vital counterpart to the Dionysiac-Orphic factor - the
Apollinian - now comes naturally to the fore. There is much

more than coincidence in the fact that it should have
materialised most prolifically in the drama, itself an offshoot
of Dionysiac worship. The two naturally complement each

other. That they-can perfectly convincingly - as above - be
argued to involve a parallel with the 6upoel8&€S - XoyloTiudv
combination, and probably together represent tows, rapldly

shows us the order of importance of their rdle.

In the Platonic connexion, the dramatist that most

immediately comes to mind is Euripides. Socrates' great

adniration for Euripides presents several points of

considerable interest. ©Euripides' apparent departure from an

attitude of unconditional reverence for the gods may be hard to

square with the seriousness with which Socrates, whom we may also

take here as Plato's representative, viewed them. But if Euripides

'paid lip-service to religion'84, we certainly find Socrates in

part deserting the gods for a single God. O 68/ (he refers to

this Being countless times) is clearly, to him, the single



Supreme Being. The distinction he demands is between

reverence for traditional 'divinities' and reverence for

the Divine overall. Euripides sﬁows 2 high veneration

for the natural forces which he made an embodiment of -the
gods. If this is seen as a diminution of their majesty, we
need to ask a serious question. Why does he nevertheless make
the consequences of not observing their claims so
comprehensively catastrophic? It has been said that Nemesis to
Euripides is merely random. It is supposed, to him, to be
purely a source of human sadness85, But there is nothing
random about the judgnent meted out to Hippolytos, Phaedra,
Pentheus, Medea. His gods may bedehumanised, against Greek
tradition, but the powers they represent, physical and

intellectual, are by no means diminished. Nor 1is their

impersonalisation allowed to make them less convincing as

entities. Socrates disapproved wholly of the ascription of

human weakness to the gods86. He was likely to have found

Euripides' dissociation of them from all human characteristics,

good or bad, more to his taste than anything the other

dramatists produced. The preference he showed for his plays

‘naturally accords.

The leading concept (for Socrates' purposes) given rise to

by Euripides was, then, that the 'gods' were no other than the

great natural forces of the universe. If, as he did, Euripides

conceded to these forces an overall guiding mind, a significant

if obvious point follows. The existence of such a mind, in the

abstract, was included in his system. It was separate fron

force itself. This mind, not necessarily resident in any type

of human 'superbeing', might therefore exist on its own.




Such a doctrine was in keeping with, and no doubt sprang
from, the Pythagorean doctrine of a non-solid, indépendent
World-Soul. This doctrine was blénded no doubt with others
concerning matter promulgated by the Presocratic physicists.

It will, too, have been close to Anaxagoras' theory (the All =

vouJS). Similarly, to Heracleitus' 'the A11' = AdyoS plus fire,

to Anaximenes' air, to Anaximander's &meipov (unlimited).

These philosophers, while giving yet more stress to the
ultimately attenuated, and so most close to 'insubstantial',
nature that substance could assume, still only postulated the
existence of the highly attenuated. The totally insubstantial
was not reckoned a reality. That any of them actually believed
in the possibility of "something" altogether without substance

A

at all is conceivable87, They may have had private theoretical

convictions along these lines. But apart from any other
dissuading influences, the belief that Nature abhors a vacuum
will already have been supported by acquaintance with the
syringe. This had indeed been developed considerably before
their time. And its evidence was incontrovertible. With the

apparatus currently available a vacuum just could not be

achieved. It would have been easy to conclude that it was

inherently impossible.

We cannot, again, imagine how they would have conceived of,

for instance, air in a material context. After all,

it had all the nature of an invisible, 'insubstantial!

entity. But since - apart from its "smoky' potential - it

could be contained in bladders, it was obviously like solid

matter. It wa |
$ not free to wander unchecked88, And if Plate's



Jdeas were the most abstract entities imaginable, their
recognised vehicle was s£ill the air of speech, even if they
could remain unspoken. There was no other account that could
have been given of their nature. In short, they gave every
sign of being strictly %An . The true belief in the back of
Plato's mind concerning this cannot be known. Whatever it was,
Apollo, presented in the works of such men as Euripides,
Empedocles, Anaxagoras and their fellows, could scarcely have

been given greater weight for him than by such other minds.

a.24 POSSIBLE INFLUENCE OF THE EPICS.

The probably powerful influence on Platovof epic poetry canmn
now be considered, and indeed it stands almost in its own
category. It is only in principle parallel to those that have
just been discussed. TFrom Socrates’ remarks alone89 we can
infer that 'Homer' was not just standard reading. He was

almost the exclusive object of literary study. In fact, he was

regarded as absolutely authoritative on almost every topic he

even alluded to. Plato's intimate knowledge of the Homeric poems

shown by his ability to guote extensively from them. But to

this fact can further be added the assumption that this ability

was acquired early on. It was almost a 'reflex'. He was

grounded in Homer and Hesiod in the way a modern child is

grounded in reading and writing as such. All the events and

language of epic were absolutely embedded in his memory from

earliest youth.



This is no additional argument in favour of his having
been influenced by them. It is no more SO than the fact that
he makes actual use of the words Hoder uses, for many of these
were clearly in common use during his own time. But it
certainly is curious that he uses no major psychosomatic term
(e.g. dpetfi, vouS, gpévef, Epwf, émbuuia, guudS, Yuxfi) that is
not commonly used in Homer. His personal development of that
use, however (even if it greatly corresponds with the current
usage of his day), is of principal interest. In an attempt to
detect that development, the sense in which Homer himself uses

the words is first worth establishing.

a.25 In the Homeric epic, wevfind the forces of mind
and soul intimately bound up with those of 1life itself. The
reason for this could be fairly guessed at. It would almost
certainly be that their disappearance from the body coincides
with the disappearance of liﬁggo. &OETﬁ has a correspondingly
elemental nature. It is regarded béth in Plato.and Homer as

the highest qualification any man can have. 1In Homer, however,

it is more or less exclusively the ability-plus-will to

fight91l. This is what we might expect it to be in the story of

peoples permanently fighting for existence, or at any rate in a

tale where deeds of war and emergency are treated as the

subject of greatest interest. By contrast, in Plato, it has

the broadened sense which we should expect it to have for a

community which needs talents more variegated than are involved

in plain fighting. It still retains in considerable part that



former sense. But it has acquired additional overtones of
‘excellence' in other spheres. Put in another way, the field
of application of the term "excellent" has been enlarged. It
now includes people who by coincidence have simply never had to
use their excellence specifically for fighting. The
preservation of the social unit still remains the paramount
criterion for dpetf. The actions necessary to ensure it will
always be primarily important. But other aspects of excellence
have multiplied. In this context, honesty, moral fibre, an
all-embracing competence in peace-time activities - these

become in themselves criteria of the possession of dpetf.

In Homer it seemspossible that &perﬁ may sometimes also be
given a wider application. Admittedly it is only on rare
occasions that this becomes necessary92. But we might
therefore have less cause to regard as strange Plato's
apparently tremendous extension of its sphere to mean the human
puyf's closeness fo Absolute Good. Still, whether we do regard

this as strange or not, we do not even have real title to say

that the extension is so very great. Much less can we say that

the men of the Homeric age had not the ability to appreciate

more than just militéry prowess. We can only emphasise that,

during the age of the heroes, talents for defence and offence

were at a premium.

The heroes provided the governmental basis upon which the

aristocratic moA1S was founded, and their war-effectiveness was

the sole key to its survival. Had this not been so, and



leisure been greater, the concept of human excellence would
have been broader. As it is, Plato's dpetf quite bafegorically
includes the 'excellence' required of the essentially military
Guardian. This man, even if he must be more than a mefe

soldier, still has to be a soldier before all else93. 1In

Plato's city-state, the ultimate standards of Justice, Culture,
Education (u0U01uﬁ), and self-control, etc., are further

refinements required of him. But when war and emergency are

virtually never-ending, as is the case in intermediate cultures

such as those dealt with in Homer's epic, these items have no

real place. The point to be made here is that, were such

leisure as the inhabitants of Plato's Republic enjoy to have

become available to the Homeric hero, a man like Agamemnon would

have aimed at them. &Even for Homer's purposes they would be

the logical objective of any noble soul. Indeed,

we may assume

them as tacitly included in dpetfi- In their developed shape

they require a physical leisure which kings like Agamemnon

ordinarily Jjust do not have, yet, notwithstanding, §iun
(justice) is praised in Homer as a thing "beloved of the

gods"94. The Good (&Yaeév), in the guise, Homerically, of a

good man, is not only good as regards war (d&vya08/S =
courageous); he is good in respect of other skills95. Once war

has been successfully waged, he will be, germinally, good in

the supreme activities of the gpéveS.

Then finally, in a
society in which leisure is available for the highést

development of ‘'phrenic' activity - a stage of social

sophistication such as Plato experienced in his own lifetime -

the impact of everyday needs diminishes almost to vanishing



point. The only source of exertion now remaining for the mind
is abstract objects. These objects can then ultimateiy be con-
vincingly divorced altogether from material existence. dpoetf
can be reserved soleiy for totally (or potentially totally)

"non-material” ideas.

a.26 Similarly to &iun, €pwf, in Hesiod the primordial,
physical passion drawing entities together, advances, as we
have seen, considerably beyond that guise in Plato. Hesiod, in
the passage we have quoted, writes of"Epw/ as "fairest among
immortal gods, looser of limbs". But more importantly, for

present purposes, he also states that he "subdues in their

breasts the mind and thoughtful counsel of all gods and all

men"96. This €pwS, for him, is, then, an agent so physical

that it actually brings mental activity into utter subjection.

In strong contrast, Plato's ¥ pwS retains its nature as a

powerful driving force, but so far from causing the activity of

the mind to diminish, it stimulates it. It also incorporates

an attraction of minds to one another for the very purpose of

mental interchange and research. Occasionally we have found

that Socrates even calls it a 'madness’' (upagvia). But this

is a mad urge to attain higher things97, to apprehend the

Absolute98. It is a pulsing, thinking urge, the uplifted love

springing from Zeus. The relatively debased physical type of

love which springs from Ares is in the strongest possible

contrast to it. Plato indeed regularly stresses that it is

only too frequently confused with the latter. So much so does



this in fact happen that the Arean is wrongly reggrded by most
people aé the only type of love. Once again, we see.that Plato
has retained %pwf in the primordial-sense of a powerful drive,
but at the same time done something more. He has fed into it a

quite new concept. This is the drive towards a sophisticated

and mentally abstract 'looking upward'99. The "looking upward"

implies a type of procreation, namely that of a new self out of
one's old material self. It brings into existence a new being

less weighed down by matterlO0, And this procreation is

achieved by close approximation to, and dialogue with, beings

who are endowed with gifts of soul superior to one's own. Epwf
is primarily, that is, the love which attracts us to such
people, and second, which spurs us to make ourselves finer

such association. Any other aim in it than these is

despicable. No doubt Plato does not envisage our dragging such

persons down spiritually by our presence. The relation of

these 'finer' people to us is simply on the analogy of the

relation of the gods to humans. They are presences who, as it

were, give out an aura of light. There may be others there for

the light to fall on, or there may not. It makes no

difference. The genuine 'lover' can only make his utmost

efforts to find them, and strive permanently to fly higher.

His aim is not, by mere instinct, for bodily pleasure. It is,

by reason, for self-betterment on the highest plane.



a.27 INFLUENCE OF OTHER EARLY GREEK PHILOSOPHERS.

Besides and simultaneous with tﬂese influences, that of
certain other Presocratic philosopher-scientists has deserved
mention. In particular we have noted Xenophanes, Parumenides,
Anaximander, Anaxiﬁenes, Heracleitus, Empedocles, and
Anaxagoras. But together with the 'cosmic' scientists and
sciences, we cannot underestimate the specialised "medical"
sciences of anatomy and physiology. Speculative and
'unscientific' as these then were by modern standards, their
findings were of much significance for the development of
Plato's theory of the soul. And apart from them, perhaps even
more significant for that theory, were the flourishing fields

of astronomy and music, let alone mathematics.

The latter, with its dependence on number, had a special

appeal for him. TIts clear suggestion, especially in geometry,

of the abstraction which number necessitates was very much in

accord with it. It seems very probable that he fixed

originally on the figures or "forms" of geometry for his Theory

of Ideas. These figures, because they required mental

"picturing”, would have lent themselves particularly readily to

his argument. For his claim was that they "existed" (in the

mind or elsewhere) whether or not individﬁal rectangles,

triangles, or other figurelel were actually drawn. From this

step to the thesis that they "existed" whether or not they were

even thought of was philosophically a short distance. Numbers

themselves were equally classed as abstract. The



universalisation of ideas to all entities would have followed.
(The belief that certain numbers had magical properties, a
belief shared by several other philoéophers before himloz, may
mean relatively little to modern thought. Still, it is some
indication of the reverence in which they and he held the

mathematical discipline generally.)

Mathematics itself is normally assumed to have come to the
Greeks from the East. Many Greeks are credited with visits to
Egyptlo3. Here geometry and medicine had already been firmly
established for over a thousand years. Because of the scant
nature of early records, it is not known whether anything

approaching the philosophical analysis of these disciplines

achieved by the Greeks had been achieved in the East. The

credit for that at least has therefore to be given to the

Greeks. And of them, it must be given to one in particular.

This man is Plato.

Pythagoras before Plato had gone so far as to étate that

all was numberl04. This was a step forward on a par with the dicta

of Xenophanes, Anaximander, and their peers. It was an insight

of peculiar depth, and one founded on acute observation. The

possibility that the apparent variety displayed by different
substances might be merely superficial was, at such a stage of

development, a vision accessible only to men capable of strict

experimentation and deeply analytical reflection. The

L} [ ] 0
sameness of ice, water, and steam, for instance, would not

have suggested anything of other than practical interest to a



primitive mind. But tothe intensely inquiring minds of the
Ionian philosophers it could only suggest a need for-the
closest philosophical analysis. This analysis resulted in some
cases in rather extreme verdicts. E.g., postulates were made
that all substance (6An ) was water (Thales), that all flowed
(Heracleitus), that all consisted of air (Anaximenes), or the
infinite (Anaximander), or mind (Anaxagoras), etc.

Alternately, it resulted in less extreme findings, as in the
case of Thales, or Empedocles, such as that 'Okn was reducible
to several elements (e.g. earth, air, fire, water).

These basic substances were, then, the only 'reality'.

It took Plato, however, to conjoin Parmenidean 'Being' with
these fundamental findings. His conclusion was that the
only "real” entities were indeed varying substances. These
substances were, however, characterised by one indispensable

qualification. They were so rarefied as to be only in the most

attenuated sense substances at all.

For practical purposes, as
has been hinted, if Greek thought had not generically been’

along 'hylozoic' lines, we might have believed that his Forums

were wholly independent of substance. We have little prospect

of really knowing Plato's innermost thoughts on this. As it

is, we have at all events to follow the Greek concept of

substance rather than our own, and take them as what that would

have made them out to be. This was, in short, a more or less

infinitely refined version of the basic, divine element - the

fundamental stuff of which the cosmos is made up. Correspond-

ingly, the_more 'solid' a thing was, the grosser a manifest-



ation of substance it would be, the less 'real', and, in
proportion, the more worthy to be avoided.

The Pythagorean recommendations for life seem to be allied
with this séntiment. They consist variously of purges and
purifications of the body and soul, abstinence from living
things (most of all from the heart of any living thing), from
beans, from helping to unload rather than load, etc.105,
Purifications and taboos of this kind would (if at times not
very obviously) cause the body to tend more fully towards the
"spiritual’ state. They would encourage independence from
gross matter. And this, after all, was the ultimate aim of
feincarnation. Such a doctrine immediately linked up with the
Platonic moral doctrine of bodily restraint and abstinence.

Together these must culminate in total independence of the soul

from the body. The result would be fitness of the soul, now

virtually unaccompanied by matter, to enter the divine world of

the Forms.

a.28 THE ELEATICS.

The influence of the Eleatic School can be seen in the

uniformity attributed by Plato to the highly attenuated OAN of

the Forms. Though the Forms are distinguished among themselves,

they are nevertheless of the same nature. They are composed of

the same essence, namely the spiritual %xn. This is maximally

attenuated gssence, unencumbered by any of its more compressed



versions (i.e. specimens of grosser matter).

Xenophanes' logical position as founder of the Eleatic
School has, even though Parmenides was his pupil, been
doubted. The grounds for this are that his doctrine of
'Oneness’' is more like a monotheism based on a critical
re-examination of traditional theology than a closely reasoned
analysis such as Parmenides provided. Both philosophers, never-
theless, stressed the unity of the All. The actual physical
nature of that unity did not so particuiarly concern them. (It
did the Milesians Thales, Anaximander, and Anaximenes.) But in

that one critical respect - that it was one entity - they were

adamant. Parmenides especially, in laying stress on Being as

the sole ultimate component of the cosmos, has a compelling

claim to be originator of the concept of genuinely total

'abstraction' if anyone has. (Indeed, it is he who gives us

reason to wonder what Plato's innermost views about(ﬁkn

were.) As forerunner of Plato in his concern with that which

truly is (i.e. 18 Bv = 'the "being", or "existing", thing')106,

he is not a long step from Plato's doctrine that only certain

entities truly 'exist' or 'are' (namely the Ideas)107.

The Parmenidean formula is relatively somewhat rigid and

limited. "What is"™, the Master puts it, "is therefore a

finite, spherical, motionless, continuous plenum, and there is
)

nothing beyond it"108, Plato, less concerned with degrees of

extension or shape than with eternity and changelessness,

relatively ignores these more physical aspects.  Instead, he



retains the central thesis of eternity and immutability. His
version simply corresponds with Parmenides' in respect of the
concept of 'plenum' or 'fulness'. And he presents it to us as -

the maximally attenuated OAn of the Forms.

a.29 Heracleitus, though he very probadbly wrote earlier

than Parmenides, seems to represent a point half-way between
the Eleatics and Anaxagoras. He rejects all his predecessors'
doctrines en masse, and emphatically those of Pythagoraslog,
(together with the Orphic system). It was useless, he claimed,
to possess vast learning if one could not understand the
A6y0S110, His concentration on the concept of AdyoS, beyond
his theory of Fire as primary substance and the doctrine of the
Flux, links him most irrevocably with Plato. He further holds,
this time in common with his contemporaries in the religious

field, that the most real thing of all is soul. Most

importantly, he takes it as characterised by yv@un (wisdom, 10
oomév). The wisdom which guides the soul is Fire, and the
Fiery (to Plato, no doubt, the "top-rate” thumoeidic-plus--

logistic) soul, the wisest, is the one to be sought. Fire

implies dryness to Heracleitus. Moisture, e.g. as wine, in his

opinion destroys the soul's unique logical capacity. This

squares quite well with the logical precedence given by Plato

to the cold, dry Vuyf

the steamy breath of 6uudS being
largely without logic. Where Plato and the Eleatics

essentially differ from Heracleitus is in their total rejection

of his doctrine of the eternal Flux, or changeability of the

cosmos. Their own teaching in this regard is, of course,

almost the exact reverse.



a.30 Empedocles and Anaxagoraslll, coming after both

Heracleitus and Parmenides, both seem 1o feel a'neceésity to
seek a way out of the Parmenidean net. This gspider's webd of
reasoning which made the world static as well as devoid of
variety, set up, to their way of thinking, an impossible '
situation. All change, according to Parmenides, is an illusion
of the senses. To Empedocles and Anaxagoras, by contrast, "the
real” is still eternal and unchanging, but the strong claims
made by the external world for acceptable explanation have to

be met. The evidence of the senses, they believe, cannot just

be jettisoned.

To re-introduce motion's claim to reality, Empedocles

pestulated a twofold cause of movement: Love and Strife.

Anaxagoras postulated a single cause: Mind. Second, to allow

for the variety of the world's contents, both postulated that

there were, in fact, different kinds of “OAn. The
qualification they made was that, although those differing
types of OAn had never become OAn, nor would ever cease fo be

it, the various things in the world became what they were (or

were altered into something else) by processes of mixture and

separation (Love and Strife). According to Empedocles, as, in

part, to one or two others before him, %Xn was of four types:

earth, air, fire, and water. These, mixed in varying

proportions, formed all things.

Anaxagoras, on the other hand, stated that, while the

cosmos consisted of 'things', these 'things' were infinite both



in number and minuteness. It was by combining themselves into

'seeds’' which contained all the things, but in different
proportions, that distinct substancés were obtained. wvoU/S
(mind), the original motivating force, was by Anaxagoras'
doctrine "the thiﬁnest of all things". To Empedocles, too,’
Love and Strife were 'things'. But he does not attribute to
them anything like the specialised sense Anaxagoras does.
Being principally interested in Medicine, he appears to have
been totally uninterested in what seems to be this brilliantly
original, close to 'atomic', theory. That his concern with

Love and Strife will have ‘been further stimulated by Hesiod's

allusions to Epwf is most likely. It may indeed actually have

originated from thenm.

a.>?1 SOCRATES' MAIEUTIC METHOD.

The crystallisation of more than one of the earlier
philosophical and religious tenets outlined above was now to

take place. It may be seen in what to Socrates was the

equivalent of writing: his 'maieutic'll? or 'midwife’

technique of conversation. The theory of the eternity of %Xn,

whether as gross substance or attenuated soul, coupled with

that of the transmigration of souls, had supplied Socrates with

the basic rationale for his purpose. This embodied the scheme

of seeking all knowledge in living persons however ill-educated.

For if the person's soul, in addition to its perfection in the

original world of the Forms,

had traversed numerous previous lives,

*®
vast, indeed - total, knowledge was

That obtained in the lower material world (but see Meno 81 ¢ 5) being taken
as non-genuine,



already present in it. One had only therefore to extract it.
And the most effective method of doing this, he found, was the
maieutic technique through the medium of the discipiined
conversational process called Dialectic. His preferred method

in this medium was not simple discussion, but question and ,

answer.

To enlarge on this. We have already seen something of the
probable sources of the "Platonic"” (taken here as for practical
purposes = "Socratic") Theory of Ideas. The Anaxagorean
doctrine that mind was the 'thinnest' of things, as also that
it was the prime mover, would have suggested strongly the prime
importance of the logistic faculty. That the only objects
conceivably worth investigating must be mental concepts
followed automatically. The combination of all these points
with the Pythagorean doctrine of the eternity of the soul
ensued. The latter will, finally,

have suggested that only the

objects of the mind's activity, i.e. ideas, were ultimately

real. This decisively set the course for Socrates.

That he should have chosen to be primarily concerned with

the Form of the Good as the chief 'Idea' can be no coincid-

ence. It will no doubt have arisen from the Orphic-Pythagorean

demand for ultimate moral perfection. It may well also have

been partly historical. The current Athenian wars with Sparta

had produced the democratic experience. Amongst other things,

this had shown, especially in the Sicilian disaster, that

expert but morally bad orators could lead popular assemblies



into voting for catastrophic ventures. More than this, the
presence of numerous "Sophists"” was disquieting. That they
could be openly claiming to teach a deceitful oratory (under
the guise of 'universal education') seemed to Socrates'’

blameless integrity a serious situation.

To his naturally contentious spirit, that situation will
also have seemed unquestionably well worth confronting.
Certainly the religious motive will have been strong in him.
His highest goal was to attain goodness, therefore evil had to
be opposed. But much more than that, the nature of goodness,
and the means of obtaining it, had to be found. People who

made falsehood a profession must be shown up.

A divine agent, or &aipdviov, aided him, he believed, to
avoid wrong courses. On the positive side, it was left to hinm

to exert his own energies. The concept of the Just was in his

view essentially tied to that of the good, so it was natural

enough, in the Republic, for him to investigate Justice

specifically. He enlarged the scale of the investigation to

make it easier to follow. In consequence we have what was to

have been a study of the just man converted into a study of the

just state. That established, the soul, which is the producer

of justice, remained to be analysed in its light. It is here

that questions concerning the parts of the soul arose.



a.32 PLATO'S CONCEPT OF THE SOUL AS AN ASPECT OF COSMIC

STRIVING FOR TRUTH AND GOODNESS.

The purpose for which the cosmos had come into being held

no less interest for Plato than for any other philosopher.

Plato, however, takes man instead of the cosmos as his basis of

‘inquiry. Owing to this choice, he is faced with the problem in
turn of finding a plausible purpose for man's existence.
Granted the existence of the Demiourgos, this Maker of the
Cosmos might, as we noted, have chosen to make only perfect
Form. Why should He instead have seen fit to make perfect
souls, yet at the same time allow them to become imperfect, and
occupy even more imperfect bodies? The only answer that

suggested itself to Socrates was that the struggle for

perfection must have seemed to the Demiourgos intrinsically

worthwhile. The point of introducing imperfection would then

have been in order to initiate that process of dynamic effort.
Certainly this appears to have been Plato's viewpoint. He-

classifies that dynamic aspect of perpetual striving towards

perfection as the sole worthy occupation of man. Further,

Empedocles' theory of the perpetuity of Love and Strife,

Heracleitus' theory of perpetual Flux, etc., would have

provided a background to his inclination %to see the cosmos as

irrepressibly dynamic. But it still remained for him to

select, as the purpose of this dynamism, the search for the

Form of the Good. For it was knowledge of this alone that

allowed of, but not only that - implied - perfect conduct.



That the Perfect Good was what the Demiourgos meant man to aim
for, and that one's duty was to try to bring about what the

Demiourgos had intended, were things neither Plato nor Socrates

questioned.

i
"Socrates' effort portrays the opening stage oflthe dynamic
process. This, the attempt to discover the Good, is to be
followed by the struggle to achieve it. But from what source
did one draw the vigour to pursue this search? 1In certain
dialogues we may Jjustifiadbly take Socrates to be regarding this
energy as Epwf. In others, in particular the Republic, we may
take it to be 6uudS. Here, in the context of the soul as the

tripartite whole which Plato makes it, @updS, or the thumoeidic

element, comes to the fore. Indeed, %pw/ scarcely receives a

mention. One could argue from this that Plato did not intend

an exact distinction between the two. That they even

occasionally seem interchangeable. Exact distinctions, we

find, were not something it was Plato's habit to insist on

unless they had special practical use. He might have felt here

that some fusion did not particularly matter. A possible

answer to the problem may be to see %pwf as the trigger of the

thumoeidic element. The latter would then represent the actual

energy, and this would be drawn in turn from the fuel supplied

by the énleuunTluév. Such an account may, however, seem too

facile. The probability, in fact, is that only one point need

here be made crucial. %pwf invariably implies 6uuéS, but

uudS  never implies ¥pw/f.

In fine, the thumoeidic element




exerts the energy which, in partnership with the logistic

gsector, produces the rational striving of Epwf. And to Plato,

we may repeat, that process is the very ratio existendi of man.
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(N.B; 'All bare number-references are to the Republic.)

BURXERT, W. : TLore and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism,
e.8. P.125.

SNELL, B. ¢ The Discovery of the Mind, p. 11 and passim.

PLATO : Phaedrus, 229 c d; Politicus, 271 a seq.

PLATO - : Lysis, 205 c¢: "xpovixdtepa'; Phaedrus, 229 b
seq.

PLATO : Euthyphro, 5 e - 6 a; Phaedrus, 229 ¢ only

the co@o{ disbelieve; Republic, 377 ¢ nurses
tell their charges the standard myths, and once
learnt young they are hard to erase (378 d).

Thought to have been done by Alcibiades, the well-kmown protégé
of Socrates.

Ironically, some of the best evidence of the wideness of his
knowledge comes in the passages where he is decrying it, e.g.,
again, FPhaedrug, 229 ¢ - 230 a, and the anti-Homeric passages

in Republic, 377 d seq. In general, cf. Phaedo, 108 a (KERENYI, C.
in Dionysog, vol., II, ch.3, arguing for Cretan associations of
the Dionysos myth, refers to Plato's allusion here to the
labyrinthine qualities of the path to Hades; a further ref. to

a labyrinth occurs in Buthydemus, 291 b); Protagoras, 320 c 8 ff,

PLATO ¢ Politicus, 271 b; Laws, 927 a; cf. also
FRIEDLANDSER, Plato, p. 173.

HOMER : 0d., 10.521 : dpevnvd xdpnve.

Possibly on the analogy of solid matter being thus transformed
by fire. '

eldwhov, Iliad, 23.104; oxtal 0d., 10.495.

This information we have through Plato himself: Rep. 611 a,
Timaeus, 41 d.

PLATO : Rep. 529 b; Timaeus, 52 a.

PLATO : Timaeus, 52 a.

cf. Iranian (pre~Pythagorean) split of mind-body, mind being
'left' when the body dies: Avesta, passim. Also HESIOD fr.
204, line 139 'only the VYvXT7 remains'.

GUTHRIE, W.K.C. : Crphism and Greek Religion, p. 25 ff,

All was consumed but his heart, which Athena saved and brought
to Zeus, who ate it and begot a second Dionysos by Semele.

Lore and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism, p. 165.
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HOMER : 0d., 14.426, suggests that animals have souls.

cf. SHELL, B., The Discovery of the Hind, p. 202 ff.

BURKERT, W. : op. cit., p. 467.

ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS, In Aristotelis Metaphysica Commentaric
74.12. cf. BURKERT, p.467.

PLATO : Rep., 616 ¢ - 617 b,
ibid. 414 b,

DIOGENES LAERTIUS, VIII, 8; cf., KIRK & RAVEN, Fresocratic
Philosophers, p. 228, also BURNET, Greek Philosophy, p. 33.

FITDAR : Olympic Ode 2.56 f£f.; fr. 131 & 153, BERGK.
PLATO : Timaeug, 27 d -28 a, 30 Db,

HOMER, except for 04. 4.56%1 seq., has no trace of it.

Probably a pre-Greek agrarian cult, cf. NILSSON, M.P., Geschichte
der Griechischen Religion, i<, p. 677 seq.

c¢f, BURKERT, p. 133.

(er. I)(IRK & RAVEN, pp. 225-6) PORPHYRY, Vita, 7 (DIELS-KRANZ
14,9).

HERCDOTUS : II.123; PORPHYRY, Vita Pyth., 19 {(cf. ITRK &
RAVEN, p. 222 ff.)

PLATO : Letter VII, 350 a.

FLALTO : Rep. 600 b.

ibid, 530 4, 600 b; Phaedo, 61 d.
e.g. Timaeus, Archytas

e.g. ARISTOTLE, letaphysics, 987 a 29 seq.; CICERO, de Re
Publica, I.16; APULEIUS, Florida, 15.60.

PLATO : Letter VIT,324 a.

Aentétepa , cf. e.g. THALES as in HERACLITUS HOMERICUS, Quaest.
Hom,, 22; ARISTOTLE, de Gen. et Corr., B 5, 332 a 19,

cf. IIRK & RAVEN, pp. 105 and 144 re Anaximander, Anaximeneé resp

e.g. Rep. 529 b, Dimaeus, 51 a both call the Form &Spatov,.
and contrast it with af{oOnTév.

The union of two types of VAM, however atienuated the one is
as opposed to the other, is at least a logically ¢onvincing union
when both are 'substantial' and there is no question of total

" insubstantiality.
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43, PLATO : e.g. 2ep., 34 e,
44, ibid. 375 a, e.

45. ibid. 375 b.

46. ibid. 376 c.

47. ibid. 389 d.

43, ivid. 375 a.

49, ibid., 438 a, 505 d; Meno, 77 d.

50. e.g. Republic, Phaedrus, Symposium,
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(DIOGENES LAERTIUS, 83).

Alcestis, 967, Hippolytus, 954.
de Anime, 410 b 28,
Rep., 364 e.

Vita Pythagoreae, 53; cf. also Avesta, passim,

LOBECK, C. A. L.: Aglaophamus, p. 800 seq.
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BOWRA, C. M. ¢ Early Greek Literature, p. 52,
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DEMOCRITUS is the first to postulate a hypothetical 'void!
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CHAPTER TWO

INVESTIGATION OF PLATO'S USE OF THE TERM 6uuoe1§éS IN THE

REPUBLIC.

b.lA SYNOPSIS OF ETYMOLOGICALLY PROBABLE DERIVATIONS, AND

SUBSEQUENT DEVELOPMENTS IN THE MEANING, OF THE WORD.

The next stage in an attempt to trace the part of @uudS and
18 Bupoe18éS in Plato's philosophical schema would probably
best be an inquiry into his actual use of the words. Also,
there will be a need to probe their uses in contemporary
literature. Where we can be certain that that literature was

not only available but almost certainly familiar to Plato, this

will be of even greater help.

In this preliminary section of the thesis, brevity is again
2 prime consideration. The present chapter therefore contains
a short (it is hoped not culpably so) investigation into the
philological background of both 6updS and fuvpoe18é€Sf. Then,

again, the Republic is chosen as the particular dialoguel for

more detailed examination. In the case of each of the itwo

words, every instance occurring in this work is, for

completeness’ sake, cited and discussed here. A special

attempt above all is made to highlight Plato's own variants on

the meaning he otherwise normally assigns the terms. To begin

the inquiry, we look at the lexicographicai background of the

root word BupdS.
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First, to recapitulate briefly. One central poiqt'aimed at
in this thesis, as was said in the Introduction, is to show

that the translations 'spirit' for BuudS and 'spirited' for

-fupoer8€S are, in terms of what is required of the words by

{
Plato vis-a-vis Justice, inadequate. The term 'inadequate' is

preferred here to 'incorrect' because, to mention just one
consideration, the version 'spirited' for Bupoei18éS is at times

an absolutely correct rendering. The word 6Oujuoeci18éS may convey

that sense in great part, and indeed in toto. In at least

equally numerous instances it does not, however, have it at

all.

And in as far as the rendering 'spirited' is invariably

given for it, this must therefore be amplified. Certainly one
regularly occurring central and essential ingredient, namely

'passion’', 'rage', 'anger', etc. has to receive due inclusion.

A worthwhile preliminary step may be to try to establish

lexicographically the position that 'spirited’

occupies in the
semantic framework. Philosophy is of course unconcerned with
dictionary definitions, but if 'common usage' is disputed,

these may need to be checked.

Ending up with a relatively unspecialised dictionary,
illustration of the point in question is perhaps best achieved
by starting with detailed articles in a comprehensive lexicon.

The Oxford English Dictionary* gives a large number of

meanings. These can be variously summed up as indicating

) . 0] -
courage, self-assertion, vivacity, energy, dash', ete. 1In one

case, and in one case only, is there mention of an 'anger'

element. Under Sect. III, sense 12, it defines 'spirit' as 'the

(see Bibliography)



-5 =
II

emotional part of man as the seat of hostile or angry

feeling'. Whether or not this is a rare sense need not at

present be argued. Certainly it is not familiar. Under

"gpirited’,  Thowever, we find no trace whatever either of anger

4

or hostility. The Shorter 0.E.D.* corresponds, with

abbreviated comment.

When we reach the Concise 0.E.D.*, we find, whether under

the relevant subsections or in any other, not the faintest

indication of any ingredient of anger or hostility in either word.

We find only, for 'spirited', 'full of spirit, aninated, lively,

brisk, ccurageous', and corresponding terms for tgpirit'.

This is a remarkable fact. If a standard, moderately

detailed dictionary can totally exclude the ingredients 'anger'

or 'hostility' in either 'spirit' or 'spirited', then these

ingredients are, in normal use, simply not there. And if

Philosophy is concerned with any manner or kind of use of words

at all, it is normal use.

It is to this point that the present thesis draws

particular attention. For, certain though it is that this

exclusion has occurred in normal modern use, it is no less

certain, from the single mention of it in the fullest dictiona-

ry, that that sense was originally (if exceptionally) there.

The significance of this can be dealt with in due course.

* (See Bibliography)
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We can now usefully subject the words Bupoc18€S and BuudS to

the same treatment. The contrast to tspirit” and "spirited” 'is

. +
most remarkable. Liddell & Scott's Greek~English Lexicon
gives under Guuéf as Sense IT, subsect. 4: 'the seat of

anger'*®*. Oupoec18€S, under Sense II, is ‘passionate’', 'hot-

tempered;. Second, the Greek-German Lexicon of Dr. H. Menge™
includes under 6OuudS' equivalents 'Zorn', under 6upoeir8éS’,
'zornig'. Apelt*, in his note 46 on Book II of the Republic,

speaks of 'der.....Begriff des OuudS und 6unoe18€S hervor, der

'Zorn', der 'Eifer', 'die heftige Gemitsaufwallung, die zu
rascher Tat hinreisst'; Astius* has for 6upoeci18éSf 'animosus,
iracundus', Frisk* 'leidenschaftlich', 'heftig', Leopold?

"thymo similis' where for 6updS he has 'animus, vis vitalis,
spiritus animalis, animi praesentia, impetus animi, cupiditas,

ira, iracundia'; Chantraine*, referring to Bupoei18éS as 'siége

des passions nobles', adds 'On note que toute la dérivation se

rapporte & la notion de colére', humeur, etc.' Finally we have

Hofmann* giving for 6uudS 'Genmiitswallung, Leidenschaft, Mut'

0f translators other than those (for convenience's sake
here, English) chosen for detailed examination, Bastien®
translates Oupoel18€S 'porté 3 la colére', Bosanquet* 'of the

nature of anger', and Apelt® 'beherzt', where he has for QuudJS

"Beherztheit (der Zornesmut)'.

These scholars all read 'passion’', and regularly 'anger',

* see Bibliography

* Underlining here, as in all quotations, is (unless otherwise

specified) my own.
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into 6uudS. Their separate renderings of BuudS are therefore
ﬁot reproduced here. The anger-hostility element, in short,
could not be more clearly present. in contrast, however, let
us say one thing before we go any further. If this element has
now diéappeared, as it clearly has, from the normal usage of'
the English terms 'spirit' and 'spirited’, an explanation would

appear to be called for. And there is a persuasive

hypothesis forthcoming to account for it.

The date of the first appearance of 'spirit' in the sense
'seat of anger and hostility' is just prior to A.D. 1500. This
is the period of Late Middle English, and the appearance of the
word in this sense is clearly the result of Renaissance
scholarship reviving classical knowledge. The natural
translation of 6updS Ey these early.scholars was into the Latin

"spiritus'. This conveyed the sense 'breath' more exclusively

than BuudS did. But the all-important consequence is that it
will have caused Greek sub-meanings of QBEEI to be transferred
into the English renderings of 'spiritus'. 'Spirit' would now
therefore contain, in one of its root senses, an 'anger-
hostility' ingredient. However, in the era immediately
following 1500, we have the tremendous scientific advances, in
this case especially biological, made by Vesalius (born 1514),
Gesner (1516), Fabricius (1537), Harvey (1578), and others.
Their discoveries quite nullified, amongst other things, a
great number of early anatomical assumptions. The doctrines

which had made the breath the seat of 80 many mental,

emotional, and generally vital elements, which had made the
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brain the centre of reproduction, etc. - these were whittled
away. The term 'spirit', in its turn, began steadily to lose
most of its earlier emotional chara;teristics. Accordingly we
find, after Shakespeare's time, certainly increasingly rare and

L]
ill-defined examples of the word 'spirit' in the sense of 'seat

of anger or hostility'.

This is, however, as may be. We are still faced with Sense
12 of the 0.E.D. article under 'Spirit', 'the emotional part of

man as the seat of hostile or angry feeling'. The Concise

0.E.D.*, Webstert, Tedeschi and Fantonetti**, and numerous

German and French dictionaries consulted have no such elements

in their renderings of the word. Nor does any other dictionary

of any other language to which the present writer has had

access. This, then, is clearly, at the least, a rare sense of

the word.

But we must now put strictures on our inquiry. The last

point, though of great interest and importance, is not even

essential to the present thesis. For the rendering in question

is not of OuudS, whether as 'spirit' or anything else, but of

Bupoe18€S as 'spirited'. And the salient fact is that, under

'spirited’', neither the 0.E.D. nor any other English or other

dictionary consulted makes any reference whatsoever to anger or

hostility. The sole counterparts given are words such as

- . . .
vivacious', 'energetic', 'self-assertive', etc.
*see Bibliography
++IS . -tl - [] . - P

piri = 'forza, vigore, coraggio,.slancio, foga;

morale....vivacita'.
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We therefore have, in the 0.E.D., a single (and this is

clearly a rare, though the point, again, will not be argued)

"adverse" sense given of 'spirit'. In this, the factors of

anger and hostility are incorporated. But second, of sole ulti-

3
vate importance, we have in the same dictionary, under the term
'spirited', not the faintest trace of any sense including anger

or hostility at all.

It is not just the occasional, but the virtually invariable,
use of the word 'spirited' to render 6upoei1déS that is being
contested in this thesis. It may first, then, be observed that
if no lexicon whatever associates 'spirited’' with 'angry' or
"passionate', but in vital contrast every lexicon associates
Bupoe18éS with these two elements, then the lexicographical
grounds for invariable use of the word 'spirited' as a counter-

part to the Greek 6upoe18€S are non-existent.

It must be stressed again that lexicographical findings can
only be secondary in value to the internal Platonic evidenée

concerning the use of the word. The citations given above

supply a preliminary background against which the varying
semantic values normally attached to the words fupdS and

Buvnoe18€S appear more clearly. It may be stated further at

this point that the various Greek texts of the Republic (ed.
Hermann® for Teubner, Chambry* for Budé, Burnet® for Oxford,
and Shorey* for Loeb) show no significant differences from the

English ones in the passages in which BuudS and Gupoe18éS

appear.

Where translators nevertheless retain a virtually

identical translation for it at all points, the effect on a

BRibhlinaraonhs
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Greekless reader's interpretation of it can be imagined as
utterly disastrous. Its ultimate function vis-d-vis

philosophical issues can, for him, only be totally chaotic.

The purpose of“quoting, later in this chapter, the English

translations as English translations is primarily illustrative

rather than demonstrative. The passages would have had to be
gquoted whatever language was used. The main purpose, however,
is to show the differing shades of meaning contained in the
term BupoeildéS. In as far as any translation purports to be

philosophically useful to students of Philosophy who are

unfamiliar with Greek, it must achieve maximum accuracy in each

instance of the word's appearance.

Signs of an awareness of inadequacy in the rendering of the

word appear in comments made by several editors. One example

is Cornford's note (no. 1.5, p.62 of his tr. of the Republic)

attempting to circumscribe the sense of Qupoei1§éS. He tries to

produce an all-embracing word description. But not only does

his translation not allow for the various important

facets he

correctly attributes to it. He also allows himself in the note

to recoil disproportionately from the essentially crude 'rage',

1 L3 .
'anger', 'passion', 'fury' element so obviously gqerminal to

fupoe1d€S. No doubt this is because of the prevalent
idealisation of the vigorous, morally clean Platonic Guardian.

Cornford must feel that he cannot permit himself any stronger

word than 'indignation' %o convey its extreme emotional pole.



- 81 -
IT

But even if 'spirited' manages to cover this feeble extreme, it
only Jjust manages to. Superficially it sounds felicitous,
especially from the idealists’' point of view. It occurs in all

the early translations. Accordingly, since the concept seems

philosophically otiose,anyway,ﬁlatet.translatogs.are;promptehjto
foliow suit..:Certainly it-has served philosophicaliinterests
perfectly well so far, but only because there have been no
philosophical interests to serve. To cater for a new specific
interest in the word, it must be heavily supplemented. To
satisfy a newly concentrated examination of the part

the Oupoe18€S element plays in Plato's philosophy, a much

fuller analysis is needed of its rdle in the dialogue.

The contention that Cornford, Jowett, and the other English

translators have given 'inadequate' renderings of the word does

not, of course, involve the slightest reflection on their

stature as scholars. The thumoeidic element has simply never

formed a focal point of philosophical interest. The reason the

translation 'spirited' has been so long retained by them is

therefore a straightforward one. The nuances, if any, in its

meaning did not appear to matter. No reason was seen why they

should. It is only modern research that has even suggested the

existence of an inherent 'aggression-urge' in man. And, in

consequence, it is only now that the suspicion has arisen that

Plato was well ahead, indeed almost incredibly far ahead, of his

time - and deserves to be recognised as such.

The palpable certainty that the corresponding Greek term
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funoe18fAS has to do with the concept of human aggression prompts
close inquiry. Owing, however, to the recent nature of the
'aggression-urge' theory, leading scholars have on no occasion

devoted themselves to a close study of the term in that context

}
- or indeed in any, except as a minor constituent of the

tripartite soul. Moreover, as we have seen, 'spirit’' had held,
in earlier times, a possible anger element. But even if the 'spirite
sense of the word was rare, it was convenient. ©English possessed

no other term which adequately balanced 'anger' with emotionally
neutral 'vivacity', 'vigour', 'energy', etc. Researchers could
therefore scarcely have been expected to devote special
attention to what they considered of secondary, or even
negligible, importance. Even now its interest has difficulty

in coming to the fore. It suffers eclipse by the problems of
the more widely familiar sectors and subsectors of the mind:

Intellect, Desire, Imagination, etc. Second, it has less

philosophical familiarity than concepts such as those of the

Ideas, Justice, the Good, or, in short, any of the other more

prominent facets of Platonic philosophy. This has until the

present day reached a point at which the production of an

English version meeting all requirements of its interpretation

has seemed quite unnecessary. Accordingly the traditional

rendering has stuck. An approximate translation has sufficed.

German and French scholars were more fortunate, and perhaps

more perspicacious. Certainly through a favourable coincidence

of language (e.g. 'Zorn', if not 'coldre', is a wider term than

'anger'), they were able to give it a rendering closer to the
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sense it held in the Greek. The examples given above
illustrate this. It seems disappointing that they still did
not attribute any explicit importance to this feature of the

word. However, the reason for their not having done so is ‘

perfectly solid, and of course, from another aspect, exactly
the same as the reason for the English translators' making do
with 'spirited'. The latter no doubt knew that their

translation ought regularly to contain an ‘anger' ingredient,

but there was no English word available for that. So, seeing

that the concept was to them not crucially important anyway,

they left it as it stood. Yet the importance to Plato of 10

Bupoe18ES can without doubt be assumed great. It can indeed

just faintly be gauged by the fact that wherever it is
mentioned in the earlier books of the Republic it is expanded

on. Only later do unamplified references occur.

As things now stand, there is still no suitable single word

to cover it. But even a periphrasis would, of course, in terms

of philosophical requirements, be preferable to a single but

inaccurate term. A good preliminary step at this point may

therefore be to make a slightly deeper inquiry into

etymological and other aspects of the word. This would

supplement, and indeed give a better basis all round to, the

lexicographical data so far cited.

b.2 FURTHER ETYMOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS ON Ouuoet8éS.

To begin with, a possible primitive meaning of OupdS is
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’ * . K3
suggested by the probability of the word 00w A2 ('to sacrlflce
by fire') being cognate with 60w B('to rage' or 'seethe'). 1In
this case, assuming puudS must be descended from one or other,

it is related to 'fumus' (cf. Liddell & Scott under 60w A), and

so has association with terms denoting fire and smoke as weli
as ;seething' and 'rushing'®. The obvious turbulence generated
by heat, especially in boiling liquids, can be set alongside
the 'boiling' of rough if cold sea-water, rivers, etc., It
certainly strongly suggests that the 'sacrifice' 60w and the
'seethe' B0w are connected. In any case, these particular
features of theirs are evinced in anger and strong emotion, and
even if this point were not available to give further weight to
a linkage of themselves with each other, BupdS is certainly
linked with one, if not both, of them. (The naming of the
thymus gland is on the other hand clearly secondary - almost
certainly because its position over the heart makes it a strong
candidate for the source of BupdS ) Hippocrates in Galen?
merely defines 6uudJS as the desire to cough, which does not
give much help - unless to show how unimportant the term has
become by his time. The primordial,

more concrete meaning of

pupdS, namely 'breath', could, then, as we have speculated

earlier, have been the thickened, quicker breath. This, seen

as smoke on cold days, or as steamy blasts from the nostrils of

ploughing oxen, etc., would strongly resemble an efflux of

inner fire. On the principle by which the seat of the mental

powers was the ¢péveS> (lungs), it would naturally have been

deemed a denser, warmer, accelerated form of the WUXﬁ6’

* (i.e. Note no. 2)
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b.% Whatever the case, the predominant meaning of 6vudS in
Homeric, i.e. earlier, Greek is, as we have seen, 'breath’
(hence 'life'). It also has important overtones of 'life-
warmth' or vigour, since the sense often alters to plain

) i
'gnger'7, or at a less intense level 'spirit'8, in that word's
moré contentious sense.

. ? 2
Indeed, Homer never on any occasion uses 0pYfi for ‘anger’,

employing 6uudS exclusively for this. In Plato, the meaning

"breath' is totally displaced in favour of the emotionally-
orientated senses. "Emotional' energy in some or other form is
indicated, in particular direct 'anger', more neutrally
'temper', 'drive', or at the other pole 'spiritedness’' etc.

The invariable ingredient is dynamic warmthg, as in 'hot'lO
rather than more restrained temper, heated or indignant

emotion, vibrant spiritedness, etc.

The element of neutral 'drive' is, indeed, almost dispro-

portionately often coloured by the 'anger' constituent. Still,

this has not detracted from the use of the word 6updS, both in

earlier and Platonic Greek, to denote not only the vehicle of

intellectually significant speech, but even much that we might

have expected words like Yuyf and emiovnia (desire) to cover

exclusively. Presocratic (but post-Homeric) use shows

something of an assortment of meanings: ‘mind, desire, will,

spirit (=soul), life'. Most notably, however, the ingredient

of 'will' or 'urge' is presentll in part or the whole. Most of

the 'desire', 'will' meaning is taken over in Plato by %ﬂleuufd.

Some confusion can crop up here. As we see later, the
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prime Platonic sense of fupudS remains 'passion'12 or 'emotion',
whether generally or specifically (as, e-g. in 'spiritedness’,
or again 'anger'l3). The sense 'emotional drive' or ;spirit'14
(='spiritedness')*coupled with an aggressive tinge seems to
come uppermost in the term Bvupoer18fif, as far as the suffix
—e18€/ means 'havi;g the form or look of', and the Bupoei1§fiS’
man-is said to be 'éontentious' and 'honour-seeking'l®. But
even if the urge to win contests or gain honour cannot be

linked simplex16 with direct ‘'anger', which is only a

particularly intense manifestation of emotional drive, it can

be seen as a by-product of the incipient stages of anger. The

translation 'irascible', 'prone to anger' has at so many points

the strongest possible claim to consideration that, even if the

above were not fully admitted, we should have to make

allowances for it. And it can certainly only be discounted at

the expense of a full presentation of what Plato is trying to

~convey. But there is no reason why such a liaison should not

be admitted.

b.4 Variably, then, the term 6updS in the Republic is made

by Plato at varying times to correspond with our concepts of
'passion', 'spirit', 'anger', ‘drive', etc.l7 TIts derivative
6upoe18fAS is paired accordingly with 'passionate', 'spirited’,

"irascible', ‘'energetic'. The 6uudS can be 'moved', leading a

person towards emotionl8, etc., and is also (indifferentiably

from @vuoe18fif) that thing by whose agency a person fupovta1l9,

. . . *
'becomes or is irascible'. The fact that Plato chooses to use

the —e16fS ending with 6uudS might suggest that he is not happy

* (not 'soul')

As the exclusive sense of this verb is that given, we have here
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to think of 6uuoeidfif as being always precisely of, or to do
with, 6vpdS in its apparently most common sense of 'ife'20. It
might be thought that he would have chosen a more direct-
sounding adjectivé, if one had been available. However, there

“

« . N . . 1
is no other more direct-sounding adjeciive in common use.

'euuinéf', the nearest, has virtually fallen into disuse. So

that in this connexion it can only be said of his choice of the
word @upoc1dfif that its latitude does seem to be made to extend
beyond the merely 'angry'. ©Plato indubitably wishes cn many occa-
sions to convey by it the quality describable as 'having the "look”
of ire’, 'akin to ifascible emotion’. Bupoer8AS is that

quality which fosters sheer belligerence, as we later seedl. Tt
also fosters other dynamic emotional propensities, indeed almost
impar;ially. But this is not sufficient ground for uniformly giving

the totally favourable sense 'spirited'. The possibility of

this creating a false impression must therefore constantly be

borne in mind. The 'contentious' element is usually directly

present, seldom if ever far away. Its more or less total elimination

by the unvarying use of renderings such as 'spirited’ is, it

can immediately be seen, absolutely misleading.

b.5 MORE GENERAL SPECULATIONS ON THE WORDS.

In regard to BupdS' possible connotation of‘visibility
(smokiness), in contrast with Yuxfi's ethereality and clarity,

it is also justifiably tempting to see an intended connexion

with Plato's Ideal Theory. Invisibility being the

characteristic of the eternal and real??, GuudsS must thereby

stand inferior to Yuxf.
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b.6 Such considerations may perhaps be too remote to
contribute to Plato's 'higher'23 classification of GuudS. i.e.
6vudS is ordinarily placed closer_to the logistic than to the
epithumetic ('desiring') part of the tripartite soul, and no'
douBt he is concerned with other criteria for its moral
classification. ©For instance, he constantly lists the mental,
emotional, and appetitive segments of a man's soul in that

order of precedence, that is, mental, emotional, appetitive as

if in "descending” order - but perhaps this is a moral and
pragmatic, not an academic, conviction. Socrates finds, for
instance, that he is not satisfied24 with Glaucon's alliance of
fupoet18é€S, the energetic, with Eﬂleuunf1n6v, the desirous??. His
reason, however, is the moral one that 6uuoci18&S never becomes

an ally of éﬂleuunrlkév if A6yoS chooses otherwise29, not that
the two have differing measures of reality27. 1In Book IV he
weakens the link on the moral basis between Qupoe18éS and
€m16ununTindéy. But in whatever way his treatment of it in this

book is to be reconciled with that in earlier books, the early

treatmehts deserve close attention.

b.7 To begin with, a principal context in which the term
Bupoe18€S seems to demand discussion in Plato's use is that he
chooses to employ it as an independent quantity at all. He

could, one might imagine, very naturally have lumped it together

with &m16vuntindy as a common passion, felt as a desire-to-

evince-emotion, a desire which must be indulged and sated by
venting itself in some sort of variant of emotion ranging,

e.g., from urgent drive to open fury. _Nevertheless, he chooses
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to represent it as, 'in most cases, a greatly neutral,‘absolute
force. And this seems very important. It is like the force of
a passion towards some object, but, instead of being morally or
otherwise limited to that object, it remains unlimited. The

'
object towards which it urges a person can be good, bad, or
indifferent. 1In Book IX, for instance, the lion of
'sPiritedness'28 can ally itself with either the many-headed
beast of the émifuupial, or with the man of the Aoylotindv29.
The lion and the beast are no less able to pull in the same (but
negative) direction than the lion and the logistic man. Plato
admittedly puts the stress on the bossibility of the former two
tearing each other apart, and a general reign of chaos being
set up in the person's Yuyxf if the 'man’ (i.e. logistic) does
not apply intellectual restraint. The latter two, that is, appear
here as the more normal collaborators. But the essentially
independent nature of the thumoeidic urge is kept well to the

fore. Indeed Plato's treatment of it in Book IV is extremely

revealing, because he assigns it the status no longer of a mere

inciter to either of good or evil, but of a quantity good or

evil in itself. On the balance, if it can be said to fall

absolutely into either category of good or bad, we might fairly

say that overall it falls into that of good30. As a purely
statistical observation, this is of qualified value, but it

deserves the closest attention.
In Book IX, as has been mentioned, we see Bupoe184S, in

the shape of the lion of vigour, capable of supporting

indiscriminately the vicious elements of the beast, or
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alternately the good elements of the man. Earlier (440 e, 442
b, ¢), it had been elevated to an ally preferentially of the
man, the AoyioTiudév. It is capable of being corrupted by bad
upbringing, but is not otherwise naturally a sppporter of the
baser 'desire'’ coépartment. Socrates even suggests31 that ft
might be taken together with AoyloTiudv as an intégral part of
the same form or erof, but then corrects himself. His final -

as most frequent ~ view of it is as the separate, if closely

associated, helper of that element32.

b.8 DETAILED EXAMINATION OF ITS USES IN THE TEXT OF THE

REPUBLIC, WITH COMPARISON OF THE TRANSLATIONS OF IT

GIVEN BY CERTAIN PROMINENT TRANSLATORS, AND AN

ATTEMPT AT EVALUATION OF THE LIGHT THROWN ON ITS

MEANINGS BY THESE TRANSLATIONS, COUPLED WITH ANALYSIS

OF THE TEXT.

To sum up the argument posed. Various renderings by

different translators show a tendency to move too markedly

away from the clearly limited term 'irascibility' in their

versions of euuéf.and its associates. The question that must

be put is a) whether in doing so they are always expressing
Plato's intended meaning, and b) whether it is possible to

decide exactly what that meaning overall is. It seems fair to

suppose that one of the safest approaches to discovering what
Plato meant by Oupoci8fS would be first of all to analyse his

earliest uses of it in the dialogue. Here he will not yet have

subordinated it to the system of morals delineated in its more

developed form in the later rassages. We can profit on this
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score from the fact that, to be comprehensible %o his hearers,
he still has to restrict himself to using it in an everyday

sense. Then the later uses can be taken in their due order.

‘At this stage, too, it should, above all, be stressed that

speculation on the widest reasonable scale is undertaken as to

what Plato might precisely mean at each point. Fairness to

translators would not allow of anything less. If the result
appears at first somewhat diffuse, the material crystallised
out in the final chapters should, it is hoped, provide
compensation. Much may be sacrificed in the cause of

completeness, but it is believed that the end result should

prove justificatory.

(375 a 11)*: Socrates: 'But will a horse or dog or any

other animal that is not Buuoei18fS wish to be
brave (avépeiof)? Or have you not realised
how irresistible and indomitable a thing 6uud/S
is, in the presence of which every soul is
fearless and invincible in the face of
anything?’

Where Plato uses the adjective Bupoec18f|S, the translators whose

versions are being examined3’ use the following phrases: "has

spirit' (Lee, Jowett), 'of a spirited disposition’ (Cornford),

"is spirited’ (Lindsay, Davies & Vaughan, Spens). Where Plato

* (The translation of the excerpts is in each case my own; the

text used that of Burnet in 0.C.T., 1900.)
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uses BuudS, the translators have: ‘'high spirits' (Lee), 'a
high spirit' (Cornford), 'spirit' (Jowett, Lindsay, D. & V.,
Spens). As one sees, 'spirit' comes in throughout. Not even

Spens, the most independent (no doubt partly because earliest)

of all, fails %o choose this version. !

b.9 This first incidence of the use of the word Buuoe187S
is of further value in that it has 6upoei18fi) and 6updS closely
juxtaposed to each other. So we can probably justifiably

assume that Plato was consciously giving the same significance

to OuudS on its own as it had in the compound 6upoei18AS. A

second related feature of interest is that Yuyf, close in
primitive meaning to 6upd/S, is also in the same paragraph, and

is treated as having a pointed contrast with 6updJS.

This narrows down possible candidates for the meaning of

fuudS at this point. The common Homeric sense 'breath',

'life’', cannot apply. Or it cannot unless it is a once-and-

never-again usage’4, which would be hard to credit. ‘A more

restricted, specialised sense is obviously in question. In the

particular context it is rather difficult to extract an

immediate meaning of Ouuoe1dfif. Still, two leading points made

by Socrates give a little help:

i)

No horse or dog which was not Bupoei18fS would tend to

be brave.
ii) BvpdS is invincible, indomitable.

In other words, to be brave you have to be 6uupoei8Af. The
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possession of 6QuudS is implied in bravery.

A further clue may be sought among previous adjectives

attributed to the satisfactory guard dog?>. He must be three

things: 0EOVe....TpdS oigHnorv, EXagpdy TpdSe..S1wndbervy
'wxinc‘)\)....cSmu&xeoem, i.e. sharp at noticing intfuders,
nimble at pursuing them, and strong in orde; to fight themn.
Now come two extra things he must be: 6Hupoei18fS and,&v&pEToI.
These are added characteristics, set apart from the others.
The previous three were traits of body, of at most of the

physical senses, not of character. 'Spirited' and 'brave' are

clearly features of character, not at all concerned with body.

To take &vdpe?of first: it is thought of here in rather a
materialistic sense - that of "possessing a sheer tendency to
resist". Apart from this, it implies a great deal of what

might be thought to be covered by the term 'spiritedness'. 1In

all, it suggests a resolution of demeanour, an active readiness

to take defensive or aggressive action. And this is so close

to anything which the English word 'spirited' conveys as to

cover it almost entirely. The important question arises:

would Plato have bothered here to set Buvuoe18nS alongside

"brave' when, translated as 'spirited’, it already so fully

carries the meaning of 'brave'? The sentence would simply lose

all its impact. He mentions them apart. He must imply that

they belong apart. He would hardly have used a word synonymous
with, or implying, the othér. In any case;‘even.if he had, the

order of terms in the sentence, given the translation 'spirited'
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for 6upoe1dflS, would be in reverse if:the terms were:so placed.

Finalising: the question asked, if translated 'Would any

horse that is not spirited tend to be brave?’', implies that all

that is brave must be spirited. But this is not the case.
Brave people of animais are not neéessarily spirited. They do
not necessarily display the more overtly active and ebullient
type of courage which the term 'spirit' denotes. On the other
hand, creatures which show spirit are invariably brave.
Spiritedness is, as it were, a kind of overflow of the inner
resource of courage. fvuoe18fiS is here far more likely, then,
to preéent a meaning distinct from that of &vaeTof. It is far

less likely to present one at all closely similar to it, least

of all one which actually includes it. If it did, then, to

make sense, the sentence would have to read the other way round:

‘Would any horse that was not brave tend to be spirited?’

b.10 Both from the context and other evidence as to the

nature of 6uudS, it seems clear, then, that Plato cannot have

intended so close a match. We must seek a meaning - here at

least -~ of 6vpoeidfS elsewhere than in "spirited', somewhere

further along the emotional scale towards the pole with which
it unmistakeably shows itself to have most affinity. This

shift is supported only a few sentences later by the definitive

remark that the opposite of 6uuoer18fS is 7paoS, 'mild' or

‘gentle'. 'Spirited' could never be a strong enough term to

stand as the diametric opposite of 'mild' or 'gentle'. The

conventional antithesis of 'spirited' is properly

'spiritless'36, literally '®6uuoS'. The antithesis of 'mild’
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is something expressly of the nature of 'irascible'. If
GuLoe18AS is the antithesis of 'mild', then 'irascible’ is

certainly the closest approximation to it so far.

Later passages explicitly give ybloS (bile), Opyh (rage),

suonolta (bad-temper) as part and parcel of_intenéifying

duuoc16f/37. On the one hand, then, we have proximity of the
term dvdpeioS (brave), but in a somewhat unexalted connexion -
the bravery of encroachment and acquisitiveness. This is the
first point to force upon us consideration of a meaning less
sublime, here, than 'spirited', and nearer to 'anger', for
6upoc18&f. On the other, we have the defining term mpao/,
pressing that meaning even closer to 'irascible'. On a third
front, however, we face a dilemma. This is the problem of the
limited nature of terms connoting anger at al‘l38 as adequate
universal renderings of a term so nearly - and so often -

conveying a sense of 'mobility' as 6uuoeidf/S.

b.1l1 " A possible answer to this problem - apart, of course,

from the evidence cf Plato's own varying usage of the word -

might be the following. In English we cannot see much

connexion between 'spiritedness' and 'anger'. We regard

spiritedness as what, after all, it has come, in English, to

mean - a highey than merely emotional phenomenon. The Greek

tradition, however, quite clearly retained a very close kinship

of type between 'anger' and what so many translators choose to
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render as 'spiritedness'. One large part of our problem stems
from the shift (discussed above) since Plato's time of the seat
of the intellect from the life-breath of speech, and its
situation in the lungs, to the head. Confusion now occurs,
because the word 'spirit', meaning strictly 'breath' in early
parlance, has nevertheless still been retained for uudS, but
with exclusively mental overtones. Now, however, that the
scientific reality has become common ground, we have 'spirit'

treated in everyday language as solely mental, solely stemming
from the 'higher' centre in the head. Its other sense has

wholly disappeared. No doubt in the future further separable

mental ingredients of this loose term 'spirit' will emerge,

simply because the word has not yet been sorted out clearly or

long enough to fall altogether (as it may in any case

not necessarily ever do) out of the English language. But as a

crucial result of all this we retain part of the original

complex denoted by 6vudS in our word 'spirit' meaning

'spiritedness’.

In the same way, 6uvnoei1dfif might itself have kept part of
the fabric of meaning covered by 6uudSf. It could equally have

assimilated some other features. There seems no ground for not

accepting that as a reasonable explanation of why the Greeks

should have developed 6upoe18AS into a word at times conveying a

strong streak of nobility, at times crude anger.

b.1l2 It is, of course, this process of, so to speak,

"splitting off" of terms which have become better understood

individually, that has produced two meanings of the English
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word 'spirit' ('spiritedness' and 'soul'). In contrast with
this, the Greek term BuudS comprehends a whole spectrum of

'‘1ife-force' manifestations. This list covers breath, anger,

and all the more heated, or 'seething', forms of emotion, yet also
very often with a Etrong mental tinge. QuudS is the substance

of a thing we might almost call 'temper', ranging from mildness

to anger, and implying a capacity for thought. Cornford39, as
mentioned, makes a bulky package of this word's analysis. He

says of fuupoeidfnS: "The fierceness is characteristic of the

"spirited element” in the soul. This term covers a group of
impulses manifested in anger and pugnacity, in generous
indignation allied to a sense of honour (439 e), and in
competitive ambition (581 a).' Our problem, however, has been
to decide what the common factor is. What single quality (iﬁ

any) enables Bupoel8fiS to convey all these meanings? For where

a particular word in one language has, on translation into

another, to have its méaning changed at different loci, this is

highly inconvenient. It is a counsequence of the 'splitting'

spoken about above, and of course it is justifiable if no

adequate single word can be found; but one of the principal

objects of any translator is to avoid it.

In the case of BupdS, clearly a very basic quantity is

involved. This yields (depending on the amount of it present)

various degrees of vitality, 'life-force', ‘spirit', etc.,

ranging from relative lifelessnessto frenzied activity, blind

rage, and other emotional mutants. Any translation of it must

reflect that particular section on the "forceful-vitality"

scale which it happens to denote at that particular locus. But
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at the same time, we can repeat, if one term can be found

conveying the common factor in all the translated term's

meanings, and is close enough to the specialised meanings to

make adequate sense, some sacrifice of accuracy (if unavoidable)

1
is worth making in the interests of uniformity.

b.13 Second, Socrates has said that 6updJS is invincible,
indomitable. As a rendering of gupd/S, "temper’ wduld have
greater claim here even than 'spiritedness' - which ié at this
point apposite - to general validity. Unfortunately, 'temper’
alone does not mean a neutral degree of 'high-' or 'short-
temper', but something rather different. But if we ask
ourselves what fraction of man's mental-emotional force

spectrum is most notoriously careless of danger, what part most

easily keeps the individual dynamic regardless of threats and
opposition, it is surely the emotional force of anger (by

which of course is meant sincere anger rather than, for

instance, the anger of the Jup&xokof, "snappish', and %pylkof,

"testy'40.) And this applies steadily more so to its more

extreme gradations.

The more intellectual quantity 'spirit' does not, then,

apply in this context. Rage is notoriously blind to menace. A

man of 'spirit', on the other hand, is cool enough to measure

danger, as well as being readier by nature to face it than a

spiritless. And this might raise the question of whether Plato

intends here a slower, more solid determination to resist
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attack. This point could be contested. Perhaps the grguments
for and against should not be pressed too hard. However, the

dog's sharpness, swiftness, and strength all suggest ;apid,

forcible aggressiveness. And it would seem conclusive, both
from this and from the other loci, that Plato leans early on:
as ﬁell as later, towards an 'irascible’', as incorporated in
the adjective 8upoeidfif, at least as much as to any other

component, in his use of the term 6uud/S.

b.14 Unfortunately, as we have premised, "temper"' absolute
in English is importantly unlike 6updS in one respect. It does
not quite mean, as does @uupdJS, that substance which, depending
upon its intensity, produces good or bad temper. And there

seems to be no single English word which does. This could be

because the concept of 'humours’' and other physical substances

producing different emotions has fallen away, or by simple

accident of language-development. Where parts of a whole are

defined and become separately important, the whole may of course

lose its identity. And this is especially so if it is an

artificial whole. This is what seems to have happened to the

"humours' producing 'vital force', ‘'rage', etc. However,

"temper' comes very near to rendering 6updS. It is to be
quéstioned whether 'spirit' is as accurate, or even as
harmonious, a translation of it - especially as, at all events,
‘short-' or ‘hot-temper’. if it is accepted thaf eupéf,

while embracing at least the whole "anger“-scale (and much

more), commonly refers to its more intense pole, it is apt that
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a translation should indicate this. But more than that, as we
have already seen, the word 'spirit' is not only ambiguous in
English. Even if understood without ambiguity as

'spiritedness’' rather than 'soul', it still carries strong
overtones of inteilect4l. This element is too much 'higher“
thﬁn the emotional to be left unqualifiedly present. It there-
fore becomes important that any single word that is proposed to
replace it should both be freer of that higher element, and at

any rate on statistical grounds a good deal further up the

enotion-intensity scale.

b.15 Several further instances of 6upoeidfS follow in

fairly close succession:

375 b 4: Soc.: It is clear now what sort of individuals

the Guardians have to be physically.

Glauc.: Yes.

Soc.: And spiritually, that they must be euu0816€TI4<

Glauc.: That, too.

Soc.: Then how, Glaucon, will it be possible for

them not to be rough (Gypio1l) towards one

another?

Translators' phrases (covering Yuyfi as well as Bupoe1dnsS, with

their renderings of ﬁyplol bracketed) are: 'he must be of a
spirited temper' ('behaving pugnéciously') (Cornford), 'and
also what quélitiés of the mind, namely that he must be
spirited' ('behaving fiercely') (D. & V.), 'his soul is to be

full Qf spirit' ('savage') (Jowett), 'in character they must be

high-spirited' ('aggressive') (Lee), 'as to their mental
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qualities, we know they must be spirited’ ('behaving savagely')
(Lindsay), 'and with reference to his soul, that he should be

spirited' ('savage') (Spens).

If people are upoc18elS it evidently follows to the Greek
ear that they could tend to be’&Y0101: 'boorish', 'rough',
'violent'. These are established senses of hyplof. And they
carry heavy significance. Foremost, they pinpoint attention on
that constituent of 6vupoei1dfyS which will allow of them at all.
At the very least, it cannot be less than contentiousness. TIts
stronger suggestion is of something even less pleasant. To the
question 'What characteristic most ordinarily makes people
boorish, rough, and violent?' the answer that springs

immediately to the mind is certainly not 'spirit'. Much less

is it 'spiritedness'. At best it is 'hot-', or rather 'bad-',

"temper'. In abnormal contexts (e.g. a person's feeling a

serious temporary grievance, suffering from a chronic illness,

etc.), this obviousness of the presence of bad-temper in his

make-up would disappear. But the present sense indicates that

the word is being used in the normal context. Plato is here

talking about a person's continuous natural disposition. That
upoer8NS at this point carries a strong 'bad-temper'

constituent therefore becomes a mandatory conclusion.

b.16 These considerations can now be weighed against the

translators' interpretations. (0Of the six sets of renderings,

Lee's seems internally the most consistent. It is followed
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closely by Cornford's.) A spirited person can more or less
aptly be thought of as mildly aggressive. He can also, if
slightly less so, be thought of as being capable of behaving
pugnaciously. But the terms 'savage' and 'fierce' are out of
the running. They are quite unconvincing. Savagery and
fierceness do not go with spiritedness at all. They are far
too crude. On the other hand, the fact that the other four
translators (D. & V., Jowett, Lindsay, and Spens) can go so far
for aypi18tnS as 'fierce' and 'savage' puts into really
conspicuous relief the unsuitability of the versions all of
them give for 6upoe1d8nS. For a spirited person is primarily

thought of as defensively, not offensively courageous. He just

does not have ignoble (e.g. greedy) characteristics. He

endeavours to maintain what is right. Certainly, he might

initiate contest, but only for very good reasons. He would
never be gratuitously aggressive. But even less than that
would he be 1likely to be guilty of acts of unprovoked
fierceness and savagery. The word 'spirited’' for

Bupoe1dnS against this testimony goes into the realm of the

fanciful.

By contrast, 'aggressiveness', ‘pugnacity’, 'fierceness'

and 'savagery' can all very properly be predicated of

'hot-temper'. If Ovuoe18fS were here translated és that

instead of as the various mutations given of the word 'spirit',

the passages would all become harmonious.

b.17 375 ¢ 6 is less uncompromisingly, but still
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distinctly, favourable to this way of turning the woyd:
'"Then what ﬁill we do?" I asked. “"Where will we find a
disposition that is at once mild (mpeoS) and fiery
(ueyard6upos)? Since I would say a mild nature is the
opposite of a 6umpoelshS."’

Pranslators have (again my underlining for the respective

renderings of Ouuoei1dfif): ‘'gentleness and a high temper are

contraries' (Cornford), 'a gentle nature is the opposite of a
spirited one' (D. & V.), 'how shall we find a gentle nature

which has a great spirit, for the one is the contradiction of

the other?' (Jowett), 'gentleness and high spirits are natural

opposites' (Lee), 'a gentle nature is surely the antithesis of
a spirited’ (Lindsay), 'the meek disposition is somehow
opposite to the spirited' (Spens).

Bunoc18fS and peyald8upoS are apparently treated here Dby

Socrates as synonyms. The merit of the passage as a source of

information about the meaning of BupoeldiS is mostly affected

by the doubt attaching to the meaning we should give

peyarddvuoS. ('Having a large OupdS' suggests, in the Greek,

possession of large stores of fuupdS in the sense more of

general 'drive', 'heart’, than specifically of 'ire', or

similar qualities.) But the word occurs so often in the latter

sense that we might submit that, in view of the second half of

the passage, this is probably the likely sense.

b.18 In this second half, we have ﬂpaof set over against

6Upo§16ﬁf as its direct antithesis. As is shown in the case of

(4 » . .
nuepof43, which is for practical purposes synonymous with
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mpaoSf, 'mild' is less properly an antithesis of 'spirited’ than
of 'hot-tempered'. 'Mild' and ‘'hot-tempered' are both
descriptive of passionate (and thus 'suffering', 'passive’,
emotional) dispositions. In contrast, 'spirited' and, e.g.,
'apathetic' would correspond better as antitheses. Both are

descriptive, at opposite poles, of the more intellectually

positive disposition to take constructive steps in a particular
direction. A spirited person could never be constitutionally

apathetic. On the other hand, a hot-tempered person

conceivably could. Having effectively less intellect, on
average, he has also less of the mentally generated enterprise
that goes with it. Again, a spirited person is not the sort
wno could be naturally 'crude' or 'rough' (hyplof). On the

contrary, it is specifically stated44 that the fvpoe18nS person

could. Accordingly, Cornford's 'high temper' version is the

only one that comes near the meaning expressed. The other

versions, uniformly retaining 'spirit' variants, miss it.

b.19 Plato has supplied a second possible opposite of

Bupoe18fS in GOvpoS45. This has more the look of 'apathetic’

than mpaoS or Nuepd/S but still strictly means no more than

'lacking in 6vpdS'. As such, it is an acceptable candidate for

interpretation as 'wild', that is, an opposite of 'hot-

tempered’'. But there is little peripheral material present in
the passage in which it occurs (not quoted here), and none to

indicate whether or not 6updS4® leans to one or other pole of

the 'temper' spectrum. It cannot, in every event, alter our
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general conclusion that so far 6upoe1§fiS shows quite remarkably
unequivocal loading with an ingredient of contentiouéness, if
not direct anger. Of the other pieces of evidence mentioned,
those that do not positively support this finding do not at

least run counter to ift.

b.20 Further evidence for a sense of 6Ouvuoe18nS incorporating
more heat of temper in it than the term 'spirited’ connotes
occurs just before the first mention pf the word in Book II.
Here Socrafes is discussing the way a luxury-seeking state
proceeds from superfluous complexity to war. A state of

discontentment with simple but adequate means for 1life had led

to acquisitiveness. In turn, this led to a desire to take over

other people's territory. The third and final step was

physical clash. The 6upoc18éS quality comes up for discussion

in connexion with the conclusion that, granted war, there will

be a need for soldiers. The preliminary passage is given first:
373 e 2: '""So after this we will be making war, won't we,
Glaucon?"

"Yes."

"And let us not yet say anything," I said, "about
whether war does good or evil, but just this much:

that we have found the cause of war, from which

bodies politic derive their chief private and

public ills."”

"Agreed."

"So, my friend, we need a still larger city, and
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larger not just by a small margin but by an
entire army, which will march out in the
interests of the general whole and fight for the
sake of what we've just been mentioning against
those who oppose it."
This introduction has some special features. ©Plato speaks of
the need for soldiers for his planned Republic without further
preamble, and we can of course by no means assume that he means

their function to be purely defensive4’. 1In terms of his

overall dialectical purpose, his pursuit of the ideal state, we

no doubt do not have to be explicitly shown that he does. But

at any rate we have already been told that the city is a

luxury-seeking one, which starts the fight for gain. This city

is by implication one disapproved of by Socrates, and the fact
that the Republic he is now discussing is not ideal is one that

must not be forgotten. Tt takes the offensive: makes

aggressive war. It is a city out for gain, as he admitted from

just after the start of the discussion (when forced unwillingly

into this position by his young colleagues). We therefore

logically enough read, through large sections of the
dialogue48, of fighters - the Guardians - who are the "best

possible” men engaging in the "highest possible" pursuits. But

this needs a drastic qualification. We must read into it the

rider 'best in terms of the luxury-seeking, sophisticated

state'.

In passing, even if we do have to accept this qualification,

we do not have to answer any further guestions of just how

'contentious' or 'aggressive' we are to take &vSpeToS to ve.
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It would be difficult to split 'bravery' (or, literally,
'manliness') into two types: one shown by the 'innocent'
defender, the other by the 'aggressive' attacker. 1In the
sentence in which we meet the word euuoslﬁﬁf for the first time
in the dialogue, 'The horse or dog which is not Bvupoei18fS will
not KEEE to be brave', the intention is clearly to point out

one leading consideration: the positive wish to engage in

manly behaviour, standardly accepted as military contest - or
more simply fighting. And this will only be found in the
'irascible', 'aggressive' individual. Others will be content
to be manly when provoked. The word 'manly', a fair equivalent

to &vdpe?of, has solely good connotations, and never loses them.

Plato's words here, as we observed, therefore include under
fighting the sort of fighting done by a self-indulgent city.

In other words, it unequivocally allows for aggressive war, as

well as that done by the city which is attacked by the
aggressor. The individual capabdble of bravery is as much the
avaricious one who attacks unprovoked for purposes of theft as

the one who innocently tries to ward off such an attack49. But
&v&peia is a morally favourable term,not to be lightly

associated with unprovoked attack. In fact, Plato seems

actually to avoid the word 'wants' altogether in this

passage50, as though aware that an issue of &miBuvulc (desire)

and blatant injustice arises. The favourable term "guard"

comes belatedly51. There can, however, be no doubt of his

referring to active commandeering of other people’s goods. He

here, in short, precisely means by Oupoeil8é€S a preliminary to
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acquisitive, contentious aggression. And in that conpexion it
is quite implausible to speak of a 'spirited' individual; for
rather we contemplate one who, without cause except his own
aggression-urge, develops truculent anger against others.
There is far less sublimity of mind attaching to gratuitous
lethal attack than we can expect of high spirit. Some cruder
property, essentlially one of the lower emotions, suggests
itself. The intellectual uncontrol of passion is obviously

reprehensible to Plato. It cannot be predicated of something

as elevated as 'spirit'.

The contrast of 6upoeldfiS with @iAdoogoSf, 'intellect-

ual’'%2, is discussed very shortly afterwards. Plato seems to

be making it additionally clear that there is a characteristic

of unreflectiveness about 10 6uuoe18éS which puts it below

(though often as the helper of)53 the higher faculties:
575 e 1: '"You know that it is the natural habit of

thoroughbred dogs to be as gentle as can be with

people familiar to them, but the opposite to
strangers.”

"I do."

"So then this is a possible situation, and we are

not seeking something contrary to nature in the

Guardians."

“NO."

"Do you not also think that the individual who is

to belong to the Guardian class ought to be

intellectual (911d00¢oS) as well as Bvuoe1dnS2"

Translators, for 6uuoci18fS :

'spirited ‘temper' (Cornford),



- 109 -
II

'nigh-spirited’ (D. & V.), 'spirited nature’ (Jowett), 'high
spirits' (Lee), 'spirited element' (Lindsay), 'spirited’
(Spens).

If there were any doubt as to the type of meaning being
attached by Plato to @upoeldfS at this point, it is dispelled
by its use in connexion with the behaviour of dogs. A dog's
bark, almost its sole vocal signal, can no doubt be friendly.
So, possibly, also can a lion's roar. But expert knowledge i
required to pronounce on this, and only those thoroughly
well-acquainted with the dog or lion will risk assuming that
is friendly when it gives tongue. A stranger, when he is
barked at, assumes the reverse - for practical purposes. The
price to be paid in these cases for misinterpreting anger as
friendliness is too high. By common utilitarian inference,

then, a dog is taken to be angry if it is not silent.

Another and perhaps clearer way of expressing this might
to say that the transition from calmness to rage in a dog is
any case so facile that intermediate stages cannct for
practical purposes be taken into account.

Fine distinctions

are simply not worth making. That Plato is putting the

K]

it

be

in

interpretation "aggressive" on the term as applied to the guard

dog seems therefore by far the most likely of the various

alternatives. He is most unlikely to be referring to any

subtle kind of courage or drive. The primitive anger portray

in the familiar picture of the dog barking is in question. A

a result, the terms 'spirited temper', 'high spirits', etec.

used by translators are too elevated to fill its place.

ed

S
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b.21 376 ¢ 4: 'So the man who is to be a fine an@ good
guardian of the city will by our scheme be
naturally intellectual, 8vuoei18fif, swift,
and strong.'

Translators: 'spirited' (Cornford), 'high-spirited' (D. & V.),

'spirit' (Jowett), 'high spirits' (Lee), 'spirited’ (Lindsay,
Spens). Here the standard translation given to 6upoeidnS is
not suprisingly retained. But the simple absence of factors

tending to compel the choice of another is not a strong

justification for retaining it. Whatever overall English

equivalent is preferred for it - and "hot-tempered"” seems a

good candidate - 'spirited’', 'of a spirited disposition’', etc.

do not provide adequate equivalents. They give the concept a

bias in the direction of the 'higher', more intellectual

faculties which Plato obviously does not mean it to have here.

However, further passages supply fuller evidence for this:

b.22 (At the next point after 376 c¢ at which it occurs,

fupoc18AS has at first a not specially definable 'lower'

ingredient.)

410 b: 'He (the Guardian-to-be) will engage in gymnastic

and endurance tests with his mind centred on the
Ouuoe18€S in his nature, and will go in for the
exertions in question in order to rouse that

element rather than to increase his strength.’

Translators: ‘'energy and initiative' (Lee), 'spirited element

in their nature' (Cornford), 'spirited element of his nature'

(Jowett, D. & V.), 'spirited part of his soul' (Lindsay),

"sprightliness of his temper' (Spens).
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Here there is an immediate hint, by implication or
otherwise, of the kind of natural property that is involved.
Unfortunately, however, the hint is somewhat vague. 'Spirit-
edness' could be meant; 'irascibility'; several things. A
translation has to rely on reference to its earlier meanings.
The passage is however interesting in that it can; at a
stretch, be interpreted as meaning that the young Guardian

deliberately labours beyond his strength. This involves a

viewpoint common to militaristic societies. Exertion of
oneself beyond the limits of moderate tolerance, even to

breaking point, is worthy and to be encouraged. The habit is

regarded as laudable for various reasons, some less obvious

than others, by war-like people. And it is probadble not only
that Plato was aware of this viewpoint and himself held it, but

that he is making a specific allusion to it here. His founding

of the Republic largely on Spartan practice would exactly

accord with this.

b.23 Then, however, a few sentences later54, he

specifies the extremes which will result if the Ouupoel18éS

property is_developed exclusively, to the disregard of the

tempering influence of music. These extremes are &YpléTnf,

"roughness', and owinpdtnS, 'hardness'. Here an "ire"

ingredient emerges quite definitively.

410 ¢ 8: '"You know, don't you, " I said, "the sort of

character one finds in people who go in for

gymnastic all their lives without touching music

and vice versa?
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"What are you referring to?”

"Roughness and callousness, and softness and
mildness - "

"I see,” he answered. "The ones who participate
exclusively in gymnastic become rougher than they
should be, those who do so in music softer than
really befits them."

"And yet, the Bupoel8&€S would produce the rough
part of our make-up; in other words, properly
nurtured it would be courage; whereas, carried
further than it ought to be, it turns harsh and

intractable - or so it seems to me."'

phrases are : "surely that ferocity is the

outcome of the spirited element in our nature’' (Cornford) (the

rendering in each case of Bunoe18éS is underlined),

'rudeness

is the natural product of the spirited element' (D. & V.),

'this ferocity only comes from spirit' (Jowett), 'it is the

energy and initiative in their nature that may make then

uncivilised'

(Lee), 'it is the spirited element in their nature

that produces the fierceness' (Lindsay), 'this rusticity, at

least, may generate a sprightliness of temper’

this particular passage,

Spens render 10 6upoeiSéS as 'spirit' or

(Spens). 1In

all the translators except Lee and

"the spirited

element', and the expréssions used by the latter two scholars

are close paraphrases of these.

A point of some interest is

that Plato, in the expression used here, seems most probably to

be using Oupoci8é€S as subject and hYplov as object.

saying, 'The Ouuoec18éS part would produce the roughness'

i.e. he is

, not,
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as the translators (except Spens) take him, the other.way
round. But even if he were, by contrast, saying (usihg %Yplov
and Bupoe18éS as interchangeably generated and generator, as
well as virtual synonyms) that 'roughness' would engender the
fupoe18éS in our nature, and that, properly nurtured, this
roughness would be courage, it would make little difference.

We simply have an even closer tie here between the central

characteristic features of 6upoe18€S and the ill-temper of Gyplov.

Of the translators, Spens, as we see, 1is the only one to
turn the sentence in this way. A stock version of upoer6iS
seems now to be ingrained in the other translators' minds. At
this stage they seem to have accepted it exclusively as that

formally classified part of the soul which generates the

general characteristics of 'drive'. As a result, the unexpected

construction of this sentence slips by unnoticed. Even Adan

assumes without comment that the sequence is Bvpoei18€S as

subject, ﬁyp\ov as object55. Yet the importance of the other

sequence needs little highlighting. Plato, if he is using the

reverse construction, must see - at this point at any rate -
little generic difference between ayplov and OGupoel1déS. But

even if he is using the original construction mooted, he cannot

be seeing much more. Otherwise the arguments led above on the

source from which &YplérnI may be derived could not hold.

b.24 As regards the translations of the individual word’&yplov.

A1l of these ('ferocity'. 'fierceness', 'rudeness'

, etec.)
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represent versions equivalent to 'roughness'56. &YQIGTHI, when
taken in the present context together with later ones?T (as also
together with owinpdtnS, xademdtnS, @86voS, Bla, etc.28),
suggests a distinct vein of malice. This is expressed
especially in malicious negligence of others' interests, if not
active injustice itself. 'Spiritedness', in contrast,
suggesting in i1ts essence the energetic, perceptive, morally
'good' individual, has no trace of malice. The positive
extreme of spiritedness is rather of the order of rashness.

Yet this too is a rashness in the cause of basically good

ends. If anything, it involves self-sacrifice, as against the
selfishness of negligence. On the other hand, if there were

not most often a definite element of noxiousness, even malice,

in 6updS (and so Buuoe18AS) at their ordinary level, Ouuoc18éS
could scarcely metamorphose into JYpléTnf - much less into

8Ta59. The natural extreme of spirit is, as has been observed,

foolhérdiness or recklessness. But these are the faults of

energetic, honourable enthusiasm, not of vulgar aggress-

iveness. In proposing 'spiritedness' as a primary source of

&YpléTnf, the translators again seem content with far too favour-

able:an .approximation.

b.25 'Stirring up', 'rousing' (€dyefpwv)b0 is as applicable

to spirit as to anger. However, from the above considerations

the conclusion would appear to be that the baser element was

there at the ordinary level. Bunoe18nS still does not here

mean 'spirited' so much as ‘hot-tempered', 'prone to
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irritation'. The most important feature of irritabiliﬁy is its
aura of menace. The chief interest to others inherent in
reporting of a person that he is irate is normally that :he is.
in a state which i1s potentially dangeroué to others. His
irritation is a possible forerunner of incompletely controlled,
aggressive action. 'Roughness' is a quality of essentially
clumsy, and so potentially noxious, individuals. It also often
goes with active ill-disposition, and is capable of spilling
over into serious general harmfulness. In contrast, an
oversupply of 'spirit' is never even remotely conceived of in

this way. It is never even vaguely considered as such. We

regard it as incapable of having adverse consequences for
anyone but declared enemies. That the crude, lowly

quality dypi1dtnS could be produced by the development - exclud-
ing as irrelevant the more grotesque maldevelopments - of

'spirit’' is impossible to conceive. Of hot-temper, certainly.

Conversely, ﬁuepéTnI61 (gentleness) is not really a convincing

opposite of 'spirit' at the negative pole either. Apathy,

laziness, cowardice, as we have seen62, fit this category much

better. It may be that they are deficiencies of the 'higher'

more ‘'deliberate’ voluntary virtues. Softness, milduaess,

effeteness may be features of the lower, emotional and more

involuntary level of the human psyche. But hot-temper is, in

that eventuality, their natural counterpart.

b.26 A test for this distinction is elusive. Still, it

could be the case that effeteness, softness, hot-temper, etc.
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are attributes which people are not usually very hea#ily blamed

for showing. And this ié perhaps because they are of secondary
importance to others. ©Praise and blame are reserved more for

the cardinally important 'higher' mental manifestations. The
importance of these latter lies of course in the fact that they
initiate intellectually deliberate, sophisticated and so

maximally serious acts influencing other people's lives. On

the other hand, of the attributes we are presented with in this
passage (juxtaposed in contrasting pairsqé), JyplﬁTnfland 6ukﬁpéfﬂf’
and palanfa and fuepdtns,. only iyp16inf $nd'ﬁﬁebéfﬁ??have been disct
ed. These represent, respectively, the opposite extremes .to which
fuuoe18€S can be developed. But then, so do the two we have

not discussed, orAnpdtnS/ and podanie. And these are significantly
less loaded with the 'harmful' coefficient inherent in any word
associated with anger. ¢Yp10TnS connotes positive harmfulness,
nuepdtnS the negation of it. ouinpétnS and Hadania, on the
other hand, are more or less neutral regarding harmfulness.
These last two, especially upalanla, as 'alternate' extremes of

Bunoe18€S, seem to bring us closer to the meaning 'spirited' for

Oupoe1dfS than we have ever yet been. Plato does ascribe

Hadanie to a surplus of HOUVGIKA. Nevertheless this would not
discount a possibility that he is here endeavouring to give the

lower, emotional sense of 6UNOE18AS a 1ift upwards. It needs

now, for present purposes, to approach closer to the

intellectual plane. Such a move will be a natural Preparation

for his treatment of it laterf4 g the ally of the rational

(Aoyloleév). The choice, too, of the term dvépeTof is

significant. Tt provides a 'good' alternate form of
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what fupoe18fiS can be developed into at the positive pole (the
'bad’ alternate being’&YploI). As such, it then supplies
another intellectual component in addition to the primarily

emotional 'irascible' component.

b.27 In the Protagoras65, Socrates actually equates bravery

with wisdom. The irascibility that can be developed to bravery
is here no longer Jjust a proneness to anger. It has gone
beyond simple passion. An advance has been allowed to a
gquantity in which the mind as well as the emotions not only
plays a part, but overshadows the emotions altogether. This

sort of entity, intellectually focussed 'drive' or 'emotion',

might well do duty as 'spirit', Plato's inclusion of the term

dvSpefa as a development of OUM0E18ES would also seem to be
evidence that what he wants to convey by 6upoei18éSf, at that

point, is not just a passively emotional, but more a conscious

forcebb, Never theless, when we see Oupoe18éS linked elsewhere with

¢1X6v1n0v67 and @iAdtipov (both called a 'reproach'68), and

most of all with GUOHOXTa69,we are made aware that it can be a

. . ? P .
defectively conscious force. avdpela is

then at least as much

of an improvement on it as &Y016Tnf is a corruption of it.

b.28 Gosling comments/’O: "It is not at all obvious what

Plato is trying to isolate with the term

"thymos" Fur ther,

'either Plato is very confused br else he is using the word

"thymos" technically to isolate a phenomenon for which there is

" no term readily available'. It may be justifiable to say this.
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> It sometimes seems difficult to tell

whether we or Plato are confused, although Plato is probably the
less likely, and proof that he is confused almost invariably

turns out to be impossible. But what seems to be happening

here is that Plato is not so much 'trying to isolate' a single
natural phenomenon. What he seems to be doing is making use
of HuudS as it is normally employed, but packing it from time

to time with more matter than it normally holds. The purpose

behind this would seem to be to combine several simple

phenomena into one which he believes deserves to have a single

compound existence.

b.29 Farlier treatment of the term 6uuoei18AS foreshadows

these more 'loaded' instances, in the important passages71 of

Book IV. Even here, however, the loading is at first not

uniformly applied. This is indeed to be expected on first

citation in a passage. The listeners' minds must be prepared

gradually for the 'packed' uses by preliminary normal uses.

The complex versions can then safely be allowed to appear later

one.

b.30 SECOND MAIN DIVISION OF USES - PARAS. 411 - 586,

The next passage containing an instance of Bupnoe18AS is the
last prior to Book IV, and in a way introductory to it.
Closely following it in the next book, however, are sufficient

further passages to make the full sequence worth taking as a

whole. 1In all, the passage contains eight instances of
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variants incorporating the stem Ouu-—.

411 a

Soc.:

'"Isn't it the case that when someone conjoins
with music the practice of letting these melodies
we have just referred to as sweet, soft, and
melancholy wail him into subjection, pouring into
his soul via his ears as through a funnel, and
lives out his entire life warbling and revelling
in song,.he first of all, if he had any 6uupoeildéS
(1)72 in him in the first place, softens it as
one does iron and makes something useful of what
was useless and hard. But whén he carries this
too far, no longer merely relaxing but beguiling
it, he subsequently melts and pours it out of
himself utterly, till he has completely melted
his 6uudS(2) away, and as it were cut the nerves

of his soul and turned himself into a 'spineless

spearman’'.
"He does exactly that," he answered.

"And if," I said, "this happens to a person who
is naturally G8vuof(3) at the outset, his account
is quickly enough settled. If, on the other
hand, it happens to someone who is Bupoe18AS(4),
it makes the 6uUMBS(5) weak and easily swayed,

quickly incensed by small matters, and quickly

snuffed out. These people become irritable and

bad-tempered instead of 6uuoe18e1S(6), full of
snappish ill-humour."

"Very much so."
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"But what if a person works hard at %ymnastic and
takes great delight in it, but never touches
music or philosophy? Does he not, at first,
owing to his bodily well-being, become filled
with self-confidence and 6uudS(7) and grow to be
braver than normal?"

"He does.”

"What of the case when he does nothing else - has
absolutely no truck with any of the Muses at

all? Surely i1f there was any love of learning in
his soul it must, as far as it gets no taste of
learning or inquiry, become - as it partakes
neither of reason nor of the rest of the arts -

weak, lame and blind through being neither roused

nor nourished, its perceptions left unpurified?”

"Quite so," he said.

"I'm sure a man like that becomes a hater of
reason and devoid of culture. He no longer
persuades by means of words but by brute force,
which he inflicts on everyone he meets, like an
animal, and in his ignorance and oafishness his
life has neither harmony nor grace about it."
"This is how things turﬁ out," he replied.
"For these two entities,

the philosophic and

Bunoe18€/(8) faculties respectively," I said, "it
would seem then that some god has given man two
skills, music and gymnastic; not for the mind and

body as such, except incidentally, but for
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those two faculties, so that they can harmonise
with one another, exerting themselves or relaxing

to the correct degrees.™'

b.31 Of the translators, D. & V., Jowett and Lindsay use
solely variants of 'spirit' for the '6un—"-containing compounds.
As greater expansion on fuuoe18fS and its correlates can
therefore only be obtained by reference to the versions of the
other three scholars, only theirs are considered. Each
version they provide is given after the numbered instance of
the 'fup—'-compound:
(1) 'energy and initiative of mind' (Lee), (5) 'mind’
(Spens), (6) 'energy' (Lee), (7) ‘energy' (Cornford, Lee),
(8) 'energy and initiative' (Lee).
(1) Lee's full sentence is: 'The effect at first on his energy

and initiative of mind, if he has any, is to soften it as iron

is softened in a furnace': The expression 'energy and

initiative of mind' could be one of two things: First, an

adjusted translation of what the translator believes to be an
altered sense of the word 6uvpoeidfS. Second, it could be a bid
at a more familiar exegesis of the word 'spirit'. At the
outset, it seems as though it might be the first. The
ever-present germ of 'soul' in 'spirit' is displaced in favour
of 'mind', its more ethereal connotations being excluded. - That
it is the second of the two, however, is shown not only by its
excessively close approximation in meaning to 'spirit' as the

word has been expanded aboveTlD, (This is so close as to make
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the variation on the normal sense of 'spirit' for practical
purposes imperceptible.) It is also shown by the equal
incongruity of seeing 'energy and initiative of mind', and
"spirit’', as ‘'hard' and 'unworkable' things that need
'softening'. Energy and initiative would need guidance, if any-
thing; not softening. One could not conceive of them as
obdurate, perversely unbending tendencies. Rather, by

contrast, the hard intractability that needs softening is

looked for in 'hard' people. And these people are, if not

patently cross-grained and irritable, then certainly the sort
who are so to speak "angry deep down". Their 'hardness',
indeed, takes its very definition from their unrelenting
intractability, and the intractability in turn is further
braced by a force of emotion of which the hallmarks are those

predicated of anger. 'Hardness' suggests a chronic, habitual

lack of readiness to confer benefits, coupled with,

importantly, an inflexible urge to inflict privation. This is

the disposition most typically denoted by it. And its core,

the means through which inflexibility is conferred on it, is

irascibility, here of the most unreasoning sort.

b.32 This argument applies at first sight more obviously to

'energy and initiative of mind' than to "spirit' and its

cognates. Even so, it must still be admitted, on closer

analysis, to apply virtually equally to 'spirit'. All that has

to be taken into account is the selection of intellectual

overtones'4 proper to spirit. The dual character of the



IT - 123 -

English term 'spirit' as an intelligent as well as energetic
element is strongly eftched into it - strongly enough to pass
unquestioned. Aé a natural colleague now of AoyiotTiudv, we can
see that Bupoei18é€S is meant-by Plato at least—to be specially
adapted to assisting the rational and intellectual. But even
now it is only a naturally part-intelligent energy.source. It
does not come up to the intellectual standard of 'spirit' =
"spiritedness'. That 'spiritedness' should be contemplated as
capable of being, at any time or in any circumstances wﬁatever,
'useless and hard', as above (axphotou nal oxAnpoU), puts an
impossible strain on its normal sense. 'Hot-temperedness', on
the other hand, has once again the right element here of
"unfavourability" - in this case in particular of obstinacy.

It is an indurated, stubborn, though not utterly mindless, type
of tenacity. And this would call for 'melting down',

'rendering useful'.

b.3% (2) The melting away of 6uudS involves 'cutting the
nerves of the soul' and turning the subject of this process

into a 'spineless spearman' (RMoABaudv alyuntAv). This suggests

a less complicated meaning for 6uvudS, with 'nerve' or 'courage’

as its major feature. 'Spirit' would pass well enocugh here.

It also would for (7), where Cornford and Lee's 'energy' seems

actually not even as adequate as 'spirit' to cover the general

sense 'resistant mental and emotional backbone' that Buupd/S

includes. It has an inbuilt 'bolster' - in a potentially

perfectly good sense - as it were, of obstinacy and intrans-

igence. It incorporates resistance by natural inclination to
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outer influences, which a purely dynamic gquantity such as
'energy' cannot convey. ‘'Hot-temper', by contrast, has both -

for good or bad purposes.

b.34 ‘%Suuéf,(3) is similarly unspecific;,and adequately~
covered by 'spiritless'. On the other hand, punoe1diS(4), 6vuds
(5), and Hupoe18fAS(6) point more uncompromisingly to an anger
principle. If music is infused excessively into a Bupoel8AiS(4)
man, it makes his 0updS(5) weak and easily swayed. It is

quickly incensed by small matters and quickly snuffed out (Tayd

epebirduevov Te nal rataoBevviuevov). Such men become 'touchy
and irritable'(&up&on01 obv nal 5pyTX01).

We are shown par excellence, by the words &up&on01 and
6pyiA01, that BuudS here bears the meaning 'irascibility'. The
particular sort of 'ire' denoted may be snappishly petty, but
this highlights it even more for what it‘is not - i.e. a lofty
emotion. Its noun-adjective relation to 6BuuoeidiS(4) conmbines
with the placing of the two words closely adjacent.to each
other to lay added emphasis on the existence of their common
stem. Their juxtaposition, suggesting that 6uvuoerdfS is being
expressly used as the adjective serving as precise counterpart
to 6uudS(5), obviously here = "(hot-) temper”, has an

intentional flavour. Lee translates: 'But if he is a man of

spirit, the effect is, by weakening his spirit, to make him
unstable, a man who flies into a rage at a trifle and calms

down as quickly. His energy has degenerated into peevishness

and ill-temper....'. But there is an important admission we
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must make about the cardinal distinguishing mark of someone who
degenerates into a pettily sharp-tempered individual, or about
a faculty of the mind which degenerates into peevishness. And
this is that it is hard to find an accurate single term for
it. A second admission is that, of the single terms that can
be found to correspond most acceptably with it, 'spirit' is
close enough to escape being misleading. Yet even so a
weakening of the spirit would not naturally suggest, as its
natural outcome, ill-temper or peevishness. Nor,
correspondingly, would peevishness naturally be predicated of
degenerate 'energy'. What it would be predicéted of is the

degeneration of something resembling a healthy 'capacity for

indignation’.

b.35 Spens' 'mind' for 6updS is again a much vaguer
version. Perhaps, through that very vagueness, it could
actually be more satisfactory than the more specific ones

'spirit' and 'energy'. But overall 'mind' is really not

adequate. We can imagine the dynamic drive of "spirit' made,

in a sense, febrile and brittle by weakening. But weakening of

spirit, unless it were a narrowly specified type of weakening,

indeed an explicit alteration more than a weakening at all,

would not so naturally lead %o sharp-temperedness as to apathy,

sheer lack of positive drive. What would most naturally, when

weakened, lead to snappishness and petty-temperedness would be
the capacity for stronger, deeper, more 'soligd' indignation.
At all events, weakening is necessarily weakening of something

stronger than the product of the weakening (do6evn motfioaS
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t6v fupdv). And, importantly, it would, except in very unusual

circumstances, be weakening of a stronger form of that product,’

not of something generically different from it. That the
products of the weakening here are attenuations of anger is
therefore made especially obvious. From the vocabulary used,
we see that the above conditions are fulfilled. The products
of the weakening are derivatives of Y&XAoS and dpyfi, both of

which words signify 'anger' simplex and never anything else, in

the relevant Platonic usages.

b.36 At (7), Cornford and Lee both give 'energy' for 6uud/S.
They also each employ a different verb (underlined) from
Plato's "ylyvetar' (becomes): Cornford: 'The sense of
physical fitness fills a man with confidence and energy and

makes him twice the man he was;' Lee: 'the physical health

that results from such a course fills him with confidence and
energy (gpoviinatdS Te nal 6vpoU) and increases his courage'.
But we must observe that the outcome of the physical health is

that the man becomes braver (&va€16T€pof). It is not that ‘it

makes him' braver.

There is substantial point in disputing these versions.
The argument should be taken step by step. 1In the first place,

it is to be asked whether increased health will necessarily on

its own make a man braver. This query might reasonably, at a

superficial level, be answered in the affirmative. But, secoﬁd,

MO 2 \ ~ » » - ~
the Greek (ed Toxwv 10 owpa ppooviuatdS nal 6vuov duriumiatal nol

14 - » .
avépe1dtepoS yiyveta1) simply does not mean that. I% does not
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carry the significance 'the sense of physical fitness....makes
him twice the man he was' (Cornford), or that 'physical
health....increases his courage' (Lee). For these phrasings

suggest that it is the physical health that increases his

courage. They discount the intermediate stages. More

importantly, they suggest that it might even do so independently

of these intermediaries - the @pdvnua and 6updS it instils.
The Greek construction is in substantial contrast with these
renderings. It indicates clearly that the increase in courage

is to be seen as a result of the @pdvnua and HvpdS which the

health generates, not of the health itself.

b.37 The aim in establishing this now emerges. In regard
to the initial question, whether it is his physical health that
increases a man's courage, we conceded that it seems plausible,
at first sight, that good health or energy would alone make one
more courageous. But Plato is not saying that. The sense of
the strictly translated Greek may well be that it is the remote

cause. But that is something else. It is thanks to the Qoévnua

and BUPdS with which the good health fills one that the .man

becomes braver. TFor instance, food may provide one with the

energy to think, but we would certainly not say that one

becomes more intelligent thanks to food. Further, in regard to

the above translations of 6uudS in particular, it seems far
more plausible’ that courage should be increased by something

with strong emotional content than by mere energy. And this,

after all, is what Plato is saying. He has not, at this point,

talked about energy. He has talked about 6Ovud/S. Energys,even
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in company with confidence, is here patently a mere part, an
ingredient, of puud/S. But because it shows some predominance in

the present context, it has been allowed to supplant the whole.

Three points need to be made about energy simplex. First,
it contains no trace of the emotional content propér to BuudS.
Second, it is an accurate translation of gpriomovia, a word used
by Plato76 in the totally neutral sense characteristié of
energy. Third, its link with dvépeia, courage, is so
unspecific that for Plato's purposes it could have made no
point in the sentence. From a superficial semantic aspect it
is acceptable. But if the full implications of Plato's
summation of ¢pdvnua and 6updS to courage are to be captured by

the translation, i1t must be more comprehensive.

The "irascibility”
fraction is broadly hinted at by the accompanying term (g¢pdvnua,

as it is later by ﬁWnX6@pwv)77. There is a strong flavour of

aggressive pride present in these derivatives of @pfAv-, which
would have provided some hint of what Plato was saying. But

none of this is brought in by Cornford or Lee, although some

who give 'spirit' for 6updSf do allow for it (e.g. Jowett:

‘pride', Spens: ‘'courage').

b.38 (8), the last instance of Bupoei18fS in the passage,

where YUMVaoT1xfl is said to promote T8 6upoe18éS while pouvoinf

promotes TO @1A0600¢ov, has a vaguer, more general sense. Here

we are less fully supplied with circumstantial evidence for its

(intended meaning. Lee's 'energy and initiative' is therefore
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at first sight acceptable. However, the very presence of the
word ¢iAbcogoS, which implies in itself something 1like
‘energetic, and possessing initiative, in the region of
thought', makes such a rendering inadequate as well. Plato
expressly says that the two disciplines, music and gymnastic,
do not relate respectively to mind and body 'except incident-
ally' ( el uh el mapepyov). They relate to the pLAb6009oVv and
Bupoc18¢S elementsT8. This entails that T8 Bunoe18E€S carries
a further distinct constituent over and above energy and
initiative. We are therefore obliged to translate it as
something more than - at the same time no doubt including -
energy and initiative. Once again, therefore, the translations
are found to be attempts tq render the whole by that part (or
parts) of it that seem to have the most felicitous ring at the
particular point in question. But such translations of course
only satisfy as ostensibly logical and readable equivalents.
The full spectrum of technical appendages of meaning belonging
to the word they purport to translate is drastically reduced.
If this is so much the case as to make the word even more
unintelligible than franslation makes any foreign word at the
best of times, then Plato's aim has been utterly deféated. As
far as the philosophical understanding of the various Platonic
doctrines hinging on Oupoel8&S goes, a better - though still
not ideal - policy would be to use a more genefally accurate

term, e.g. 'hot-tempered', for 6Hupoelé€Sf. It might sound less

felicitous. Appearances might in some degree be sacrificed for

the sake of reality. But the overall gain in truth would more

than compensate these disadvantages.
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b.39 This passage came at what was still a moderately early
stage in the dialogue. It was still too soon, that is, for the
'packed' use (incorporating the 'higher' features) of 6Bupoel8éS
to come into full play. Hence, at the first mention of the word to
summarise the characters of the natives of Thrace and Scythia
‘(=. Russia:+), barbarians traditionally known.and'feared.for their
vicious temper, we find it still:at an emotional,;~low level.  Cert-
ainly it is still:without the principle of !consciousness' or
‘intellect'. These could only‘be predicated of 'spirit' (=
"spiritedness') proper.
435 e: '"For it would be laughable if one thought that the
upoc18€S element in the cities did not spring fronm
the individual citizens who are subject to that
reproach, as for instance the folk in Thrace and
Scythia and the northern regions generally; or that of
hunger for learning, with which one might reproach our
part of the world; or again fondness for money, not
least prevalent amongst the Phoenicians and the people
in Bgypt.'
To match OuU0e18€S +translators have: 'high-spirited
character' (Cornford), 'the spirited element’ (p. & v.),
"passion or spirit' (Jowett), 'spirited character' (Lindsay),

'irascible disposition' (Spens). So far removed here is 710

fupoe18€S in sense from anything obviously commendable like

‘courage', 'spirit', that having it is said to be a subject of

yr . .
reproach (ai1t{a). This could never be said of 'spiritedness'.

And even if the word aiTléoual, to reproach, is used in the

same sentence in connexion with 710 91LAouaBES (the intellectual
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curiosity of the Athenians), its initially weaker force as the

verb is further weakened by its use in the optative. The whole

clause, in short, amounts virtually to a mild joke about
Athenian 'bookishness'. The chief function of this sentence,

incorporating 6uvpocidfiSf, g@iiopabéS, and ¢@irroxpfinatoS together,

is to introduce simultaneously the three 'forms' present in the

soul. But it also casts a certain amount of light on the
nature of each. And the predominant impression we receive
concerning the Bupoei18AS quality is, as we have observed
earlier, that i1t is one which people may be reproached for
possessing in excess. That people should be reproached for

being even excessively 'spirited' is hardly even partially

plausible. That they should for being excessively hot-tempered

is very much so.

b.40 A few lines further down79 the corresponding verbs

~ , ~ - - -
pavbavw, Oupouvpati, and em1bvpw are conjoined, and we may take this

as conclusive concerning the 'anger' connexion of 10 Bupoe18é/.

The verb HuUNovUoBal means in Greek sinply and solely 'to be angry'

nothing else - and Plato is stating here categorically that this

is what we do by means of the 8vuoeidéS sector.

iveness' sake, the remaining uses must be examined. But the

case for 'anger' may be assumed complete.
In the present passage, we may:;
suppose that, as later80, QupdS in this guise is limited in

meaning, and inconvenient for

before we have to assume that in this passage, at first sight

at any rate, it conveys the meaning 'anger'. The reason he

separates it from learning and desiring would be, to the

hearer, that it is still essentially different from them

(This is so whether or not it completely fills a void that the

other two leave open.) And that much it certainly is. Anger

is very different both from intellect on the good and desire

on the bad, side.

But 1t is still a quallty which, in the

For comprehens-

n1im  to use. From what has gone
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guise we may admissibly believe Plato wishes it to have here,
implies certain defects in the person possessing it. Its
linkage with épyﬁal, moreover, confirms its practical identity,
at that point, with the passion of ire. This . appears to

greater advantage in 440 e:

""We seem to be holding a view of 15 @upoc18&S(1l) opposite
to the one we held just now. Then we thought it was a kind
of desire; now we say it's far frdm being that, but much
rather, in intermnal spiritual strife, throws its weight‘in
with the rational element."”

"Certainly."

"Does it do so as something different from, or as a form
of, the rational element, with the result that there are
not three but two elements in the soul, the rational and

the appetitive? Or, as in the case of the Republic, when

we found three types holding it together - the wealth-

amassing, the military, and the councillors - so, in the

soul, does this third element, the 6Bupoei8éSf(2), exist as a
helper of the rational part, if it is not destroyed by bad
upbfinging?"'

Translators: 'spirited element', 'spirited element'

(Cornford), 'spirited principle', 'spirited principle' (D. &

V.), 'passion or spirit’', 'passionm or spirit' (Jowett), 'this

third element' (refers back to 'indignation'(1l)), 'spirit'

(Lee),.'spirited element', 'element of spiritedness' (Lindsay),

"irascible', 'irascible' (Spens). Lee has given 'spirit' for

the second instance of 6upoec18€S, after translating the first

instance 'this third element'. This 'third element' quite

certainly refers to the 'indignation' by which he has already
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three times rendered 6upudS82 just previously. The 'third
element', in other words, is no more nor less, in his version,
than 'indignation', although the immediate demands of felicity

prompt him to use that ambiguous expression in its place.

b.41 Apart from Lee, Jowett has also made a concession to
the ‘'anger' factor by his 'passion and spirit'. Spens alone,
of the six, gives it full value with 'irascible'. And
the indications for such a translation are very strong. First,
we have already had reference to an eV8oS 'Bunov nai @
eUquugea'83. This places BupdS in close conjunction with a
correlate GUpoGoeql, which invariably carries the sense 'to be
angry'. As Lee correctly infers, 6uudS here contains a strong
component of ire. Yet for some reason he does not contrive to

bring this out in his rendering of 6upoel8ES.

Then comes the example of Leontios' 6updS, rousing him to

anger with himself for wishing to look at corpsesB4. The

linkage of earlier 6uUuoOU nal @ fupouvueba with later dpyfiv (440

a 5) leaves little room for anything other than "rage" here.

Third is the sentence 'This account shows that the dp¥yfi

sometimes struggles with the desires, as one distinct entity

with another85'. By placing QuudS in the same camp with ooy,

which is definitive for 'anger'

, Plato sets a further seal on

the importance of the status of 'anger' in the constitution of

the word 6vudS. PFinally, he now defines the third part of the
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spirit86, already named gunoe18fA/87, as the 'e€ldoS Tou Bumov

wal ® 6uuovpefa'. By means of this expression, 'the form of

the 6vpdS, and that thing by which we are angry', he provides a

critical link between TO 6uupoeld€S and irascidility.

b.42 It remains now for him to recharge TO OuvupoeirdéS with
extra intellectual weight. This will transform it from mere
emotion back into the more intellectually aware emotional force
that he requires. (The relation 'intellect : emotion’ is taken

to stand, somewhat inexactly but conveniently, for 'AdyoS

guudS .)

To do this, he first allows Glaucon to suggest that it may

belong to the lower compartment - desire. He then proceeds to

extricate it from that lowly station by, as we have seen, the

tale of Leontios88, who uses it to condemn his sensation-

grubbing desire element. To need extrication at all it must

have seemed to be allied with the avowedly inferior desire-

fraction. It must suggest, on the surface at least, a suitabiy

humble meaning. Plato achieves its re-elevation by showing
first89 that it never allies itself with the desires if reason

chooses otherwise; later90, that as a lion (as opposed to a

monkey) its aid can be drawn on by the intellect. So, while it

cannot be found to be unified with the rational sector of the

soul, it can certainly not be left linked with the desire

sector. In the meantime, we must concede to Jowett and Spens,

particularly Spens, the closest approach to a fair version of 10
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gunoec18éS. Again, none of the other translators gives due

weight to the 'unfavourable' constituent.

b.43% The attribution of a face-value 'high-temper' to fuudS
need not lay one open to an accusation of inconsistency after

the earlier postulate that puudS is a blanket term covering the

entire mild-angry spectrun. From an inspection of Plato's use of
the word thus far, it seems clear that it refers to an entity
more or less of the nature of a primitive 'humour', constit-
uting, in various concentrations, the cross-section of terums
denoting the various degreeé of anger-like emotion. But this

does not exclude it from very commonly and familiarly holding

the more limited sense of 'anger' simplex, which "“spiritedness”
g p

emphatically ‘does not. (For instanceé, we might observe.that the word

'emotion'<in English by itself normally conveys the sense more of a
tenderness "of feeling than any ' other specific type of ;emotion. Least
of all does it convey ian activelylaggressive feeling such:as ‘'anger'.

Yet anger is, .of .course, .at :least as much 'an .emotion' .as pity,
i .

. sorrow, gladness, or any other 'féeling' in principle allied to

them. TO 9Uuo€16§f' normal absolute sense, on the other
hand, lies significantly towards the morally negative end of

the scale.)

b.44 Now, crucially, having amplified and elevated the

content of 10 6upoe18€S in order to give it its proper place in
the soul's triad, Plato in the remainder of this passagé of

Book IV defines the part it has to play in relation to the
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"higher' ¢78§0f. In its new shape it can properly act as
supporter of, while being subject to, the rational element. It
also acts in conjunction with it as overseer of the element of
desire.
AAY e: *Accordingly, is it not fitting for the rational
part to rule, being wise as it is, and holding a
supervisory relation to the whole soul, and
correspondingly fitting for the Bunoe1d€S to be
subordinate and an ally to it?'
By this stage it is easier to agree with translators in their
renderings (which are here uniform) of 70 Bupoerdé€S as
"spirit', 'the spirited element', etc. There has always been
room in it in & distinct degree for the elevated element, and
at this point there is more.room than usual. The morally more
neutral translation 'emotionally energetic' nevertheless
remains preferable as the more accurate one, and should be
maintained. In the same vein, at 442 ¢ 1 we have:

'I think we call a person brave in that quarter

when his @uvpoeci18é/S part adheres amid pain or

pleasure to reason's rather than its own estimate
of what is evil.'
Translators: 'spirited part of his nature' (Cornford),
'spirited element of his nature' (D. & V.), 'spirit' (Jowett,
Lee), 'spirited element' (Lindsay), 'irascible part' (Spens).
Here Spens alone permits the anger element to remain foremost,
which for accuracy's sake is probably where it should

remain. Ouuoei18é€S' secondary role in this specific instance,

however, makes its full weight of meaning hard to assess.
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b.45 The English terms 'high-spiritedness', 'morale’,
'courage' are substantives so closely alike that the importance
of the fact that Plato contrasts their Greek equivalents must
not be underestimated. 'They have forced themselves on our
notice throughout all six translations of these first four
books, beyond and superimposed on anything we might ourselves
at first have taken 6Oupoeci18€S to mean. Plato's contrasting
them is evidence enough on its own that he takes them to be
importantly different. To translate them, therefore, by means
of terms so heavily weighted with moral, military, and other
'positive’ idealism in the modern tradition as the English
versions mentioned must inevitably prejudge a key issue. It

certainly altogether sacrifices what any hearer of Socrates

would have been able to pick up when he heard the Greek words.
For a person to be called 'spirited', & 'man of spirit', etc.,

is an unquestioned mark of commendation in English. The terms

dpyfi, dyp1dtnS, Bla, dupdyxoroS and others by contrast connote ire an
violence. If they are cited by Plato as developments -

corruptivé developments though they may be - of Bvpoel8€S, they

must fdrce our thinking along a quite distinect track. The

conclusion they suggest is a very different one, yet it is one

at many points clearly intended by Plato. Indeed, they
ultimately compel us to recognise the presence commonly, in T0O

fupoe18é€S, of a ground-component of nothing less than the

emotionally crude and inflammable. The existence of this

ground-component has, moreover, a crucial significance. It

signals, in its capacity for 'reinforcing' the TAeoveE{a (greed)

characteristic, and @ilouepdéS (the avaricious) generally, that
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0 Buupoel8éS is the possible major or exclusive origin of

universal Injustice (dadinfa).

b.46 The division used so far has been as much a natural as
an artificial one. An earlier series of uses of the word
gunoe18fAS (up to and including those in Book IV) has been
examined as a whole, prior to those in subsequent books. The
principal purpose of inspecting the earliest uses in Books II
and III was to try to pin the term Bupoei1dfiS down in its most
'unspecialised’' form. This would help one to see how great a
degree of, for instance, irritability (as also of desire,
intellect, etc.) was normally incorporated into it at that
level, and to check from these findings whether, and if so how
far, its meaning became specialised in Book IV. (The
specialisation continues later when the quality it represents
is formally classed as one of the triad composing the soul.)
The material in these earlier books forms quite substantial
evidence on its own for the overall common meaning of the

word. Nonetheless, the further instances of its use provide
grounds for adjustment (as also for confirmation) of the
previous findings, and in addition help answer certain central
questioné about it. 7For instance, its connexion with éﬂleuufa,
and the degree to which it can be developed to contribute to
good or Dbad,

are urgent points for analysis. These are only

fully clarified later on in the dialogue.
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b.47 One of the principal aims of this extended
investigation has been to show that considerable evidence for a

morally negative constituent in Bupoe1dnS occurs further on into

the Republic as well as at the outset. The only tramnslator, as

we have found, who consistently introduces this element into

the text (a% the expense, sometimes, admittedly, of a broad

enough rendering of Oupoe18fS at some points) is Spens9l. The

other scholars no doubt feel that, while there is such an

element present, there is also a strong one of disinterested

drive, and more so - a‘predoﬁiﬁantly favoﬁrébie fprm of: drive. They
regard this as-strong enough, clearly, to make it:necessary to render

it explicitly and uniformly at the expense of the other element in a

translationi For the English language (as opposed to,; e<g.; German,

where, we found; Zorn comes very close to doing so) just does not pro-

vide a word blending both anger (in:-an.almést neutral form) and drive.

In consequence; they usually take the 'high road', They translate

as 'spirited' what ought to be something of lesser calibre, and

automatically its metamorphosis to (or generation of) ‘'rough-

ness' (ayp16tnS)92, 'rancour’ (986v0S)93, and ultimately

"violence' (B10)94 loses conviction. But it should not lose

it. There should be no such impoverishment of the word. It

should not be shorn in a translation of what it had in the‘

original. The possibility of a connexion being at all readily

seen between Oupoe18E€S and Injustice must not be virtually

eliminated, as it is. So this consequence is serious if there

is reason to suppose that Plato meant there to be such a

connexion.

™
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It goes without saying that Plato takes the most important
1ink between the soul and Injustice to be the én1euui&1.
(These, as the 'desires', are the generators of mieoveEia.)
But the 6Oupoel8%S element patently has a most powerful link in
its own right with Injustice. If its role as a lion is chiefly
to Eii justice, and only aid the many-headed beastdd of 5ﬂ16Uqu

when perverted into doing so, not even this is critically

.important. The Bupoec18éS' exclusive power is to produce random

action ( = injustice and justice indiscriminately and by
coincidence). This, therefore, is the quantity that needs to
be taken into fullest account. And we see the separate stages

of its development in the later books.

b.48 Summed up, the present purpose is first to note the
various versions translators give of gvpoerdnS at the
remaining, and essentially later, loci in the Republic.

Second, it is to discuss their various merits, as before, but

in particular to ascertain whether the earlier indications of a

negative or 'anger' overtone in it are further substantiated.
(A similar review is at the same time made of the so-called

"higher' constituent in 'spiritedness’.) The final aim will

then be to settle on the most accurate general meaning - if
any - attributable to the word, in terms of these findings. By
then, it is hoped, there should be adequate ground for such a
determination, given the help also of an inquiry inté its

. . . ? »
connexion, first with emi16upia, and, second and most

importantly, with &8inta.
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b.49 Two instances only of pupoc18fS are found in Book v.
Neither,unfortunately,seems to provide any additional pointers

to its meaning.
456 a 4: 'And one woman will be a lover of learmning,

another a hater of it? One will be fupoe1dSh/,

another '@6vuoJS?’

pPranslators: 'high-spirited', 'spiritless’ (Cornford, Lee),
'spirited', 'spiritless' (D. & V., Lindsay), ‘'has spirit', 'is
without spirit' (Jowett), 'of high spirits’', ‘'of low' (Spens).

The context is, as is said, an unrevealing one for purposes of

determining the sense of BupoeirdnfS. This forces translators to

depend on other uses of the word, and the 'spirit'-orientated

versions can therefore hold their own more or less unchallenged.

Second,

467 e 4: '"We must get them onto horseback as young as

possible, and, after teaching them to ride, bring

them along to watch combat on their horses, not

eUUOEIGQTI and war-like ones, but as swift and

easy to handle as can be obtained.'

Translators: 'spirited' (Cornford, D. & V., Jowett, Lee,

Lindsay), 'high-mettled' (Spens). 1In view of the general, open

context in which Bupoei1dfif is used, 'spirited' here once again

provides a satisfactory enough translation. A version

incorporating a certain 'fierceness', as, e.g., 'hot-tempered’',

would nevertheless not be less satisfactory. An aggressive

(let alone an actively angry) horse would certainly not be less

ready to attack than a 'spirited'.
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50 Earlier passages in Book IV are more fully committed.
547 e 3: 'So, fearing to put wise men into positions of

authority, since it no longer has this sort of
men in their unadulterated, energetic form, but
mixed, will it not incline towards the 6upoeidelS
and more straightforward, the ones better adapted
for war than for peace, and hold in honour the
tricks and devices associated with that? Then,
by constantly making war, will it not acquire

many of the characteristics of those people for

its own?'

Translators: ‘'with plenty of spirit' (Cornford), 'men of

spirit'(D. & V.), 'passionate' (Jowett), 'hearty' (Lee),

"spirited’ (Lindsay), 'forward' (Spens). 6upoei18fS is here

earmarked as a characteristic of the cruder (but not crudest)

type of person. It is inferior to the intellectual, but

superior to the appetitive.

of wrath more decisively, and Jowett's

Hence it displays its ingredient

'passionate’ and Spens'

"forward' seem suitably designed to capture this.

b.

51

550 b 3: 'Then the young man, hearing and seeing these

things, and hearing his father's words and seeing
his way of life alongside that of others, tugged
at by both - his father stimulating and
augmenting reason in his mind, the others desire

and 10 6upoe1déS (1) - since he is not naturallyb
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a bad man, but keeps company of an evil type-with
the others, 1s pulled by the two contrasts into a
middle course, surrenders the govermance of
himself to that middle course, the ambitious and
6unoe18€S(2) and becomes an arrogant (VYnAdgpwv)
and ambitious man.'

Translators: ‘'ambition', 'high-spirited' (Cornford), ‘'spirited

element’', 'hot-tempered' (D. & V. give 'hot-tempered and

contentious' for '¢@liovinw wal Oupoerdel’ - order uncertain -

but as they elsewhere take 91AbvinoS as 'strife-loving' (581 ¢

4), 'honour-loving' (586 d 5), etc., 'hot-tempered' may here be
taken to be their version of Quuoei18fS), 'passionate',
‘passion' (Jowett), 'ambition', 'competitive spirit' (Lee, for
prioving nal Bvpoe18el), 'spirited element', 'spirit’
(Lindsay), 'irascible', 'irascible' (Spens). Davies and

Vaughan, Jowett, and Spens all, as we see, finally show a marked

inclination here towards the anger-orientated version (though
oddly enough, the reason for their preference at this point

seems actually not very clear).

b.52 The last passage before 572 a has Probably the most

striking example of anger-incorporation. Here we find much
firmer commitment:

5563 ¢ 1:

""Seeing this, my friend, and enduring it all and
losing all his possessions, he immediately - in
fear, I think - hurls ambition and 1§ eupoeidéf

headlong from their throne in his soul, and,
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humbled by poverty, turms to money—makipg,
gathering it by_grubbing, saving, and husbanding
little by little. Don't you think that this sort
of man then seats the appetitive, money-loving
sector on that throne, and makes a great king out
of it, decking it out with tiaras and bracelets
and ceremonial daggers?”

"Yes."

"And, setting the reasoning and 6upoeidfif parts
on the ground round about it, and enslaving then
to it, he refuses to allow the one to reason or
speculate on anything except by what means he can
nake more money out of less, while he forces the
other to admire and honour nothing but gaining
money, or whatever leads to that."'

(The phrase 'gilotipiev (ambition) Te nel 10 Oupoci18éS’

complicates the business of rendering the first instance of 10O

upoe18€S. Where translators' versions are paraphrases of the

text, the part of each rendering taken to cover @iloTipilav is

bracketed.) Translators: 'spirit (of eager ambition)',

‘ambition' (Cornford), 'high-spirited element', 'high-spirited

element' (D. & V.), 'passion', 'spirit' (Jowett), 'courage’

('and ambition', but the order in which these are meant is not

clear), 'ambition' (Lee), 'spirited element', 'spirited

element' (Lipdsay), '(ambitious and) forward', 'ambitious'

(Spens). Variants here from the 'spirit' theme are Jowett's

‘passion’, Lee's 'courage' (also Spens' 'forward'). 'Passion'

is a familiar enough alternative to 'spirit', but provides a
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most striking contrast here with ‘courage', which may‘readily
be conceived of as cool. That two such considerable scholars
as Jowett and Lee should produce two such strongly dissonant

solutions to the problem of translating fupoe18éS as "passion”
and "courage" suggests an important consideration. FEach must

be concentrating on what he takes to be a distinctly characteristic

ingredient of it. The likelihood nevertheless remains that

their translations at least have some important factor in
common. And this factor (assuming it is there) is evidently

important enough for highly contrasting overtones to seem

admissible without prejudice to a proper rendering. The core
of meaning in question could very plausibly be 'drive',
"spirit'. But whereas Jowett has given it an 'anger-', or at

any rate emotional, component, Lee has perhaps somewhat

arbitrarily introduced the danger-defining feature 'courage'.

In this he may be straying from Plato's meaning to an even greater
extent than he would "if ‘he had ‘not from the very:beginning used
'spirit’ -as _a‘standard source-word:for absolutely every

translation of 6uudS and T3 Ouvuoe18éS.

b.53 It was reassuring earlier to be able to establish that

Plato does on numerous occasions use the words uvudS and

9UUOSU01 with meanings strongly stressing anger. This was of

assistance because, as we saw, he at several points96
Juxtaposes these with 6uuoe18f)S as related terms, or as

constituent and compound. The net result of the two of these

taken together is that we are given to understand that he
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regards the constituent as carrying the same semantic‘value

when incorporated in the compound as on its own. Our later

submissions of an anger-element in 6uupoe18€S are now further

confirmed by this.

b.54 The most arresting example of anger incorpocration

occurs early in Book IX.

572 a: ...'when, as I think, a person preserves a

healthful and temperate attitude, and fouses his
reasoning faculty before going to sleep...

similarly, having calmed the BuuoeidéS (1), takes
his rest without falling into rages (Jpy&S) with

people owing to the arousal of his QupdSf(2)...."

Translators: ‘'passions', 'anger' (Cornford), ‘spirited

element’', 'spirit' (D. & V., Lindsay), ‘passionate element',

‘quarrel’ (1), (Jowett: the word '6undS’ seems actually to be

omitted in his paraphrase), 'spirited part', 'temper' (Lee),

'irascible part', 'passion' (Spens).

The expressions

'go to sleep after having calmed the Buuoec188S

element', 'without falling eif opy&3S with people owing

to one's BuudS being roused',

show that the Ouuoe18€S element, unlike spirit, has at times to

be calmed, and can be responsible for the individual's reaching

a state of fury. Here it not only explicitly contains thé

'anger' element, but connotes virtually nothing else.



I1 - 147 -

Noneéheless, we still need at this point to suspect a
blanket nature of the Greek emotional term dpyhR. Reference to
‘desire' (émiBuuntindv, 571 e 1) a few lines above (rape,
murder and greed are the three heads) covers lust; and the
wider senses of Opyfi, ‘'disposition', 'mood’, 'temperament’,
efc., are inapplicable. Still it would not seem reasonable to

suppose that they are displaced altogether by that of anger.

(significantly, 6pyﬁ, like 6vuudS, also denotes an emotion-

range. A mood of anger is, however, its commonest meaning, and
here, in the phrase !/ dpyd/S ¢A6dv, probably its dominant one. The
term 6upoe18éS in this passage may, then, more or less

unequivocally be attributed the meaning ‘anger element'. )

b.55 Taking this into account, the English version closest

to the significance of the Greek seems again to be that of

Spens. Cornford and Jowett leave a vaguer impression, with

introduction of the notion of passion. Otherwise they seen

nearer the mark than elsewhere, as well as providing mutually

consistent renderings of both words. On the other hand, Lee,

while deciding on 'temper' for OuudS, remains content with the

"spirit' asociation in his version of 10 6upoei§é€S ('spirited

part'), and is accordingly partly inconsistent. 1In turn,

Davies and Vaughan and Lindsay, conceding still less with their

renderings 'spirited element’' and 'spirit', may be thought

liable to a direct charge of one-sidedness.
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b.56 581 a 9 fortifies earlier evidence, if it a§ds little
to it: |
*"Well, don't we say that 10 6uvuoei18ES aims
constantly, and in its totality, at dominating,
defeating, and gaining repute?”
"Yes."

"So, if we called it contentious and ambitious, we

wouldn't be far out?”

"Quite the reverse."
Translators: 'spirited element’' (Cornford, Lindsay), 'spirited
part' (D. & V.), 'passionate element' (Jowett), 'element of
spirit' (Lee), 'irascible' (Spens). This passage, like some
previous ones, is again somewhat thin in material for a

definition. Dominating, defeating, and gaining repute are ainms

proper to 'drive' in a fairly wide sense, and do not shed much
light on what special type of drive is envisaged. The
character of 10 6vpoci8éS as 'drive' is amplified still further

by the word épuﬁoea1. There is no clear link between aiming

energetically at dominating, etc., on the one hand, and a

specific emotional state on the other, whereas on the contrary,

as has been seen97, the word 6updS is radical for emotion. But

the essence of QuudS is that the drive it produces is

emotional, ranging morally from the 'goodness' of spiritedness

through neutrality to the 'evil' of rage.

b.57

A more significant piece of evidence materialises

shortly after this. 1In the ensuing commentary on it we quote

the most important collection of phrases, for the purpose of
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this thesis, in the whole of the Republic.

586 ¢ 7: ‘'Must not a similar situation obtain in regard to

the Oupoe18€S element, when someone indulges it

to the full in envy (@80voS) because of vanity,

in violence (Rfa) in the cause of aggressive

ambition (@ilovinie), or in BuudS through

ill-disposition (8vonolla), pursuing a surfeit of

honour, triumph, and 6updS without reason or

intelligence?’

Translators: (for OumpoeidfiSf, 6vudS, 6vudS respectively)
‘spirited element’', 'outbursts of passion', - , (Cornford),

‘spirited element’, 'anger'; 'anger' (D. & V.), 'spirited or

passionate element', ‘'angry', 'satisfaction of his anger'
(Jowett), 'element of spirit', ‘'ambition', ‘ambition’, (Lee),

'spirited element', - , 'anger’ (Lindsay), ‘'irascible part of

the soul', ‘'anger', 'anger' (Spens). Numerous examples938 are,
as we have seen, available in the dialogue of the root terms

6updS and fupoUnal being used with the respective, explicit

meanings 'anger' and 'being angry'. E.g. a person acts GUUQ

owing to ill-temper (Suvonoxia)99. o0Or we find 6upd/S, numbered

with lust, desire, pleasure, and pain, clearly meant as a

passionloo, and only translatable in the context as that of

'temper ', or more accurately 'bad-temper'. WNow, again, at 465 a,

? » ” ~ ? ~ ~ . »~
we have: €1 mo0 t1S Tw 6vuoTto, €v Tw TOo100TW (i.e. TOl100TW

dudveobat, with dvdywnv T18évTeS as rider) WAnpwv TOV BUUIV

? » 9 9,
fittov €m1 peligzouS av 1ol otdoelS, "If someone is angry with

someone else, then,

satisfying his 6uudS by opposing him, he

will the less proceed to worse conflicts,"”

These words are crucial for this thesis.

It is plainly -

and only - some aggressive feature of the aggfieved rarty, hisr
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resentment or ire, that will be appeased by his "taking up arms"

physically against the offender. No aspect of 'spiritedness'

can answer here. But now, on top of all this, we have constantly
had indications that 6uudJS wells up irrepressibly in a
man; that in this context it causes the aggression-urge which

is at the basis of all injustice. Here is Plato's prescription

for dealing with it. ©Now, by obviously controlled contest
(4ubveobal), men will winpelv ('satisfy' - i.e., in the
context, 'tap') their OupdS. Aggression-urge will lapse, and

injustice be terminated.

This germinal finding receives fuller treatment in later,
concluding chapters. To return temporarily to the current
point concerning 6upoeidfiS' fuller meaning : 6upwbelS is, at
536 ¢, clearly eﬁough ‘angry' even without being coupled with
&Yavanrﬁcaf. These meanings are not really questioned by

anybody. What is questioned is again the most general meaning

of the word Oupoei1dfS, often placed alongside them, and of

which they presumably contain in common the principal

constituent.

b.58 In the above passage (586 c), the GUuoelééf element of

the soul is associated by Plato particularly with @liovinie and

pirotiutal®l. In turn, these two are coupled with Suounoiic.

The Quuoc18éS element, the archetype of these propensities,

gives rise, through them, to, respectively, ¢8dvoS, Bla, and

BuudsS. . 966voS, 'envy' or ‘'rancour', carries a large weight of

ill-feeling, if not very concentrated.- B{ag in Attic law is
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direct physical assault. Usually in the form of rape, it
includes all other types of violence, and involves at best
arrogant but less intense violence inflicted on an unwilling
victim, at worst serious and illegal on an unwilling. .It is,
in short, an act performed in consequence of uncontrolled

passion. This can be of anger, lust, or greed.

Here, obviously, is a strong emotion-component. Thefe is
nothing ‘high’' about it. That is-clear enough. Still, +to
supplement any 'higher' 'spirited' element that ﬁight be
thought to be present, we have an unexceptionable'guarantee for
a specifically 'ire'-orientated meaning of 6uvud/S in Suvouoifa.
SvonoAila is standard Greek for peevishness or ill-humour, and
it is more naturally the generator of ire than df any other
emotion. We have abundant reason to envisage its meaning here
as the indulgence of untrammelled spleen. All three of these

dispositions, envy, violence, and anger are now directly laid

at the door of 6upoe18AS. And with them are their originators,

ambition or vanity, contentiousness, and ill-humour.

b.59 This is no high destiny for 6Oupoei18fS. All the above
characteristics are totally ungenerous, quite remote fronm
"spiritedness’'.

Admittedly, they arise from the individuai's

indulging the 6uuoe18€S faculty 'without reason or intelligence’
(Gvev AoyiouoU Te wal volU, 586 d 1), and in this respect they

are rather parallel to the &YpléTnI and ouinpdtnS resulting
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from participating too much in gymnastic at the expense of
music. Still, they are the accepted fruits of 10 6upoeldES in
its own right. They can emanate from it when it is unqualified

by outside influences, and as such they do not by any means

present a favourable impression - which 'spirit' invariably
does.

b.60 Lee's rendering 'ambition', by extensively altering
that impression, is misleading. ‘'Ambition' in modern usage 1is

overall a noble, not a mean, thing. The 'anger' and 'angry' of
Davies and Vaughan, Jowett, Lindsay, and Spens are clearly
closer to the true denotation. Though even 'anger'-is more
respectable than the peevishness that Svonolia demands.
Cornford, with 'outbursts of passion', gives the nearest to an

exact rendering of the sense the Greek indicates.

To suggest that 'spiritedness', even an unregulated
"spiritedness’' permitted to run amok, could produce such base

mental or emotional phenomena as envy, violence, and bad temper

is to humble it beyond anything that its traditional meaning

could imply. To come so low, 1%t must, as has been contended,

have at least the germ of baseness. But 'spiritedness', to

reiterate something already frequently stressed, just does not

have that germ. A translation of T3 6vuoe18éS incorporating at

least 'irritability' is essential. And while Lee's rendering

'ambition' therefore seems a radically unwarranted departure;

the others, with the exception of Cornford's, though less wide

of the mark, still do not give enough weight to the element of

irascibility.
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b.61 At another pointl02  we have seen Buupoei8fiS presented
as the opposite of 'manageable’ (eﬁnvlérdTov)- One can read a
good element into unmanageability and headstrongness in a
horse. It may be hard to hold because of its eagermess to be
in the thick of the fighting. But it seems doubtful here that
this will do to pull the quality off the border—line of the
irresponsibly 'hot-headed'. 1In contrast to 'spiritedness’,
'hot-headedness' is necessarily somewhat directionless.
Instead of possessing the implicit element of intellect103
guiding the spirited individual, the hot-headed individual
suffers from diminished responsibility and mental poweT. He is
not totally without mental power, but as his Qupoer18éS is
unsupplemented by sufficient logistic, he is intellectually
inadequate, and veers in whatever random direction his passion
happens to turn him. Correspondingly, at 547 e, the 6uuoe18fS
individual, better at making war than keeping peace, is
constantly associated with the deceits and tricks of war. The

urge for heated action as such is predominant in him. The

wisdom or unwisdom, Jjustice or injustice of that action takes

second (or no) place. These uses further reveal the claim of a

"lower' component, 'irascibility', 'ire', etc. to a
far more pre-eminent status in the make-up of the word

fvpoe18fS than it has so far been accorded.

b.62 THIRD MAIN DIVISION OF USES: - 588-590.

We now approach the celebrated interlude (588-590) of the
many-headed beast, the lion, and the man in Book IX. This

section contains perhaps the most interesting material of all
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regarding the breadth of meaning of fupoe18nS. 1In the parable
of these three beings, standing for 'desire', 'hot—temper'104,
and 'reason'105 respectively, there again seems to be - as is
only characteristic of his open-mindedness - some conflation of
terms by Plato. Still, the lion may be assumed to be meant at
this point to correspond more or less exactly with.the

puvpoe18fiS sector of the YUYAN. Actual identification of the two

is, in fact, found in the very first passage in which they are
juxtaposed, although less clearly so afterwards.
590 a 9: '"Do not insolence and peevishness come up for
blame yhen this lion- and snake-like element

proliferates and asserts itself inharmoniously?"

"Yes."

"And are not luxury and effeminacy attendant on
its slackening and relaxation, when it instils
cowardice into the man?"

"Yes."

"Are not flattery and mean-mindedness found when
& person subjects this same 6Bupoci18éS element to
the many-headed beast, and accustoms it from
youth, by being abused for the sake of
money-making and the beast's insatiability, to

become a monkey instead of a lion?"'

Translators: 'the heart's high spirit' (Cornford), 'spirited

animal’' (Jowett), and 'that same element' (Lindsay, referring
to the lion and the serpent elements, which indeed seenm to be
taken together as forming 6upoei8éf). Then finally 'spirited

element' (Lee), and 'irascible part’ (Spens).
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15 Bunoe18éS and the lion here are, as we see, presented by
Plato as explicitly one and the same thing. One inconsistency
only seems to occur regarding such an identification in that,
earlier on, the Buuoci18&S is said never to come to the aid of
the éﬂleuunT1u6v106, while the lion does, at times, at least by
implication. As in the following passage:

588 e J: ‘Let us say to the person who says that it is
profitable to this man to be unjust but
unprofitable to be just, that he is saying
nothing other than that it profits him to feast
the many-headed beast, thus making him strong, as
also the lion and whatever has to dolwith the
lion, but to starve the man and make him weak, so
that he may be dragged wherever either of then
hauls him, while neither accustoming them to each

other nor causing them to become friendly, but

allowing them to bite at each other and consume
each other in their struggle.'
The beast and the lion tear each other when left to
themselves. Or altérnately they tear the man, or all three
tear one another - the construction leaves all these
possibilities open. But it is specially remarked that all

three can also be made friendly (¢@ilAa,etc.)lO07, and in

particular that the man can make an ally of the lion if he

wants. We can conclude from this that, if he d4id not so want,

the other two could make allies of each other against him.

Their ability to cooperate is, however, not clearly asserted

here or elsewhere, and is a subject for speculation. 1In

addition, whereas earlier it was 10 Buuoc18éS
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that developed into dyp16tnS108, here it is the beast of

éﬂleuufd, not the lion, that produces %Ypldlog. The lion is a

technically neutral, though in practice higher force - it is
significantly a lion rather than a monkey. In its neutral
guise it can theoretically be enlisted to support reason Or
desire. But it is definitely more explicitly linkeéd to reason
(589 b 3 oOupayov moinoduevoS), and in serving this end it
comes up, and with it brings 710 guuoe18é€S up, closer to the

level of the English term 'spirited’.

b.63 Qur aim is of course in the end to try to get as close
as possible to discovering what sort of force Plato
contemplated overall in gupoe18nS. One aspect of his treatment
of it - the use of an illustration like the lion to represent
it as a department of the soul - suggests an interesting

inquiry. Indeed, his use of animals at all for this sort of

purpose is worth looking into more closely.

Separation of the soul as a totally distinct entity from
the body, while not Homeric, is indeed seen early on 110,
Plato is to use (or if the Phaedrus is earlier than the
Republic, and it is probably laterlll, he has already used) one

important animal parable in his examination of the soul. This

is the well-known illustration of a charjiot driverll2 holding

the reins which control his two subservient horses, one good

and the other bad. The use of animals for this purpose might

not in any case seem strange. Animals are so prominently 1live,
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dynamic things which have a willed, directed dynamism} In this
they are a great improvement on the less clearly intelligent
natural forces such as winds, waves, volcanoes, etc. Yet their
more-elemental-than-human behaviour ideally represents the

different grosser aspects of the human behaviour-spectrum. On

the same account, the Pythagorean notion of the transmigration

of souls into the bodies of humans or animals probably also

comes in here. The animal types chosen correspond in their
behaviour with the various 'levels' of advancement the soul has
achieved. Such a belief would naturally have prompted to Plato
the pairing off of parts of the soul with specifically animal
types. In as far as he shared the Pythagorean views, we would
readily expect to find an appetitive beast on the epithumetic
level. Then, next, would be a less appetitive, militarily

nobler, animal at the purely thumoeidic. The most 'spiritual'

type - the man - would be at the logistic. And this is what we

do find. The many-headed beast takes up the ideally 'lowest'

compartment, the lion the intermediate, man the uppermost.

b.64 The tripartite division of the soul is alluded to by

Plato often enough113. The suggestion of Pythagorean connexions

is prompted by the allotment of these animal labels to the

three parts. But this mention of the doctrine in passing is

such as to remind us that, so far fronm regarding himself as

having originated it, Plato assumes that his colleagues in the

discussion are already easily familiar with it as a piece of
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stock formulary. There is no reasonable doubt that its origin
is Pythagorean. Posidonius made this claim for 14114, and it

would presumably in turn stem from the Pythagorean doctrine of

the 'three lives'.

Plato is concerned, in classifying Guardians and
non-Guardians, to give some account also of the physico-mental
make-up of man. He would therefore draw on Pythagorean theory,
as on other previous doctrines, to supply his own theory with
illustrative images. This on its own is a fairly satisfactory

explanation of his choice of animals for illustrative purposes.

But arising out of that, we have a further interesting

question. Why should it have been three parts, and three

animals, that should have been chosen? Admittedly Pythagoras

had also had that arrangement. But Plato also clearly prefers

a neat, systematic classification of the parts of any whole,

where he can conveniently achieve this. And traditionally

aphorisms concerning the middle course between two extremes,

totalling three, had given the number three an inherent

attrgctionll5. Apart from that, there was the number's own

symmetry and mathematical interest. We have observed that he

probably liked the tripartite division for its neatness and

mystical significance, apart from anything else. But, as has

- been observed before, he does not allow considerations like

this to dominate his inquiry. And this is proved by the

emergence of components of the triad that do not fit in with

that systemll®, but which he forces into it in spite of their
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awkwardness. TFor instance, as we mentioned, the importance he
attached to knowledge of the ideal forms leads him in the
Republic to introduce above the Guardians the fourth class of
philosopher—kingsll7. These “super-guardians", so to speak,
are not just QlkouaeeTI, that is, do not just possess standard
wisdom. 1In addition, they are acquainted with the form of the
Good. As philosopher-kings, they are not really (in spite of
Taylor)118 a generically different strain from the 9i1dowabfif
type. They are only a somewhat advanced version of it. But

they nonetheless have a distinct status of their own within

that type.

b.65 Similarly, in the Phaedoll9, we are shown two

distinct, separate types instead of three within the type
proper to the lowest sector. There are those.who become asses
(the gluttons and drunkards), and those who become wolves,
hawks, and kites. What seem to be meant to be exactly
correspondent pairs - parts of the soul and human types - are
therefore not, in Plato, invariably pedanticaily pigeonholed.
This only happens where he finds that exact pigeon-holing still

provides an adequate account of the reality as he sees it. The

epithumetic sector of the mind may correspond easily with the

moneymakers of the state. But when he comes to the Guardians

of the state he finds that there is a problem. These men

cannot be identical with the éﬂiuoupo1, and exclusively

fvuoec18e1S,because they are also strictly scheduled to be

QiAouaberS. They appear to correspond with the highest

sector much more than with the middle. But then, again, they
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.
are also different from that highest sector. When the apyovtelS

themselves come under consideration, they then occupy, as we

have noted, not the highest, but the 'super-highest', position.

b.66 In the Phaedo we have clear reference to the
epithumetic (81 e 1) and the philosophic (82 b 10) kinds of
person. However, the thumoeidic man has metamorphosed. He is
no longer the dynamic, vigorous person typefying the genus, but
one who merely pursues civic virtue (82 a 11), and shows
temperance and justice without philosophy or intellect. A

phrase strongly similar to the Phaedo's 'dveu ¢ilocogiaf te nal

voU (cf. Phaedo 82 b 2) occurs at Rep. 586 d 1: 'dveu Aoyiopov

Te ®al vou. In the latter, Plato is clearly portraying the

typically pure (extreme) type of 6uuoe1dfiSf individual. To
suggest that he means that this sort of man is still possessed

of true temperance or Jjustice, or that he could simultaneously

be cultivating civil virtues, would be trifling with the text.

There are unquestionadbly two different types of individual

at issue. That they are both made to fall technically into the

'intermediate' group is no detraction from the system. It just

does emphasise that the compartments overlap. The triads are

not exhaustive. Different blends of the three parts of the
soul, and correspondingly of the three basic types of

individual, have to be reckoned with. More than this, even the

very archetypes in the soul (i.e. the émi6uuntindv, 6Ovnoe1§éS,
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AoyloT1inbv) seem to be conceived of as existing in some degree
in combination. To take one instance, the character of the
fupoe18éS compartment is (as mentioned)120 mostly conceived of
by Plato as having an intellectual rather than appetitivé
leaning. The lion can - if we adhere strictly to the text -
only tear the many-headed beast (589 a). It certainly does not
seem readily able to work in harness with it121, But it can
readily be made an ally of the man. It leans preferentially

towards cooperation with the higher element.

Again, in the Phaedrus, the one horse of the chariot pair
is waAbS and aye86S122, the other the reverse. There may be a
correspondénce - however slight - intended here between the
soul compartments discussed in the Republic and those in this
dialogue. But, if so, we see not so much an endowment of the
Buuoe18€S sector with unalloyedly 80od qualities, as a simple

combination of Bupoe1dé€S and AoyioTindv into a single whole.

b.67 Little further weight on the 'higher' side of its

scale, as against that where anger predominates, is provided

for 10 Buvuoel8€S in the Republic beyond Book IV. A balance is

maintained explicitly, where it is termed "pécov" between

édmi6vunTindy and AoyiroTindvl23. Moreover, the suggestion is

not lost that, just as in 440 e it is closely linked with
AoyioTindv, so, by Plato's immediate viewing, it is closer to

the higher than to the lower member of the triad. Admittedly,

at 586 c, @ilovinia, @liotipuia, and Suouoria are said to
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generate envy, violence, and anger. Yet, in spite of this,
competitiveness and ambition would, we might think, normally
have a higher station than that. To be originators of such
undesirable propensities as envy and violence is not an exalted

fate. Yet they do not have that higher station. Spiritedness

is, of course, light years away from these defects. e.g. at 548
¢ (taken together with 547 e 3 - 548 a 1, and earlier, 347 b 2)
the clearest hint of baseness again occurs.
548 c: "For it is mixed (the republic type being
discussed),' I said; 'but one thing stands out

really prominently when the Bupoe1d€S element is

in control: @ilovirial and @uriotiplar’,

For Plato's @iioviniat and @irlotiulael, translators have:

'ambition and the passion to excel' (Cornford), 'party-spirit

and love of distinction' (D. & V.), "spirit of contention and

ambition' (Jowett), 'ambition and the competitive spirit’

(Lee), 'rivalry and ambition' (Lindsay), 'contention and

ambition' (Spens).

These are scarcely vilificatory terms. Indeed, some would

say that they were virtually commendatory. Yet Plato's clear
intention here is obviously to set gpiiovinial and giioTiuier

down as thoroughly undesirable.

The renderings of Jowett,

Davies and Vaughan, and Spens are the only ones which

incorporate, in 'contention', 'love of distinction', even a

possibility of the disreputable feature pointed to. Depending

upon how his words 'passion to excel' are taken, Cornford's

version may admit it, in part. On the other hand, it may deny

i1t even more decisively than Lee and Lindsay. The latter both,
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in 'ambition and the competitive spirit', and 'rivalry and

ambition', give the term an uncompromisingly lighter turn.
b.68 Here it is worth requoting the complementary passage at
547 e 3: 'And, fearing to put the wise men into positions

of authority, since it no longer has this sort of
men in their unadulterated, energetic form, but
mixed, will it not incline towards the fuuoe18etS
and more straightforward, the ones better adapted
for war than for peace, and hold in honour the
tricks and devices associated with that, and ,
making war all the time, acquire many of the
characteristics of those people for its own?'
(Translators: 'with plenty of spirit' (Cornford), 'men of
spirit' (D. & V.), 'passionate' (Jowett), 'hearty' (Lee),
"spirited’ (Lindsay), 'forward' (Spens).) This repetition of
the passage (cited at 50) is useful in consideration of the

importance of bringing out more fully the unvarnished

irritability ingredient that is so often and so clearly
contained in 10 6vuoe18€S. Even Jowett and Spens with

'passionate’ and 'forward' hardly give it due value. To be

suited for tricks and devices, let alone for war, is a

disgraceful mark of aggressiveness.

b.69 More directly we have, at

347 b 2: 'Do you not know that ambition (10 ¢iAdTipov) and cov-

etousness are said to be - and are - an object of

reproach?’
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The lowliness proper to envy and violence would be
especially appropriate if it were not for one thing: Their
primary originator, 10 fuuoc18éS, is kept - most of the time -

5 €mi8 6vl2d, B nd a
carefully separate from TO €T1 UUNT1HOV . nvy, a
tendency to violence, are passions very close to the baser
types of desire. But in contrast, as was mentioned earlier, we

tend conventionally nowadays to think of the will-to-win

(91xovinia), and the wish-for-honour (¢p1rotipia), as perfectly
reputable qualities.' We might well regard this association by
Plato of ¢66voS and Bia (envy and violence) with them as
somewhat extreme, a deviation from his ordinary treatment of
them. Still, against this we have to lay the already familiar
fact that the most normal senses of gliovikia and girotipie in
Plato's work simply are derogatory125. Once again, the special
nature of the Greek attitude towards certain human qualities,
here 'contentiousness' and 'ambition', is enlighteningly

revealed. Or at any rate, whatever they most accurately mean,

the Greek concepts @lloviria and @ihotipile are as different

from ours of 'will-to-win' and 'ambition' as that of 10 6vpoeidéS

is from ours of 'spirit'.

Socrates uses these words ¢@iAdvinoS and giAdtipoS a great

deal. It is too easy to ignore the to us at first strange

point that there is indeed almost never anything commendatory

about his way of using them. This is so throughout the

dialogue, and even when he classifies them as higher than

desire, that he thinks of them in general as possessing any

The

fact must be faced that, as we have seen, he starts out early
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with the direct comment that being piAbTtipoS is a ground for
reproach (%ve180f)126, It is even ranked along with the
thoroughly vulgar trait of being @1 dpyvpoS, fond of money.
Again, ¢@illovinia and piroTipie are the main features of a state
which is a mixture of bad and good (with the 'bad' put first -
by Socrates)127. This is the statel?8 which, inclining towards
the 6upoc18fS type of person, admires, by #irtue of that
inclination, the tricks and ploys of war129, There are further
examples in the other dialogues (see s.v., Liddell and Scott)

of this degeneracy attributed to it.

The aura of discredit clinging to these two terms gtlovinia
and oliotipla pervades Plato's writings. Yet the conventional
tendency in English, or indeed overall modern western tradition

is, we have noted, towards seeing good in 'ambition' and

'competitiveness'. The terms have strong connotations of

‘aspiration', and ‘'honour-seeking' is, by the very flavour of

the word 'honour’, commendablel30, (Their opposites,

'unambitious' and 'uncompetitive', certainly have markedly

- derogatory overtones, as though implying sloth and apathy.)
The temptation to translate 6upoei1dnS by these words, the most
familiar available in our language that convey the approximate

meaning required, is certainly a ready one. But, equally, the

temptation to see them as favourable then becomes absolutely

automatic. It simply takes over from individual

measured assessments of the word in its various instances.
Accordingly, the moral status of ¢giAoviniac and giloTipia is

raised out of all due proportion to its proper value.



1T - 166 -

b.70 The reason forhthe "higher' status apparently
subconsciously allotted by modern western translators to the
words no doubt springs from the cultural coﬁditions at present
‘prevalent in the west. The sense given to 'ambition' alone is
higher than it has Dbeen. For one instance, the Roman 'ambitus'
has very much closer ties with '¢1X011uia.', and with
essentially low aims of self-advancement, than modern
'ambition' has. The instance of the translators' conceptions
concérning pvuoe18fS itself, compared with that of the Greeks,
is a case in point. As to Plato's reading of it, it may be
that, in the atmosphere of the Greek democracy, where fewer
legal checks probably existed to gelf-advancement by foul means
than exist to-day, a struggle for high office inplied a greater
likelihood of crime. With its resultént harm to others, it was
therefore suspected accordingly. Or, in contrast, it may be
that Athenian culture had a more just appreciation of the sheef
folly of ambition - for fame or self-aggrandisement at least. The
probably- less mature curre?t Westénn.?iewpoint has noido;bﬁdnot yet
had the time to prog;eSsthat;far._ Certainly in cu?fent (1985)
English;, to call a man”'ambifiogs'i may not: be praise, but it depends
on ;he~contextf ‘AndafO'caii him {Lnambitiousj‘is'wighout doubt even

less like praise. The words 'ambitious' and 'competitive' used abso-

lutely have a stronger implication in modermn conventional usage of

sheer energy and industry than of any other particular quantity. They

are tperefore, t9 that extent, not a just representation of the

Greek @i1AdvinoS and @uidTiuof, where we can be confident that
Plato is also using them in their conventional, unspecialised
senses.

b.71 At any rate, then, the concept of an undesirable type

of ambition or competitiveness is, at the present time, conventionally

Th " ishes to ” ' la
e remark He‘w1shes to make the world a better place” might quite
aptly draw the reply, "He is ambitious”.

B
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virtually "out of date". Because of this, we may fggl we can
scarcely avoid being reduced to using out-of-date words to
express it. We may, on the other hand, also feel that it is
probably not much use trying to escape the discrepancy by doing
this. After all, it only involves enlisting the help of
somewhat dusty words like 'vainglorious', 'contentious', etc.,

which might in a technical sense translate the Greek terms more

accurately, but sound too modish and clumsy to satisfy. The
proper course would seem %o be to try to achieve a compromise

between accuracy and topical impact.

With this in view, 'vain' might, for a start, well be a

better candidate than 'ambitious' for g@ildtiuoS. @irdtipoS

seems limited to the sense 'loving of respect'. ‘'Ambitious' on

the other hand conveys a glimmer of the sense 'eager for more

concrete rewards' as well as the former.

But there is room, as we have seen, for reflection on this

from a reverse viewpoint. Since Greek culture was in many

respects so far advanced, we could expect many of its concepts
of the 5th Cent. B.C. to be equally far advanced. Accordingly,

so far from looking for obsolete words to translate certain

Greek terms, we could far more plausibly expect to find them in

avant-garde material.

Certainly in the case of @i1AdvinoS we
have a much more topical word than "competitive' or

'ambitious'13l., we have, in short, nothing less than the

already several times quoted common-or-garden word 'aggressive'.

To the extent that it not only has a fairly uniformly bad
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sense, but also implies a constant tendency to attack, it is
also more accurate than they. Yet it also has, modernly, a
perversely 'good' sense. It is no doubt a shade too strong to
meet all instances. The search undoubtedly cannot yet be
presumed over. But the really 'impossible' candidates are

steadily being eliminated.

b.72 The word 'contentious' as an 'overall' translation -
if such, again, is possible or desirable - does suggest itself
very persuasively. Atopical though 1t may be, the term has a

more suitably moderate content of the element of anger Plato

gives evidence of requiring than any other. 1In the
circumstances, it may be best to fall back on it, at all events
temporarily. Using the words 'véin' for @uAdtipoS and

'contentious' for ¢iAdvinoS, we then, in this particular

passage, avoid falsely high-sounding impressions, which is all

we can hope for from words like 'ambitious' and 'competitive'.

As such, these simply do not fit in with Plato's use of the

word BQupoe18fS132. A man who is 6upoe18AS is pugnacious;

L]

better suited to war than peace133; apt to become boorish if

not given proper (musical) educationl34; inclined by nature to

savagery and violencel35., It would be strange if he came in

for any serious sort of commendation. And that which is

allowed him is allowed only because the '¢leypeivovoa'

('inflamed' - i.e. with greed), aggressively fighting

republicl36 was fixed on as the norm. But if Plato decries

him, how can we commend him - in the context of Plato's work?
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b.73 The quality 6uvpoe18éS was only initially needed at all

in the interests of bravery for purposes of making war

successfully. Socrateé holds no brief for warld7, so it is not
surprising that 10 Bupoe1§&€S should so regularly have a

somewhat deficient moral flavogr._ If we wonder how, in spite

of all this, Plato can still, if not quite equally regularly, attribu
certain high qualities to it, the defence may be . made that these qual
ties are allocated relatively. They are situated within'the framewor
of a republic subject to certain of the surrounding world's
imperfections. For instance, Plato impliesl38 that the war

type of gymnastic is the best because the simplest. Given

that, it is quite natural to suppose, granted other 'good'
cohcomitants, that war must also, perhaps in itself, have

something 'good' about it. But to suppose this is to ignore an
essential fact. The level of gymnastic required for war lies

within the framework of the state's adaptation for war. The

ideal republic would, of course, be a state permanently at

peace, unless fighting in its own defence. There would be no

grounds for it to make aggressive war at all. Tt it were not

for men's greedl39, it would never have become concerned with

strife in the first place. But, seen also, in Plato's overall

dialectical context, as a unit engaged in rational striving, as

well as a unit for self-defence,it is inevitable that it should

somehow be 80 concerned.

The result of this is that Plato's saying (404 b) that the

war type of gymnastic is best does not really present a

problem. It is no doubt, in effect, a 'natural' use of 'best'

- like saying that a type of instrument which criminals find
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jdeal to break open locks with, silently and illic-

itly, is the 'best' instrument for that

purpose. This does not detract from the fact that no
law-abiding society would ever need this 'super-excellent’
instrument. But the instrument still deserves recognifion as

'good' within its own framework.

Similarly, in a peaceful society, gymnastic of the
intensity required by actual war would, it appears, not be
specially needed. Plato would, of course, want gymnastic even
in the perfect society for purposes of health. He would just,
we might suspect, not want an intense a degree of it. What is
at first perhaps a little difficult to see is why he should
take the trouble to suggest at all that it is the "war"™ type

which is by way of being the simplest and the best.

b.T74 The answer to this problem is perhaps more straight-
forward than it seems. There can be no doubt that he has
tacitly abandoned as impractical the 'bests' of the hypothetical
peaceful Republic first postulated. Again, an alternative
answer might be that he genuinely means that he thinks the
specific type of gymnastic required by war the best for young

men to practise in peace or at any other time. Third (which

seems less likely but which the sense allows of) is this.

He starts off by saying that the best type of gymnastic is
simple, and a sister to simple music. In saying this, he is not

necessarily implying that it is the war type that is best. He
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is just saying that it happens to have something in common with
the best, namely a particular need for simple music. However,
this third possibility seems far-fetched. It is hard to
believe that he would say that war-gymnastic has a notable
characteristic of the best type of gymnastic unless, at the
same time, he also meant that it is itself particularly good.
And as he does not describe any other 'best' type, it is in

fact the only candidate.

The point may seem to be laboured. Still, it will soon
appear how fully the importance of gymnastic justifies this.
It must certainly be admitted that to say that the war type of

gymnastic is good (404 b) is by no means the same thing as to

say that war is éood. It is Plato's suggestion that concentrated

gymnastic would be of benefit in a permanently peaceful republic that

is so extremely interesting. 1In fact, it is radical to
f

this thesis, and comes up for serious discussion later140. But

it is more than a coincidence that all the very virtues most
prized by Plato for the original peaceful republic

should be those picked on as most suitable for the warring
Guardians. Intelligence, moderation, simplicity, abstinence,
sobriety141, and finally gymnastic - all are included as apt

qualities for fighting-men. One point at least that he

must be implying is that the state never has much chance of

being perfect. There are always people like Glaucon who demand

the things which make it defective. One inference is of course

that it must always be sitriving rationally towards that
perfection, and this, if little else, does suggest a view of

%pwf on the socio-political level. But a good deal more must
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also be inferred, and in particular the material concerning
war-gymnastic, if an at all fully meaningful solution is

finally to be reached concerning T0 guuoci18éS.

b.75 At 8l1l events, to resume the previous argument, some
transfer of thought has occurred. The Guardians are 'perfect’
beings, but only as operating in an imperfect systém. They have
imperceptibly merged with the rulers of the "inflamed' cityl42,
and their characteristics and requirements vis-d-vis war are held
in common with such rulers. Yet Guardian training is at the

same time to be the basis for dialectical research on

Justiceld?d,

These considerations lead to a reassessment of the first
possibility regarding Plato's treatment of the republic he

chooses to discuss. This was that he is now explicitly

concerning himself with a lower level of morality - a morality

within the framework of an imperfect system. The system, that

is to say, is one in which an overall grossly unjust thing,

aggressive war, has to have 'just' and 'unjust' aspects

allotted to it 'within', as it were, its own context (the
rational striving concept here being excluded) precisely

because it is unavoidable. It is as if Plato were saying:

'War has to occur. Granted this, the state must possess a

system for dealing with it. Accordingly, citizens shall be

called 'good' to the extent that they are effective within that

system.' We must now take him to have passed into this

different milieu of good, since his calling the Guardians'
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warring qualities 'good' is otherwise unaccountable. Stwictly,
in terms of the original ‘good’ (where rational striving was

not aggressive, but directed towards ultimate Good), we would

expect them to be called something like "bad but necessary'.
Given that the good Republic was one framework, and the real
Republic another, he would be saying that contentiousness was
'bad vis-a-vis the one', though 'good vis-d-vis the other'.
(Actually he makes the transition without giving us notice of

it. He does not make it altogether clear that he is moving in

the new framework.)

This distinction of frameworks is, of course, in any case

unnecessary. As has been said, it is hard - Jjust to give one

example - to tell whether he seriously means to call the war

type of gymnastic 'good' even out of its capacity as

gymnastic-for-war, or not. But his ultimate general meaning

stays unquestionable. The 'extreme' type of gymnastié is of a

very outstanding kind; it is a very good thing overall.

\

b.76 To sum up on the question of gymnastic, we can on the

whole probably insist on the validity of this final conclusion

on these grounds: the reasoning, after all, ran, 'The best

gymnastic is a sister to gimple music'. The conclusion to this

is clear enough: The gymnastic of war is especially good.

Plato virtually implies by this remark that it is the best,

since, as we observed, he mentions no other that could be

better. But we can let that pass for the moment. Even if a

less thorny interpretation could be proposed, namely that the
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gymnastic of war is a variety of the best gymnastic,_the manner
in which the passage is phrased demands more than that. It
stands out that what is really meant is that it is an
exceptionally good type of gymnastic. And even if he does not
say outright that it is the best, why should he make such a

point of saying that it 1is so specially good?

Since he does, we have to adjust our own view to accommo&ate
this. The adoption of a ‘common-Sense’ norm was inevitable,
since to talk about a practical republic with one's terms of
reference constantly those of an impractical would
introduce a factor of clumsiness which any writer would wish to
avoid. Plato would particularly have wanted to avoid it. The

influence of Sparta could not be more evident, and we must take

account of that here as well.

.77 A fourth just possible explanation for the comment's

apparent looseness could be worth mentioning. Plato may be

neither tacitly abandoning the criteria of the original peaceful
Republic, nor moving onto a new, lower level of morality. He

nay just be treating gymnastic with a properly lessened degree

of gravity. As he has just previously pointed out, bodily

well-being is decidedly secondary to mentall44, The body does

not by its excellence make the mind good remotely as much as

vice versa. Gymnastic, being a bodily concern, does not

therefore, on the social level, have that vitally fundamental

importance for the political system that mental fitness has.

It is not unthinkable to speak of it in association with a
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thing like aggressive war. Socrates is, in any case, just
giving a broad picturel4> of man's corporeal requireﬁents. War
may, as regards goodness or badness, be a somewhat indeter-
minate quantity (373 e), but, bad or good, its special type of
gymnastic has limits. It not only does not therefore have to
be strictly good or bad with war, but itsl46 goodness or
badness is not very important. It happens to be, as Socrates
observes, good. Indeed, it is superlatively good. But it is
éntnovoSl47, laborious, like all the rest of its genus - and so

merely indirectly productive of good, not good in itself.

b.78 After these considerations, we may perhaps scarcely
seem to need to decide all over again which of these
possibilities concerning gymnastic seems the most likely.
Still, some marshalling of a definite conclusion is not only in
order, but an absolute priority. On the whole, the weight of
preference seemed to lie in the direction of the first. This
alternative allowed of Plato's using a new level of good -
adopting a practical attitude (whereby survival now becomes a
primary good) to the concomitants of war. He had taken a
practical view of war itself. Why not take one of what
inevitably goes with it? In the first place,

although Socrates

has said that immense ills arise from war148, he has not comwitted

himself to saying that war is itself good or bad. One simple

reason for this would be that defensive war is obviously

Justified, but also, importantly, that striving simplex is

something he sees as not only inevitable, but right, if only

within the defined context of ¥pwf. There still remains our
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own certainty that for purposes of transcendental dialectic he

must think any kind of gratuitous aggression extremely wrong.

But we have to remind ourselves of the new, wkeyuaTVOUOa systemn
in which he is moving. Given, at all events, that war in these
circumstances is inevitable, it is fair to regard him as
supposing that those things which conduce to one's success in

it are commendable.

He now proceeds to deal in different levels of good. He
has already specified different levels of true existencel49;
ideal, physical, and represented-physical. Accordingly
(through Glaucon), he divides good into good per se, good both
per se and in bringing about good, and good in simply bringing
about goodl®0, Gymnastic is duly singled out as a member of

the third categoryl®l, It is good purely in consideration of

its good consequences - one of which would be survival in war.

He interestingly regards it as laborious ( éﬂiﬂovoﬁ) - S0 very con-

trastingly with modern views -~ so it incorporates some evil in

itself. But, as was mentioned, this has little

relevance, much less whether it

is associated solely with
things evil in themselves, since the good effects do not depend

on its intrinsic goodness.

b.79 Our final conclusion, resulting from all this, on

war-gymnastic could be that its being exceptionally good carries

no implication for war at all. It need not necessitate that

. 1] .
either war or war's concomitants be good, whether in themselves

or indirectly (or even that gymnastic is good, except as a

means to good).

If this is kept in mind where T3 Ouuoe184S is
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commended, e.g. said to be helper of an avowedly good property
_ 15 MoyioTinbvl52 - the incoumsistency that had seemed to arise
falls away. The quality 'being pupoe18nS' is not necessarily
being said to be good in itself. It is merely being said to be

.
good as a means, because it is forming a source of help to TO

Aoy1oT1név. Indeed, in itself Td pupoe18éS is, as was observed
earlier, strictly merely neutral. Or perhaps, to describe it

more aptly, it is an ambivalent force, since it is able to be

steered to good or bad ends. As far as it can be steered to
good ends, it is (indirectly) good. As far as it can be
steered to bad ends, it is the opposite. But the question of

whether it is good or bad is in any case not the cardinal one

-about it. Its chief point of interest is that, as it

unavoidably wells up in man, it must be catered for in such a

way as to suit man's purposes best. That is, it must be

handled in a way that will prevent it from running to the bad.

In the connexion in which we are at present viewing it - that

of war-gymnastic - we may thus conclude that what makes

war-gymnastic so specially good is its special suitability for

catering for 6vuuoei1dn/S.

The way in which it would cater for it would be by tapping

it through ethically neutral, but maximally intense, activity.

This is critically important for tT0 Buuoe18&€S' part in

injustice. The reason for what might well have seemed an unduly

lengthy discussion now emerges. The exact attitude Plato had

to aggressive war and related activities had, for explanatory

purposes regarding 6upoeidéSf, to be extensively canvassed. It

now begins to bulk clearer. Where OvpoeidfiS is designated
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‘'righteous indignation', there is the limiting feature that
righteous indignation only really comes in to play to counter
acts of injustice. It would not be needed if there were no
injustice. But if (as we hope to show) 10 Ovuoe18&S itself

contributes centrally to injustice in the first instance, it

can obviously cancel out its own good consequences. In the
ultimate issue, its gross accomplishment can be nil. The
crucial question is, does it form the chief, or virtually

chief, contributor to injustice? If so, how? Third, how is it

to be restrained?

b.80 The importance of trying to decide whether Plato
thinks the war type of gymnastic absolutely the best, rather
than just the best in the context of suitability to a warring
society, was essentially in the fact that it is an extremely
strenuous form of gymnastic. Indeed, it is clearly in his view

the most strenuous type of all. If, now, it is supposed to be

suitable whether people make war or not, then there must be

some special benefit that it secures for man which has no

essential connexion with war. To all appearances, as we have

seen, it looks as if this function were the critical one

strenuous gymnastic taps off the ever-accunulating fund of

fupoe18€S which would otherwise sublimate in war. If such a

fund of absolute energy were intelligently channelled, it could

Oon release result in a beneficial version of the energetic

conduct it promotes.

This view is set out provisionally here for its estimatedly
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high potential importamce. A further examination of the

genesis of contentiousness supplies a fuller foundation for

it.

b.81 The examination of 10 BupoeidéS so far has shown that

it constitutes a morally approximately neutral drive towards
activity absolute. The balance, in accqrdance with Plato's

varying emphasis, is tilted at times to good, at times to evil, but
with a net approximate evenness Of .distribution in:the outcome. The
activity, just or unjust, prompted by 70 fupoe18€S, is such in
accordance with whether the reasoning part predominates

adequately over the appetitive or not, and whether it has
sufficient discriminatory powers or not. Plato's rationale for
drive towards any end is expressed mainly in terms of desires
(émiBuuial, 580 d 8). These require satisfaction by

"pleasures”. There are pleasures proper to all three parts of

the soul (580 d 7), and corresponding desires for corresponding

pleasures. All creatures, however, desire the goodl53. Ana

Plato is careful to state - and does so on several occasionslb54

- that the good is distinct from pleasure. 1In parallel, he is

careful to distinguish evil from pain.
/

b.82 A second crucial point may now be broached. Plato

seems actually to have implied that pain as such could be

desirable whether in the shape of strenuous gymnastic,

aggression, or punishment - in short,

emergency. At least part

of the reason it is desirable nmust clearly be, then, that by
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its own intrusion it relieves the pain caused by accunulated

thumoeidic urge.

This must form a subject for more serious consideration
than any other yet broached. Clear enough is the point that
true pleasure can by his doctrine be to some extent an ultimate
end, and true pain an iject of avoidance. Less clear is the
suggestion that some things hitherto thought 'pains' can be
proved to be enjoyable. For to this extent they could not,

therefore, actually be pains at all.

This poses an extremely profound question. Later on we
investigate it to the farthest limits we can achieve. However,
a third point which arises, and which must for the moment take
our attention, is the seemingly trite one that some painful
things can be desired because they lead to the avoidance of yet
worse pains - just as some pleasurable things are avoided
because they lead to the loss of yet higher pleasure. This,

which is another matter altogether, has much to do with our

immediate problem. The question of the exact nature of

fupoe18fnS hinges on it in the following connexion.

First, the Buuoe1d§éS forms a drive towards activity which

is characteristically of a strenuous kind. That is, it prompts

what is by tradition technically 'painful' activity, and the

incurring of pain generally. Second, since all activity must

be one of either just or unjust, this activity must be closely

monitored if one wishes to keep it just. Third, if the

thumoeidic man seeks by this activity,-as he nmust, a good155
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proper to the 6upoeci1déS element present in him, i.e. an, as we
conclude, painful activity, but one apparently relieving him of
a greater pain - the discomfort of his thumoeidic urge - then
it is going to seem logical to him to engage in it. In short,
if all these things are so, then the thumoeidic man will embark

on the activity concerned in the face of all but invincible

opposition (and perhaps even that - opposition being, after

all, just one more version of what he is seeking in the first
place). And only one thing can ensure that, out of just or
unjust, it will be just: namely, wisdom. Alternatively, utter

exhaustion, via neutral media excessively tapping the 6upnoci18éS

will, at least, ensure an avoidance of injustice. It will also
involve a neglect of justice (through that sheer apathy of

exhaustion), but the central aim would, we might say, have been

attained.

b.83 However, not much further progress seems likely to be

made in analysing T0 Oupoec18€S' position with regard to

injustice until, first, its relation to pleasure, and, second,

its relation to the good, are analysed. Pervading these two

topics, and clouding them as long as it remains itself

unresolved, is the supreme problem of the relation of the good

with pleasure.

Sonme discussiqn of the ultimate Platonic criteria of

good
could clear up the motives through which people seek the good.
In particular, it would throw light on the motives which cause

markedly 6upoe18eTS people to seek the good proper to 1O
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pupoc18éS. But most importantly of all, since numerous
pupoe18e1S people seek injustice, it might provide some
indication as to how they can think injustice a good (since, as

we have accepted from Plato, all people seek 'good'156)-

b.84 Relegation of the factor of pleasure-profit to the
background in respect of the 'good' generaliy sought by man is
unrewardinglbT7, Indeed, Plato equates - if no doubt (?) playfully -
pleasure with good in the Protagoras (354 b), and equates

seriously desire for 'standard' pleasure with desire for profit
(émi6vunTindy = @iionepdéf158). He also states that he fegards

justice as more profitable (wuepSaredtepov) than injusticeld9,

and the way he does this does not seem cynical, since he is
here not dealing with justice in its transcendental form. It
suggests that he means wuepdSaréoS (profitable) to be, if not
precisely of the same substance as good itself, then somehow of

the same 'family', if one might so speak.

It is remarkable also that Socrates at least suggests, in
his story of what awaits malefactors in Hades, that the

ultimate un-wanted thing16o is pain161. Elsewhere, for

instance, he also stresses that goods provide f{§ovAld2

(pleasure). Further, very importantly, as we have observed, he

i

has established that justice is more profitablel®3 than

injustice. At the same time, nonetheless, he denies

strenuously (excluding his possibly tongue-in-cheek arguments
in favour of the opposite attitude, such as are given in the

Protagoras) that N8ovfi itself is 'the Cood ‘164,
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b.85 Plato's theory that an Idea of Good exists at all is
no doubt one which costs him much difficulty. Socrates indeed
altogether abandons the unequal struggle of working out what
the highest Good is, choosing to postpone his investigation
into it indefinitely. His simple explanation for doing this is
that he doubts his own ability to find it outl65. 1In fact,
when he does hagzard a definition, he is forced into tautology,
saying at one point that things that are harmed become more
evil (xeipouf)166, at another that evil is what does harmlb7.
The idea of Good is a thing we must unceasingly try to acquife168.
That much he does tell us. ¢pw/S has no other aim. But

apparently this has to happen chiefly in order that one may

thereby discover how justice, fineness, etc., are good169, not

so obviously for its own sake. Its great importance is made

out here to be in its application. Except by reference to the

application, he does not, as we have noted, show how one is to

discover what the idea of Good is.

We could approach this from another angle. By Platonic

ethic, the only real ultimate harm that can be sustained by a

human is to his soul. There is less reality to the body than

to the soull70. But Plato does not pin down the abstracts

"good' and 'evil' and their operation on the soul further than,

as we have noted, to say tautologically that they make it

"better' or 'worse'. By a chain of reasoning (of which the

pivot is at 610 e) he establishes that the soul is immortal and

indestructible as well as disembodied. Where he produces a

disastrous stumbling-block for us is in assigning painful, i.e.

presumably evil, penalties to evil people in the after-1lirfe.
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There is an aim to be pursued in living a good 1ife, namely
close association with the ideal Goodl71l in the after-life.
But pain seems to be chosen by Plaﬁo as a presumably corres-
pondingly 'bad' reward for the bad. Pythagorean 're-living' of
lifes until attainment of perfection, as also the ancient
Pythagorean lore of the after-life, may be mingled here in
Plato's treatment. We should not confound Platonic evil and
pain too soon. At all events, there is something apparently,
from at any rate Socrates' viewpoint, so very corporeal about
pain, that not only is pain all he can prescribe as a penalty
for malefactors in Hades, but the only "painful”
penalties he can devise are brutally physica1172. Interest-
ingly, and not surprisingly, when speaking of the reward of the
just, he seems to be forced towards, but actually to avoid, the
word néovh (pleasure)l73 altogether. The unjust suffer

akyn66v€f174. The just are rewarded ‘'suitably on the same

lines'175. They must, of course, presumably receive the

opposite176 of pains, but we are not told what it is that they

get. We do not discover whether it is a kind of pleasure, or

indeed anything else. As to the possibility of subtle,
spiritual pains such as mental rorvwpayuooOunltT7? or ﬂOln1XTd178,
which might be taken to be a fair counterpart to receiving (the

"pleasure'(?) of) the supreme 'Good', these may be hypothesised

by the reader, but Plato does not make any specific mention of

any. Indeed, at no stage in the whole Republic does he

directly make the point that certain pains should be regarded

as specially of a subtle, spiritual kind, or, contrastingly,

apparently discarding Orphic doctrine in this respect, that any

pleasures whatsoever, subtle or unsubtle,

are experienced in
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the afterlife. The crude bodily pains that are mentigned,
those suffered by gross offenders in Hades, are purely the
pains sﬁited to crude bodily offences. Even the really
cardinal, i.e. spiritual, offences, jncluding oath-breaking and
lying, are penalised by the 'most agonising and fearful' -

again, clearly corporea1179 - pains.

b.86 It might be possible to argue a way round this doubly
one-sided impression. Proposals that ppbvnorS, or again
ﬁdovﬁii could be the good181 were quashed by the need to admit
that some pleasures were bad. 9pobévnotrS, in turn, had to be 'of
the good'. The problem of what we actually get from the good,
except of course finally the Good itself, is not disposed of

here or anywhere else. And yet this is obviously quite

acceptable. It would be natural, now, that what we got from

evil should be multiplex, vulgar, and explicable. The ultimate

Good - being uniform, spiritual, and divine - is beyond

explanation.

Similarly, one could maintain that the punishments of Hades

were subtle, but, being for other entrants to Hades to see and

take note of, had also to be of a visible kind (cf. esp. Gorg.

525c). Plato might not have meant them to be purely physical.

The suffers might simply be supposed to show inner, mental

agony in their outward expressions, where observers could

detect it. (O0r again, the allegory might not be intended to be

pushed too hard in any case.) But while this is not

impossible, it seems odd. And the fact that Plato himself

* (cf. esp. Gorgias1800
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gives not the slightest hint that it could be the case makes it
less convincing. Moreover, his outstanding argument in the
Gorgias distinguishing the good from the pleasurable still
does pot prompt him to try to escape fron the need to assess
why the good should be worth having. The proposals that
ppdvnarS, or again nsovf, could be the good were, as we

saw, annulled by the need to admit that some pleasures were bad,

etc.

.87 Socrates does at one point give something that looks
for a moment very much like a definition of the good. It is
'that which every soul pursues and for the sake of which it
does everything'182. But merely to point out that everyone
seeks the good is not to indicate that its nature may be
discovered by examining what people seek. He is not calling
things good because people seek them. And even if he were
pointing that out, the question would still remain: 'What is
it essentially about the good that makes a soul wish to have
it?' We have to admit the objectionl®> that the term 'good’
cannot be wholly replaced by any other term or terms.

But we

may still inquire what characteristics are regarded, here

particularly by Plato, as constituting, or at any rate specially

contributing to, good.

b.88 Plato's objection to a close linkage of good and

pleasure is, we have seen, well established. Notwithstanding,

he can at one point, perhaps - we have to concede - playfully,
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treat pleasure as effectually constituting an ultimate end184,
The main difference he makes between the various pleasures 1is
in point of reliability, durability. The participants in the
dialogue agree that those pleasures which occasion health,
strength, and excellence in the body are the ones to be
sought185. But his position now is that the pleasures are
sought subject to acquiring a good. Good 1is the thing that is
sought, not pleasure. Everyone wants good186, but good is
wanted apparently simply bécause it is good. It is not good
because it is pleasurable, or because it is wanted. The
health, strength, and excellence of the body, which are a
good187, are indeed regarded as pleasurable in themselvesli88,
In fact, we are admitted by Plato himself to get more pleasure
from them, ultimately, than from those intense pleasures that
would rob us of theml89. But the question inevitably follows

whether they are wanted and regarded as good because they are

supremely pleasurable (or would lead to what is supremely

pleasurable), and may be so defined, or whether there is sone

other more correct way of defining what they provide. Yet,

after ail that, it would then still remain to run that

nysterious quantity 'good', this thing that is distinct from

the pleasurable, to earth.

b.89 In the first place, at all events, it might, in a

reductio ad absurdum, justifiably be claimed that this 'wanted'

quantity could not conceivably be painl90, 71t is ailso
notorious that uninterrupted 'hedonistic' pleasure is not what

is ultimately wanted. But this is not, presumably, because it
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would not be wanted if it were possible to have it permanently.

It just happens to be common knowledge that intense hedonistic
pleasures never do go on permanently. More than that, all are
defective when indulged in to excess - sometimes even normally
leading to worse pain than they can outbalance. It is by

reason of the pain they involve that €nimova are ineligible as
'direct’ goodslgl. The crux is here of course whether we can
find Plato equating, or coming near equating, the 'iﬁiﬂé

ultimately wanted' with the "truly' pleasurable. Certainly by

paradoxical corollary, if pleasure were at all comparable with
pain in being an unwanted extreme, we should expect an excess
of pleasure to be as unwanted as an excess of pain. It could,
and here we come to a crux, indeed legitimately be inquired why
wrongdoers who proceed to Hades should not be penalised by a
permanent excess of 'pleasure'. This should, after all,
theoretically be as 'bad' as an excess of pain. But there is
no suggestion of their experiencing anything of the sort. .No

doudbt it would seem just as incongruous to Greek as to English

ears if there were. That being so, we might legitimately

conclude that Plato regards 'pure pain' as more of an evil than

'pure pleasure'. It may be suggested that, by such implication

(taken in conjunction with the description Socrates gives of

Hades), he lays before us the conclusion that true pleasure may

be the greatest good. To say that some pleasures are badl92,

and therefore that we seek a good beyond pleasures, does not as

we have seen, discount this.

Yet all these conclusions still fly in the face of Plato's

steady refusall93 to identify any kind of pleasure explicitly
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with the ultimate Good. He insists that pleasure, 'true' or

‘non-true', is not an end in itself. It is a concomitant to

goodness, which is. We could submit that he implies that
attaining ultimate Good involves attaining ultimate Pleasure -
pleasure, that is, of the highest kind. We could argue that he
could hardly have objected to calling this 'Pleasure' the
ultimate end. But, in short, we can submit many things. He

does not say then.

.90 A question that arises from this problem and
jlluminates it is this. Why is pain less sought-after than
pleasure? Why are people more careful aﬁout avoiding excess of
pain than they are abdout avoiding excess of pleasure? After

all, both are evils. Are they unequal evils? An explanation of

could facilitate progress towards analysing the difference Plato

between pleasure and the good vis-a-vis the BuvuoeLdéc.

Unfortunately, there are no words that go further to

describe the immediate state of 'wanting' something than simply

that one 'likes' it (or 'desires', or 'longs for ' it, etc.),

that it is 'pleasant', 'desirable', and so forth. These words

are at the most basic level, of course,. of  desire. indication,

and we cannot answer the question with the help of any others.

No doubt we wanti94 a thing because of a phenomenon

in our being which occasions us to want it. But alternately we

may just choose to omit as logically irrelevant any such extra
causal hypotheses (which introduce an infinite regression).

Illumination as to why we want it can now only be obtained by

this

makes
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an inspection of accepted extermnal concomitants of wanting, or
again external concomitants by which pain's effects might be
gauged. The latter are much more clearly present. Very
painful things normally have an immediately dangerous effect on
our health. This can less often be said of any very

pleasurable thing, where ill consequences (if any) are normally

more delayed.

.91 We can assume that Plato nhad observed the coincidence
that most things that maim or kill us cause pain. Again, we
can take him to concede that it is the pain, and not their
lethal nature, that originally makes us avoid them, and that
this is the basic reason why we survive. These are obvious

enough points, even in ancient circumstances. But there is one

thing he'may have missed. One paramount factor may have

prevented him from acknowledging pain's particularly important

status as an undesirable thing:

The whole ancient world assumed an absolute need for

endurance of severe pain. For survival purposes alone,

surgical, military etc. pain was 'indispensable'. The fact,

for instance, that pain might not necessarily have had to be

felt at all for a successful operation to be performed could
naturally never even have occurred to the ancients. No-one

knew about anaesthetics apart from alcohol, which was only

partially effectual. Pain was regarded as an intrinsically

inevitable concomitant of surgery, or of any kind of wound,

disease, etc. Plato can hardly be expected to have had any
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inkling of alternate possibilities. At the same time, he will
have observed that pain holds pride of place as the thing which
men will least tolerate. It is certainly a strong contender
for the title of 'evil' if men always seek the 'good'195. TFor
pain (except for the thumoeidic-type 'accumulation-tapping
pain') is (even ac. Plato) what men most particularly do not
seek. To total all this up, we nevertheless find that Plato
has, almost incredibly, actually left room for such things as
anaesthesia. That room is supplied very simply by his flat
affirmation that 'some pains are good, some evil, therefore we
avoid not pain but the evil'l96. c(hief point of all, he has

left room for the rationale of thumoeidic 'pain-seeking'. 1Is it

this which causes his doubts about pain's equivalence with evil?

b.92 Socrates' enigmatic remark that what is shameful

(aloypdv) is so either through pain or evil or bothl97 concedes

a great deal when conjoined with Gorg. 474 cd and 477 4. 1In

Gorg. 474 d Socrates suggests that he believes that the words

’ »
a1oxpdv and naudv have the same meaning. (However, he later

makes the above point that what is a{oxp6v is afoxp6v through

being either A0mpn or wony LNepB&Arov or bothl98.) This is to

say, critically importantly, that anything that is more painful

is by reason of that more hatefull99.

At first sight this may seem a distortion of logic. If we
say, 'All hateful things are either painful or bad', this does

not, by our original thinking, entail that all painful or bad

things are hateful, since there are some 'good' pains.

However, we have now established that the so-called 'googd'
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pains are even by Plato's doctrine only indirectly good. In

themselves, they are bad. What is being said is therefore not

"Al1l hateful things are (either) painful (or bad)', but TAll

hateful things that are painful are hateful because of their

painfulness'. In full, this totals up to 'All hateful things
are hateful either because of painfulness or because of evil'.
Or, in other words, pain, like evil, is an agency which in its
own right makes things hateful. But if (as in Gorg. 474 c¢)

'"hateful' tends in any case to be regarded by Plato as the same

thing as evil, then clearly he tends to see pain as in itself an
2vil, despite the apparent distinction he draws in the sentence

"...either through pain or evil or both.” And this, of course,

cannot just entail that there are only certain limited kinds of

painful qualities, which we might call 'hateful-painful' qualities,

that make hateful things hateful, i.e. evil. All painful qualit-

ies do. This conclusion is reinforced by corresponding Platonic

statements about goodzoo, and pleasure or benefit20l, From then

we may legitimately conclude that, on a parallel interpretation

of Plato, the converse - that pleasurable things are good in as
far as they are truly pleasurable - applies.
b.93

The link of good with N8ovf is even closer at 588 a.
Here excelling in pleasure is said to go directly along with

excelling in eboyxnuoolvn Biov, x&A\oS, and &QETﬁ. No doubt it

is as a 'bonus' supervenient on them. They are the actual

goods. It is, so to speak, a 'secondary' concomitant good.

But as naAdS has the same value as dya05/202,

excelling in

¢ » -
ndovh has potentially the sare weight ag excelling in goodness.

However, any number of supposed proofs that Plato is
"strictly’ saying that pleasure can be the same asg the good are

vain. Any number of allegations that he may ‘legitimately be
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construed' as saying it, etc., do not satisfy. The simple fact
is that they cannot stand up in the face of his explicit
statement203 that the pleasuradle is not the good. There are
good and bad pleasures204 and pain3205. Points at which the
doctrine that the painful is not the bad is stated are no less
indisputable206. In these circumstances, we cannot but ask why
Plato insists on this. We can accuse him of inconsistency if
we wish. But at the same time we may have an elusive sensatioﬁ

that he is not being inconsistent.

b.94 For his conviction that pain is not always evil to be

so deep-rooted, a general contingency must obtain. One

possibility (excluding 'indirectly' good pains now) is that

various things called painful (but sought after apparently directly,
without a view to anything else) must, as he sees then,

not be genuinely painful. Putting this in another way, there

must be things which, in his view, people enjoy although they

are apparently ‘genuinely' painful in the normal sense of that

word, since they seek them. And this would be so where the

evidence (if any) that they drive out a yet greater péin is too

lacking in obviousness for it to be possible to define what

that pain could be. The nature of that greater pain, (if it

even exists,) is too elusive.

To suggest that Plato has any theory involving the more

complex modernly developed psychological features of pain might

seem fanciful. That he should have speculated on its at times

apparently ‘'inherent' desirability may seem to be 'expecting

we may be certain of one
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thing. He is trying to find a system which will account for
what he observes. And from what he says about 6Uu0€16éf, it is
quite clear that he has observed that what seems to be

‘genuine' pain is sometimes actually, to all appearances, being

sought after. What is more, it is being sought after with no

apparent ulterior aim in view, e.g. of getting rid of a worse

pain.

It may be that his sole reason for distinguishing pleasure
from the good and pain from evil is a wish for terminological
strictness. 'Pleasure', for instance (or at least 'pleasures'),
is, in Greek, as much as in English, a class of particularly
intense vehicles of euphoria. It is not the term given to
means of milder enjoyment. ©Plato would, of course, not wish to
seem to be saying that the other categories of things we want
are unpleasant, but Jjust that they are not in the same class as
the thing called 'pleasure'. The pleasure of, say,
learning?97, is not quite a part of 'pleasure' simplex. But it

is a more elevated member of the class of 'pleasures’'. Usage

demands these restrictions, and Plato is no doubt possibly Just

respecting usage. He takes for granted the already frequently

cited truism that we avoid 'bad' pleasures because they end up

in less pleasure than the choice of 'better' pleasures would

have produced. He cannot have overlooked the fact that if a

"'pleasure’ may be defined as what is pleasant - however

'mildly' - to us, then good health alone is an immense

'pleasure’'. 1Indeed he says exactly that 208, He is just

maintaining that, bad or good, these are still 'pleasures'. Ve

at times avoid them, and therefore 'pleasure' can not be
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1
synonymous with the 'good’', which we never avoid (except in the

case of a smaller good, to acquire a greater).

b.95 This particular subdivision of different senses of the
word 'pleasure' still does not, however, bring us very far. We
perhaps catch something closer to Plato's thought in the
passage on 'true' pleasure209. He variously distinguishes true
pleasure (the kind which would provide 'the best'210 for a
person) as being 'pure'211, 'trustworthy'212, 'durable'213,
'proper'214. No-one would fail to admit that, if health is a
pleasure, it is trustworthy and durable. But they would also

add that it is very mild. Most of the time, if we are healthy,

we do not even notice the fact. This too was of course obvious

enough to Plato. He does, then, seem overall to want to say

that in our aim for the good we are aiming at something we

'want', but that that thing, though pleasurable, must be a true

rather than a false pleasure. It must  be lasting. It must

also, incidentally, apparently be consistent not only with

uninterrupted edaaluovia215, but with prolonged 1ife2lb6., 1In
favour of these two last, we will, if necessary, sacrifice
intensity, variety, and other less crucial qualities. On this

evidence, it may not be too drastic a step to conclude that, by

his requirements of trustworthiness, purity, durability, etc.,

Plato is seeking to stress as best those pleasures which will

promote indefinite prolongation of a temperate 1ife21l7. At all

events, he indicates that we should seek pleasures in much the

same way as we seek the good.
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No doubt a short cut to this is just to seek the good.

But, as regards the good, he has made it clear that iﬁtense
pleasures do not count as such if they are 'bad'. Complement-
arily, he suggests that 'bad' means 'adverse to health',
'transitory', 'causing later disproportionate pain', etec. In
other words, he seems to be saying simply that pleasures that

are bad are bad in as far as they are 'prejudicial to true

pleasure’.

b.96 Let us briefly look past this at a possible deeper
emanation from his treatment of pleasure and pain. A point
central to the present topic is involved. It is certain that

he recommends in the first place the regular endurance of

discomfort to prolong healthy 1life?l8, 1In the second, he

advises acceptance of judicial penalty (which is by implication
painful) as beneficial for the 'cure' (and presumably

prevention as well) of injustice in oneself219. These are Jjust

a pair of several prominent references he makes to pains

through endurance of which we in turn obtain goods. As such,

they deserve analysis as items he Occasionally wvery strongly seems

mean are actually also at times apparently wanted ‘for :their own
sake'. He seems, in short, to class them, however hesitantly

and provisionally, as at times wanted irrespective of any

further benefit.

Such a finding would have crucial significance for 10

bvpoci18E€S. TFor if we reiterate that it is a very elusive and

indefinable source of malaise, then we can see that Plato nay

to
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easily merely have strongly suspected the existence of that

malaise. If it were not there, he would reason, then the pains
sought woula be sought not to avoid it, but 'for their own
sake'. His integrity of thought and rational powers forced him
to leave the possibility that it was not there open. For
although he could not, it seems, yet absolutely pinpoint its

source and nature, he was obviously confident of its existence.

The pain, then, had seemed to him quite clearly, in every
event, to be sought. That it seemed %to be sought directly as a

good was a further critical possibility. But, if a pain could be a

direct good, then clearly pleasure and good could nevVer conceivably be

the same thing. Still, he was not certain on the question. He

simply had a strong inkling of the existence of a thumoeidic

alaise which could occasion the search for that pain.
b .97 To sum up. Regarding the status of fupoe18€S in
respect of Plato's account of the good and bad activities of

man, then, we may now say that if one pain were necessary in

order to avoid another apparently worse 'thumoeidic' 'pain',
the former pain must obviously, in Plato's view - to the extent
that he leaves the question open - merely have been the lesser

of two evils. Now, summating all his allusions to this

malaise, we may attribute to him a theory which includes it,

and asserts exactly that:

That pains sought by the

"thumoeidic' person are 'lesser evils', and they relieve him of

the worse pain of thumoeidic malaise.

To enlarge more generally on the topic: Bupoc18&S was
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initially needed for war purposeszzo. For the purposgs of the
original peaceéble, simple state it was strictly superfluous,
let alone a recognised good, except in as far as it fuelled
defence and rational striving. In short, there is by Plato's
treatment very often much evil about ift. By his system for the
@Aeyuaivoucd state it is, however, also a good of the third
type221. It is a means - a faculty necessary for winning the
wars which have to be fought for the aggrandisement of the
greedy nation. And his conversion of military-type virtues in
fighting Guardians to absolute virtues in ruling philosophers
and mankind generally222 involves the transfer, in turm, of
positively good features to 13 6unoeldéf. TFor it is this
property which fosters the military virtues. The highest human
and military faculty is intellect (Xoylotindv). As an
assistant to intellect223, 13 Bupoec18éS must therefore come in
for some degree of reflected glory. On the other hand, it has
against its 'good' part the derogatory uses mentioned. And if

it is not included with certain emi18upie1224 among the vicious

.natural propensities of man, then its products225, when it is

left unqualified by povoluf or AoyloTiwdv, certainly have

» ' ’ »
dyp1étnS and avopuia in common with those of the em18uvpia

concerned.

Finally and most important, however, it is hinted by Plato,

as we have seen, that‘TB Bupoec18éS may generate the 'will-to-

This would cause the individual

concerned to aim deliberately a2t pain as such, in order,

evideptly, to obtain a satisfaction through the release from

greater pain. And this satisfaction is of course to be
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classified in a rank similar to that of pleasure, thqggh not of
the 'truest' kind. Intellect promotes intelligent channelling

of this thumoeidic urge. The result is the salubrious dynamism
of justice. Finally, the eternal striving-according-to-reason

(tpwS), which all harmoniously functioning states must

practise, receives its mainspring from the vital source 71O

gupoe18ES.

We have now come round, if by a long (but necessarily)
tortuous route, to the kernel of the present thesis. Plato
allows of the hypothesis that a certain kind of pain is
produced by an individual's accumulating Oupoeil8€S resource in
him. This pain, furthermore, is so great that the 'painful’
methods he has to use to release it are relatively, to him,
'pleasurable'. The fact that all exertion, according to

Plato's usage as opposed to modern, ranks as 'painful' says

much for subconscious modern acceptance of the 'releasing’

faculty of exercise. But other accepted media for Buuoei18&S

~-tapping mentioned above (e.g. judicial penalty) are also

modernly recognised as painful, At least, they are regarded as

quite obviously nothing like pleasure. So that, even to us,

pain is here quite obviously being sought as a positive gain,

or as a pleasure overall.

The reason this point has hitherto not been adequately

observed in Plato is very easily accountable when we

consider that .the observation by moderns of the '@upoei18éS'-

In consequence, for

moderns as much almost as for Plato, there has also been
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failure to notice other finer points, such for instance as the
discrepancy between the size of the pain of the accumulation,
and that of the exertion or pain that relieves it. Because it

is normally inadeguately relieved, the even greater pains

springing from penalty for injustice, or gratuitously
- aggressive war, are, ultimately, voluntarily chosen in

desperation. They are actually sought after by man. In the

end, it seems that anything is preferable to enduring unrelieved
fupoec18éS accumulation. Yet an instinct of caution seems to pre-
vent its adequate draining until a state of desperation is reached,
when "explosion" occurs. Then injustice and war amount to pleasures,

however incongruous this may sound. They are deliberately pursued

to that end.

Four conclusive facts are of interest. The pains these
two things - injustice and war - cause are invariably vastly
greater than man ever apprehends prior to embarking on them.

He has therefore - obviously - subconsciohsly shut out previous

knowledge of such considerations. Second, this same fact of

their vastness, often resulting in his debilitation (let alone
mass death as a social animal), produces not adequaté, but
excessive - inordinate - drainage of his 6uvpoei18&€S. This has
taken the shape of the utter collapse, rather than 'peace’,

which regularly follows on war. Third, if, instead of that above-

mentioned inadequate tapping of 6uuoecid€S-urge that does

normally occur, genuinely proportionate tapping could be

substituted by the logistic, then a true %pwS would be achieved

in individual, society, cosmos and the forms, and true Justice

reign throughout. Fourth and finally, if it can be shown, as

it has appeared possible to show, that the Bupoec18éS-urge can

lead, for practical purposes, to as much evil as good, and if,

T
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second, the term 'spirited' is demonstrably good and nothing

but good in all its connotations, then its use as a virtually

uniform translation of Oupoeidfi/ is wholly unjustifiable.

The problems of pleasure and pain, good and evil,
justice and and injustice must, of course, be seen in terms of
the overall dialectic of striving for the Good. ©No other basis
is acceptable. 1In accordance with this, certain things that
are good on one level may be evil on another, pleasurable on

one, painful on another, etc. But when Plato concerns himself

with goods that may be evil, pains that may be pleasurable, etc.,

on the same level, an additional, more analytical treatment

appears necessary. Sone explanation must be tendered. And it

is on this account that the above analysis has been considered

essential.
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NOTES

Examples do not in fact appear before Book II, )

ef. LIDDELL & SCOTT under ©Vw A and B, Chantraine, Frisk, etec.

-ef. raging and boiling of circulating blood: NAGELSBACH &

AUTENRIETH, Homerigche Theologie, p. 461; BICKEL,
Homerische Seelenglaube, p. 261; ONIANS, p. 44.

#d. Chart. VIII, 621 (1) (BEd. Bas. V 135). But re position
between lungs and neck: Timaeus, 70 a.

cf. Iliad, 9.600, 22.296; ONIANS, ch. 1.

By Plato's time already separated from the body, cf., Epitaph
on Athenians fallen at Potidaea, 432 B.C.: 'The ether has

taken their souls, the earth their bodies;' cited in POHLENZ, M.,
‘Freedom in Greegk Life and Thought, p. 65. Tripartite
subseparation of the soul where a tripartite separation of

man as a whole into soul, thymos, and soma has apparently
already occurred, causes technical complication later in the
dialogue (ef. WILLIAMS, B. in Exegesis and Arzument, van
Gorcum, 1973 special number of Phronesis; also Adyo¢ - Yuxm
connexion in e.g. Fhaedrus, 270 e seq. ).

Iliad, 2.196, 9.496,

0d., 10.461.

cf. PIATO : Cratylus, 419 e: 'Ovud¢ from the seething
and boiling of the soul' :  'Oupd¢' & &nd THg OVoewg xal
Zéaewg tiig Yvxfic Exor év Tolto 1d Svopa.

also Rep., 440 ¢, Timaeus, T0 b.

'Good temper' has unfortunately few dynamic connotations.

-g. PARMENIDES: Uzmmot Tal pe 9fpovoiv Soov 7’ &xl Ouude
xdvotr . HERACLITUS: Ovuyd pdxecbar xaremdv.

e
t
Rep., 440 ¢ 5,

ibid. 411 ¢ 6. (TAYLOR, A. E., Plato, p. 282, warns sgainst
identifying T® Ovupoerdégwith 'will'; cf, ref. to '
Schopenhauer's doctrine of the Will, thesis~para. a, 1:0.)

ibid. 548 ¢ 6. cf. Timseus, 69 d : Ovudy 62 Svona .
T0a: @tAdvixov. ’ H papvdnTov

It is distinguished (375 b 4: To® odpatog) from Yvxf.

Because of the sense-link of the English word 'spirit! with

/voth 6vudc
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both Ovud¢ and YvxM, the term 'soul' is here mostly reserved

for Yvyxfi, and Ovudcis called 'emotional drive', or just 'drive',
but if the sense of 'spirit' seems clear its use seems Justifiable.
(FRIEDIANDER, Plato, ch. 9, p. 193, referring to Phaedrus,

246 a, renders Ovudg 'will', Ydrive'.)

572 a 5.

580 d. It is fair to suppose that Plato uses Ovpodpatr, 'I
an angry', and Bvudcwith conscious collateralism (439 e, 440 b).

e.g. 411 ¢ : BvuoecLdelgcontrasted with axpdyxorot and dpylrot.

cf. also Timaeus, 70 b : Td Ovuo?V pévog.

529 b 5, 585 b c.

I heve termed qualities 'lower' or 'higher' in proportion as
they incline towards the epithumetic or logistic pole
respectively, to the appetitive or the intellectual.

440 e 4.

439 e 5.

440 v ; ecf. also Timaeus, 70 b 4.

585 d 1-3.

D. & V. 590 b give 'this same spirited animal' for T& adTd
TobTo, TO Bvpoetdég.

589 a.

456 a : absolutely favourable, but to be kept calm (572 a);
cf. also Timaeus, 70 a : TO HETEXOV ... OVuoV ... TO THV

EnLOvpLidy xatéyor yévoc.
439 e. X Y ‘

440 e,

In addition, NETTLESHIP (e.g. Lects. on the Republic of Plato,
ch. XIII, p. 304), CROMBIE, GOSLING (Plato), more or less
uniformly adhere to 'spirit! as their preferred version of To
Bunoetd€c . (All instances of 6VLOELSHC occurring in
the Republic will be cited.) On the existence of YoM in
various parts of the body wveld¢, Timaeus, 73 b seq., 91 b.

To give OVROELONAC the meaning 'alive' would of course not
be allowable.

375 a.

cf. 456 a, GOVLOC given as counter to Hupoe tOfic.

411 ¢ 1, 572 a 4, 586 c.

/38. e.g. 548 ¢,
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e.g. 548 ¢, where TO OupoeLdE¢ is associated with eLASvixog
and pLASTLLOC as well as Odoxorog.

The Renublic of Plato, p. 62, 1.5.

411 ¢ 1. |

See esp. 590 a b : dpeddeg.

The singular form ~fic is used here for simplicity in some cases.
cf. thesis-para. b.19.

375 b 9.

456 a 4.

and so BvpoetdN¢.

pace CORNFORD, p. 58.

375 a 11.

375 4 7 ( dmoTuntéov),

'Is necessary', 'needs', uncommitting futures, gerunds, ete.,
are used throughout, e.gz. kpockoovtat (373 a 2), el (373 b 2),
duminotéa (373 b 3), npoodenodueda (373 ¢ 4).

374 4 8, e 8.

375 e 10.

440 e 5, 589 b 3.

410 d.

ADAM : note on 410 e ¢ 'the source of wildness is the
spirited element'.

GOSLING givss"violeince' (Flato passim); cf. xoA wératva
producing Qypvo¢ LXDp : Timaeus, 83 c.

e.g. 572 b : bdeLvdv xal &anov ol &vouov ; 5893 b 3 :
contrast with 6(xata.

410 4 1, 586 c 8.

586 ¢ 9. Amongst other things, he here shows himself far from
considering his provosed three parts of the soul an immutable,
as it were sacrosanct, arrangement.

410 b 6.

410 @ 2. cf. 375 ¢ 7 : xpgela( pbolg) is the given antithesis
of Bvpoetdfc.

/62. Thesis~paras.
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63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
1.
T2.

73,
4.
5.

76.
e
8.
9.
80,
81.

82.

83.

85-
86.

87.

Thesis-paras. b.18, 19.

440 b, 440 e.
Protagoras, 350 c.
411 b 6.

581 ¢ 4.

347 b.

586 ¢ 8.

Plato, p. 41.

435 - 442,

The separate instances of Ovp- variants have been numbered in-
the passage, so that translations where cited may conveniently
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be traced to the relevant Greek.

Thesis-para, b.8 seq., 'spiritedness'.

cf. dpeidee (590 b).

Taking as source LEE's and CORNFORD's 'confidence' ('self-
confidence') and 'energy' instead of the 'good health', 'sense
of physical fitness' that they advocate.

e.g. 535 d.
550 b 7.

411 e 7.

436 a 9.
439 e,

440 a.

ovudc,439 e 3, 440 b 4,

439 e 3.
439 e 3, 7.
440 a 5.
439 e 2 - 4.
435 e 4.
439 e 7.
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890 440 b'

90. 589 b 4; cof. also 441 e 5 : TP piEv koyuomnxw apxeuv
xpoonxsn ees TH O BuvuoerLdel vxnxéQ envaL xal
ovppdxy TovTov.

91. e.g. 435 e (thesis-para. b,2% ) 'irascible disposition', where
LEE hes 'vigour and energy', CORNFORD 'high-spirited character',
etc.

92, 410 4 ; cof. Iimaseus, 70 e, vhere the dmLBvunTixdy is

'epéuua ayptov'.

93. 586 c.

94. 586 c.

95' 588 ec

96. e.g. 375 ab, 411 ab, 465 a, 586 c.
97. Thesis-pareas. b.1 - 16,

g8. e.g. 375 ab, 411 a b, 465 a.

99. 586 ¢ 9.

100, 606 4.

101. 548 ¢, 581 a.

102. 467 e 5.

103, cf. 590 a 9 : Neovtdec e xal dpeddec.

104. Using this translation provisionally as closest to the true
meaning.

105. 588 4.

106, 440 b,

107. 589 b 5 : @lAa moimnodpevog &AAfAoLC.

108. 411 e.

109. 589 b 3,

110, Thesis-para. b.2 (note 6).

111, cf. TAYLOR, Plato, ch. 12.

112, Phaedrus, 246 a 7.

113, Gorgias, 493 b, Fhaedo, 81 a - 82 ¢, Phaedrus, 246 a b,

Timaeus, 70.

/114. cf. BURNET,
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cf. BURNET, Barly Greek Philosovhy, vol. III, p. 278 n. 2.

His regard for the mystical significance of certain numbers is
strongly apparent in the Republic alone (e.g. 546 b c).

cf. both Republic and Phzaedo.

389 b 7.

Plato, p. 282 , subsect. 10.

81 e - 82 c.

Thesig-para. b.7.

It has constantly to be reconciled to it.
246 b 2.

550 b 6.

e.g. esp. 440 e.

€.8. 347 b2, 548 a1, ¢ 3. cf. also thesis-paras. c.27 ~ 30.
347 b 2.

548 c.

(thesis-paras. c. 27 - 30.)

548 a 1.

Translators use ‘honour! for Tuu7, while the Greek seems to
imply a shallower regard.

Translators use ‘ambitious' for both PLASVLIXOEC and @ LASTLLOC
almost impartially.

Close relation - up to virtual identification ~ of @LASVLIXOC
and OvpoetdN¢ is suggested 2t 531 a 10, c 4.

547 e.
410 d.
586 c.
32 e 8.

373 e.

404 b : 7 BeAT{OTN YUVUVAOTLXA +.. A7AF ... xal pdriote
7 Thv xept TOv mSheupov.

LEE cont?arily translates: 'e physical training that is simple
and flexible, particulerly in its training for war';

/CORNFORD:
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CORINFORD: ‘especially training for war.

37% d; cf. 572 b for his inborn defects.
Thesis-paras. ¢.18, 19 (cf. also b.18).

375 e, 403 ¢ - 406, etc.

389 b.

. 376 ¢ d.

403 4d.

403 e 1.

(i.e. the gymnastic's).
357 c.

373 e.

597 b.

357 b,

357 c.

441 e.

438 2, 505 d, Meno, 77 4 5, etc.

]
L]
(48]

.509 aT-9, Gorgias, 500 a2-3, d6-T.
505 d.
438 a, 505 d, Neno, 77 4 5, etc.; 519 a : cogol movnpol.

cf. 354 a; ZProtagoras, 354 b c.

580 e.

345 a 3 ; c¢f. also 354 28 - 9.

505 d : good is the most wanted thing.

615 b 5 ; Gorg., 475 b 7.

581 d, 586 d ; also, as pLAoxepdfic = &miOvunTLXSC,

x€pdog would be equivalent to hdovh (581 a), and calling

justice Avouvterfic (354 a 8 ; cf. also 344 e 2) close %o
calling it T6dc.

354 a 8 ; by 580 e, 'more profitable' = 'more pleasurable’.

esp. Gorg., 500 d 7. Though c¢f. Frotag., 351 c.

/165. 506 e.
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506 e.

335 b 6.

608 e.

505 a.

506 a.

585 d.

597 b (God madé the ideal bed); also edmabeleag (615 a 3),
Béag dunxdvove Td xEANOG , beautiful sights, ete.

of. also Gorz., 526 c.

616 a. Though cf. %63 e 3 : GAha 6% odx Exovouv.

615 b 7.

615 b 5; also Gorgz., 525 b T.

xatd T’adtd Thv dEfav xoulZoivvTo.

583 ¢ : ADRM is the opposite of NdoVA.

434 b 9.

404 e 3.

Gorg., 525 c.

Gorg., esp. 499 d —500 a.

505 b c.

506 d.

cf. HARE, Language of Morals, II, 5.4 ; MOORE, Principia
Ethica, bp. 7.

581 ¢ - 588 a.

Gorg., 499 4 6, Rep., 357 b 7, 404 e 4.
438 a, 505 d, Gorg., 500 a.

357 ¢ 3, 5.

357 ¢ 3.

583 ¢ 13.

Evil is the opposite of what is sought (505 d). As Grote
observes (Plato, vol. II, p. 41), 'Men punish for the purpose
of prevention'. If there is to be any comprehensible reason

/why prevention
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why prevention is mazimally effected by pain, it is that all
men maximally wish to avoid pain.

191. ac. Glaucon. (357 ¢ T).

192. Gorz., 499 e 4.

193, esp. 509 a 9.

194. ADKINS, Herit and Resvonsibility, p. 273, commenits that Plato
can only claim to have proved ZGorg., 500 a) that a man ought
to seek dyaOd for himself rather than pleasure, but (Adkins)
does not carry the analysis further.

195. (505 4 11).

19%6. Gorz., 499 e.

197, ibid., 475 b.

198. ibid., 475 b 1; cf. also ibid. 477 d, 498 d 8.

199, aloxpS¢ seems o make better sense as 'hateful' or 'loathsome'
than 'shameful'.

200. xoA8¢= dyabb¢ : e.g. Gorg., 477 2 1.

201, 474 e 2.

202, cf, Gorg., 477 a 1.
203. 505 b, 509 a, Gorg., 499 e 2, ibid., 5004 T; all in

spite of Protag., 354 ¢ 4. Or he might be allowing that pain

is always evil in itself, while maintaining that it can produce

an overbalance of pleasure and so be good overall (Prot., 354 ¢ T).
204, Gorg., 499 d.

205. ibid., 499 e 2.

206. e.g. 37 ¢ 7 : gymastic is éx{movog, and so not gone in
for for its own sake; 380 b. '

207. 581 d.

208. 583 ¢ 13.

209. 584 - 588,

210. 586 e 2,
211, 584 c.
212. 585 e.
213, 586 a.

/214. 586 e.
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586 e.

Gorg., 494 4 7.

If health is a prerequisite (401 - 406).
619 a : néoog Blog.

357 ¢ 6.

Gorg., 477 a.

375 a 11.

Thesis-para. b,78.

401 - 406 : ocwgpoodvn, dvdpela, ete.
440 e, 589 b,

572 b.

dypirétne, oxampétneg , Bla, etec.

/CHAPTER THREE
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CHAPTER THREE

ASPECTS OF THE Qupoei18éS CONCEPT.

c.l A desirable next step would be to try to resolve as
completely as possible - if possible totally - the problem of
exactly how Plato saw thumoeidic objects of action. Did he
conceive of them as direct goods, or as lesser evils? A
convenient next step might, however, in view of the immense
difficulty of this project, be rather to compare the various
aspects from which the 6uuoec18€S element is viewed by him.
These can for immediate purposes be divided into Cosmological,
Anthropological, Socio-political, and Transcendental. The
central considerations just advanced concerning 10 Ovuoel8&S

can then be reapproached from these points.

c.2 COSMOLOGICAL ASPECT.

Whether the unit whose 6Bunoc18€S element is in question is
state, individual man, cosmos, or the realm of

transcendental Forms makes,in essence, little difference to

Plato. He sees all Four as One through the Principle of

Identity. This principle pervades his thought, and is quickly

detected in the Republic. We find it, for instance, almost

straight away in a critically simple assumption on Socrates'

part: the truth about what applies to a collection of human beingsl

can be ‘taken to apply with complete ‘parallelism to an individual man.
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We must, however, quickly make one proviso. It would
clearly be as obvious to Plato as to anyone else that a
collection of people does not bear any strict resemblance,
physically; to the person of a single human. Even less, at a
more exaggerated extreme, can numbers of microscopic 'little
people’ ('homunculi') "inside" an individual's thinking
centre be believed to carry on the activities of his soulZl.
The principle must apply in at least one major sense.
Collections of individualé are, basically, collections of
fundamentally uniform individual beings. When numbers of
people act, their actions cannot be planned upon any other

principles than those which they share in common as

individual humans. But this is as far as it goes. When an
individual acts, his thumoeidic or epithumetic or logistic
centre can be thought of as affecting him much as though a

thumoeidic, epithumetic, or logistic 'homunculus' were

operating inside his "soul". But the Principle of Identity

is not based on humans. It is based on those sectors of

which all that is essentially dynamically alive in the

Universe, from Forms to grossest matter, can be seen to be

made up. The actions produced by these sectors will then

differ in as far as they are variants within a single

"species", but the infinite regression produced by the

concept of epithumetic, thumoeidic, etc. "beings" inside the

soul, and others inside those, can never have been intended

by Plato.

The anthropomorphising of cosmic events into such
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entitiés as Love, Strife, Greed, Phlegn, etc., by his famous
scientist predecessors has, of course, inevitable results for
Plato. In the absence of almost all authentic scientific
knowledge, he necessarily had to read the principles of human
conduct into cosmic principles. The scientists had virtually
jdentified the latter with the former. He proceeds a step
further, and does the same in reverse. To them, the cosmos
appeared to behave like a live individual. To him, the
principles by which the individual is ordered show harmony in
the same way as the cosmos. Cosmic harmony can only occur if
the astral bodies move with due orderliness. To Plato,

order in the distinct parts of the inner human soul must

correspond, and following that, social order.

c.3 In all, this principle to which he consistently
adheres can be simply termed. It is that by which the

plurality can possess nothing that is not possessed by the

individual. If the parts of any whole are all of the same

uniform type, those principles of conduct found in the part

must similarly be present in the whole. The early

philosophers had been compelled to explain the cosmos by

means of the forces found in man, because these were the only

forces they knew at all intimately. Plato takes it as

self-evident, on his Principle of Identity, that the same

laws must apply to man in one direction, and the Forms in

the other, as to the universe’. He can, he assumes, apply

them throughout. We would be on difficult ground if we tried

to find actual directives. from Plato himself as to the nature
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of the logistic, thumoeidic, or epithumetic sectors in the
cosmos. These points tend to be left by him for us to

infer. The nature of the ultimate creating agency (through
which Ideas, etc., come into being) is similarly not expanded
on. He might possibly have conceived of it.as the 'mind' of
Anaxagoras, oOr as pure AdyoS, or just as a totally
inscrutable entity. We have no explicit data. But while the
three sectors of man's inner being are reflected in the three
different sectors of the population, the cosmos, and the
forms, it is straining the point of the doctrine to pry
further. TFor the moment, at any rate, we may be content to

have reached this stage - and Plato, indeed, gives us good

reason later to be content.

What the logistic, thumoeidic, and @pithumetic fractions

of the cosmos in particular may be is a matter that can, in

fact, readily enough be deduced. If the originating agency

is taken as the logistic, we can proceed from there to

rationalise the elements of fire, water, earth, air, etc. in

accordance with it. Corresponding roles can be given to

these four essences, linking any suitable two to make the

total three. Or we might take such a tale as Plato puts into

the mouth of Protagoras4, where, as the great sophist

expresses it, the gods were first in existence; next,

creatures made of earth, fire, and various mixtures of both

elements, came into being; then finally a marriage of the two

occurred. At that point, Protagoras relates, Prometheus,

finding that Epimetheus had left only the humans naked and

defenceless, stole for them the vital thirad element, the
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wisdom-of-practising-the-arts which belongs to Athenavand
Hephaestus5. Together with it he also stole fire, for it was

'impossible for wisdom to be available or useful to anyone

without the fire'.

Let us for the moment leave out any conclusions on the
glaringly significant consequences of the parallel evident
here, by which logistic, for Plato, becomes useless without

thumoeidic to combine with it into %pmf. The legend in

itself would show a very fair parallel between individual and
cosmos. The individual had presumably in the very beginning

been made out of earth alone. Wisdom and fire must then

stand, without question, for logistic and thumoeidic, later
added to man by divine indulgence. ZEarth now naturally

corresponds with the epithumetic sector. Consistency is

complete enough here for no further inquiry to be needed.

The four Empedoclean elements of ajir, fire, water, and earth are

again easily squared with the triple Platonic formula. For

the combinatipn of fire-plus-water, as in the fiery-and-moist

nature of the BupdS, can certainly be considered as a single

unit. Air is logistic, earth desire, and the vitality and

drive of fire the thumoeidic. If blends of these elements

are worth speculating upon, then warmth and/or moisture in

all life, vegetable or animal, most closely resembles

thumoeidic.

A garnishing of intellectual power is added to fire in

the Promethean legend, although intellect had been taken as
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separate from it. But certainly this blend corresponds most
compellingly with the combined energy-with-intellect which,

we will find, Plato attributes to the pupoec18€S element.

c.4 The lack of explicit universalisation in all these
departments can be simply enough explained by Plato's
knowledge of the familiarity such matters held for the
everyday listener. This simply caused him to take them as
"read". He would have regarded current science as so
perfectly obvious a backdrop for Greek minds, that no further
explanation was needed. His tripartite unit would, on his
own assumptipn, necessarily been seen against it. No further

details were required. The scientists had already provided

full enough explanations of the cosmos. It was not for him

to involve himself in new alternative explanations. He

simply used their already established data. Importantly, he

also used it, however, as a basis for an examination, on the

Identity Principle, of the nature of the soul. And the
possibility, as we have mentioned, with which he was
concerned was not that anyone could fail to understand that

what applied to man applied to the universe, but the

opposite. One further thing they might not have grasped, he

no doubt felt, was not that the logistic-thumoeidic-

epithumetic division applied to man. It was how it applied.

This was what he now had fto explain.

He therefore in the ensuing pages gives a detailed

account of the way in which these sectors coexist and
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interact. In giving it, he reinforces again and again the
foundation of the Principle of Identity. This concept is
fully in the spirit of the scientific findings, for these had

sought always to discover & unifying, fundamental element

from which the various constituents of the cosmos were built
up. For this reason, its chief message was not, as we
mention, in the fact of the principle's existence. It was in

the manner of its application to the mind. The three

elements of air, fire-plus-water, and earth were quite
adequate to explain the elements of planning, energy, and
vegetativity in the cosmos. These three principles were in
evidence everywhere. It remained only to expound the nature

of their application to the human soul.

Plato's answer to the gquestion 'For what purpose does man

exist?' was 'To attain perfection by rational striving
(%pwf)'. This must then be the same in regard to the

COSMOS. The thumoeidic element in the cosmos is its

dynamism. It is the energy, most noticeably of fiery heat,

through which the cosmic processes of life, the seasons, and

other natural phenomena are kept in operation. The aim of

this dynamism is to promote the ultimate attainment of

perfection, and perfection can only reign once the

intellectual element (air) has achieved ideal harmony of the

other two elements, and of itself with them. This harmony

will then constitute cosmic Justice.
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c.5 Dialectically, then, the process involved in
attaining Justice would in gemneral be related to the two
primary opposing forces, the Dionysiac and the Apollinian.
This relation would be by way of two parallel entities, the
epithumetic and logistic sectors of the soul. The dynamic

drive of the third sector, the 6upoci8éSf, a force-orientated

"compromise” (at first sight) between these two, will in turn
now be represented as a third element. It is apparently
shared in part by both others, but this is from now on no
detraction from its individuality, since they are without a
"force' ingredient. The rational striving of the two
principal opposites towards perfection has to be energised by

such a 'drive'. This 'drive', the 'third' or 6uuoci18éS

factor and the rational striving it institutes, now, by

primary link with the logistic, beconmes %pmf. The striving

is considered as a participation of the Dionysiac

element with the Apollinian XoyloTiudv. Such Rational
Striving towards perfection, by which alone Harmony (i.e.

Balance, Justice) is achieved, becomes then, to Plato, the

only genuine rationale for existence.

We may feel obliged now to make a distinction between TO

dunoec18€S and '€pwSf. If so, it will probably be that the

logistic factor in 6upoei18éS does not seem as marked as in

.,
€pwS. But the share each has of logistic is varied by Plato

himself, and the point is not essential. What is essential

is that the logistic gives rise spontaneously to the love for
the Xb6yoS, or ultimate form of the Good. And by means of 710

fupoe18€S, the logistic is empowered to. seek that Good. Only
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through this Rationrnal Striving can authentic existence be

achieved, and the idea of walonayabia realised.

This, we recognise, is .the .aim of education. :Under:the
aspect of Reason, the virtues appertaining to the various
components of ratiomal striving - epithumetic, thumoeidic,
and logistic - will respectively be cwgppoodvn, dvépeia, and
gopia. When these are in balance (harmony) with one another,
Sinatoo0vn (justice) will prevail. The same dialectical
relationship applies to the human soul and to the state of the
cosmos, and to the forms, when reason is in the ascendancy.

And in this way the Principle of Identity holds all systenms

together.

%,
The process of Rational Striving constituting €pwf is,

then, dialectically the only acceptable form of existence.

%pwf can, however, only be effective if the logistic element

is sufficiently strongly represented. Otherwise it will be

directed to incorrect ends. Such incorrect ends will then

result in disharmony and imbalance - in short, Injustice.

nalonayadia (moral and spiritual excellence), and the

approach to the ultimate state of perfection inherent in the

realm of the Porms, is achieved only by effectual striving

towards that end. An early forerunner of Schopenhauer's

doctrine of the 'will' may indeed be seen in the eventuélity

that an unusually strong thumoeidic element may compensate

the higher deficiencies of even a relatively inadequate

Aoy1oTindv. The added force afforded will carry the whole

through to that ultimate end, in spite 'of its intellectual
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disability. Conversely, & particularly strong 1ogistic
element may compensate a feeble thumoeidic. In each case,
however, if one of the two components is not simply weak but

entirely lacking, no true %pwf can result.

c.b No discussion of the Dionysiac-Apollinian relation-
ship will be complete if we do not totally reconcile the
double-triple conundrum of Dionysos and Apollo as against
logistic, thumoeidic and epithumetic. The Dionysiac element,
embracing as it.does all irrational forces, must, in short,

constitute not only the thumoeidic, but the epithumetic

element as well. These are the less rational sectors, and it

can safely be taken to constitute the sum total of these

humbler forces, whether on anthropological, socioc-political,

cosmological or transcendental planes. It is the means by

which the Apollinian element obtains the energy to transform
itself into €pw/S, and proceed towards the Forms. The

epithumetic element, on the other hand, totally without

logistic power as it is, must take second place in turn to

the thumoeidic. 1In an inspection of the anthropological

aspect of the question we obtain greater insight into this

correlation.

c.7 ANTHROPOLOGICAL ASPECT.

The cosmological pattern can now be paralleled with the

one immediately below it on the scale. In this section, the

approach becomes less general. In examining individual man



L

III - 222 -

in contrast with the cosmos, Plato's first concern had to be
with the obvious springs of human action. He had to.
elaborate on how the thumoeidic and other 'urges'
(concentrating here on the thumoeidic aspect of their nature)

are accountable in terms of these.

The inquiry begun in the second chapter centred round the
question of the links between the leading motivatory forces.
The good and the pleasurable, the bad and the painful were
related to the thumoeidic urge and its fulfilment from the
anthropological point of view. A particularly illuminating
point now presents itself. Plato states in so many words, as
we saw in the previous chapter, both that all humans in their
desires aim at some good6, and that, at the same time, their
desires are automatically for ﬁGovaT7, pleasures. Now, the
91Abvinov (=0vpoe18€S), element, in just the same way as the

- Ped ’ -,
Em10UUNT 1NV (= gilonep8€S), does not only have emibupial

(desires) associated with it8. It is in its very character -

as a2 g1afad - a type of émiduuia. Accordingly, we may rank

it, in the present context, with the other desires.

From a wider survey of Platonic doctrine, we know that

the goods that men seek, and the ﬁGovaT they desire, are not

identical. There is a very strong link between them, in as

far as pleasure is taken by Plato %o be supervenient on good.

Technically, however, they are quite separate. Correspond-

ingly, when everybody avoids evil, ang pain with it, they are

primarily avoiding the evil. The pain, being supervenient on

evil, they are also avoiding, but on a secondary level. We
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may further hypothesise, wifh Plato, from this beginning,
that "good but painful"™ experiences, e.g. of surgery,
exertion, etc., can only be indirectly good.

That is to say, they are good solely because of their
subsequent good effectslO, Painful experiences which do not
have good effects are on the other hand necessarily utterly
devoid of good. Pain, in short - and these are Plato's own
words - makes things 'worse'ﬁl. The conclusion that their
painfulness is what is bad about them, i.e. that pain qua
pain is bad, is compelling. Plato would very probably have
openly concurred with this had he been prompted to discuss it
specifically. The more important issue is nevertheless that
the only sense that can be made out of an apparent actual
desire amongst humans for pain - the kind they show in their

thumoeidic tendencies - is this: +the particular pain sought

presumably, as we saw earlier, in some way prevents or
diminishes a worse pain. This is at any rate what Plato's

verdict increasingly appears to be in the case of 10 OGvuoecr§ésS.

c.8 From this and what has gone before, we get a new

insight into Plato’'s view of pleasure. We have seen that his

distinction between pain and evil, and between pleasure and

goodl?2 jsg easy to preserve only if pleasure is treated as a

secondary, rather than a primary, end of desirel’. Pain, in

turn, is regarded as a secondary, rather than final, end of

avoidance. But considerable elements of an explanation,

hinted at earlier, of why Plato is unwilling to identify

pleasure and good, pain and evil, may be found in his

treatment of 10 6upoei18éS.

* . . . : '
cf. p.192, the findings of which are conclusively confirmed by this.
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We have seen, first, that he does make pain an important
object of avoidance. At the same time, he is reluctant to
jdentify it with evil, although the latter seems at first not
made out to be a specially more important ultimate object of

avoidance. This reluctance, we concluded, could very pessibly

have sprung from his experience, as far as 10 upoec1deS is
concerned, that certain pains can function as relievers of
worse pain. The problem that he had begun to face was the

suggestion that sone pain might actually be'pleasurable'.

Such a suggestion of course invites a very delicate
paradox. And in fact he at no point makes it explicitly.

The hypothesis that certain of what had traditionally been

thought 'pains' might actually be felt as absolutely - or

even overall - 'pleasurable' no doubt presented vital

possibilities. Still, we Jjust do not find him clearly

alluding to anything quite as specific as this.

Whatever his view was, we can certainly not read him

as retaining the 'good' as the sole and exclusive end. For

this implies total neglect of his most explicit statement
aforementioned that each desire has a specific pleasure (or
at least 'diminution of greater pain') in viewl4d. And, for

certain highly important purposes, we want to be extremely

careful not to neglect this.

Setting aside for the present whatever problem there may

be in resolving the duality of desire for pleasuré as well as

good, attention may helpfully be paid to two statements of

Socrates'. First, that each desire aims at a pleasurel5 as
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well as a good. Second, that the pleasures aimed at are

those pleasures proper to each respective part of the soull6,

These statements lead roughly to the following
conclusion. If each desire is automatically for a pleasure
as well as a good, then all people, in desiring anything at

all, are aiming secondarily at a pleasure. They may be

aiming primarily at a good, but they also have the pleasure
in mind. The pleasure involved will, moreover, in each case

be proper to the agency desiring it. For logistic people it

will be proper to logistic, for BupoeidelS to 10 BumoecidéS,

etc. This, in other words, carries the consequence that - to
take thumoeidic people as an example - they are going, by
virtue of this quality, to have a desire proper to 10
Bupoe18€S. They will aim at a good, but also at a specific

type of pleasure, which will be obtained through the specific

type of behaviour proper to 13 Ouuoci8éS.

A point centrally affecting the present thesis arises in this

connexion. What pleasure is it that these Buuoe18e1S people

aim at? What do'they actually get out of thumoeidic

activity? They are, after all, the pugnacious and violent -

the warriorsl7. - They must, therefore, aim at pleasures

inherent in pugnacity and violence. Or in an alternative way

of putting it, they must either gain positive pleasure from

these things, or be released by them from a worse pain. It

might at first be argued that it is not pugnacity and

violence, in short strife, that they aim at, or find

pleasurable. Rather, it is the possessions obtained by means
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of strife. The strife, it might be said, is solely an
jndirect good, painful in itself but producing good.
However, this is obviously not a satisfactory verdict. The
pleasurable features of possessions are proper to the

epithumetic, not the thumoeidic element. The three elements

are distinct. Their g¢iAfa1 18 (loves) are also distinct.
The thumoeidic element, therefore, necessarily seeks as its
pleasure solely those things peculiar to, and incorporated

in, pugnacity and violence themselves.

c.9 A preliminary factor supplying empirical support for

this proposition in the Republic is the incidence, cited

earlier, of war. We can, in fact, make fruitful use straight

away of this rathef specialised earliest example of Plato's.

Wars arise from man's imperfections. The ultimate end of war

is ostensibly peace. Seen in the context of the whole,

thumoeidic man occupies a reasonably comprehensible position

in ratiqnal strife. But then, war is always, unilaterally at least,

irrational. And if it constitutes an aggressive pursuit of what are

conventionally taken to be non-essentials, we can no longer

say that peace is its final end. We may, of course, be

speaking of a specialised 'internal' peace for the society

and/or individual. But this has so far only been touched on

by Plato, not expanded upon in such a way as to suggest its

applicability here.

To follow the sequence out: nations that initiate

aggressive war are as often as not defeated. They are in any
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case normally subjected at best to serious suffering, often mass

death. Nevertheless, they had chosen originally to enter

upon war. A favourable outcome was presumed to be
predictable. Why? There are seldom even the most tenuous

grounds for such predictions. Or provocation was alleged.

Yet there are seldom the most vaguely convincing instances of crucial

provocation to be found, if an at all deep investigation is
made of war's root causes. There is almost never even &

valid-sounding reason for embarking on direct aggression. It

might, indeed, be said that people often enter upon war in
ignorance. But only the most grossly ignofant individuals
could be unaware of the fatal risks attending upon
war-making. And to claim it as mere coincidence that whole
nations should repeatedly accept that degree of risk as often
as they do would be absurd. There can only be some other
rationale for their behaviour. There can only exist some as

yet unelaborated explanation of it.

Accordingly, we must follow out somewhat further the
concept of gratuitous war (i.e. war for non-essentials). Let
us first‘concede that several other reasonably convincing

accounts of the facts exist. TFor instance, it is sometimes

supposed that the wise in a nation are slowly but surely
thrust into needless war by the sheer masses of the

war-lusting ignorant. (Why the ignorant lust for war exists is

stated.) Or, second, individual extremists are said to

persuade nations to seek war where they would otherwise not

have done so. But even if these considerations are allowed

to affect the argument, one point remains: the thumoeidic

not
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man, however much or little Xoylcfluév he may have, must, in

as far as he is gupoe18fS, be seeking, by making war, a

pleasure19 proper to 10 6Uu0€16€f. This pleasure must be one

achieved solely by his specifically thumoeidic behaviour.

The pattern of giiovirig, piroTipie, Suonodria, etc. must
provide it. It must be & pleasure peculiar to, unique to, .
the thumoeidic faculty. It can answer to nothing less thatn
the particular @iA{1020 of that faculty. The thumoeidic man,
for instance, in the shape of the @iAdvinkoS, by definition
loves to win. But his love, as being that peculiar to a
piAbévinoS individual, is not for gain, but necessarily solely

of the process of winning for its own sake.

We have already shown that Plato maintains this. The

love of the @ildvinoS man for contest is not concerned with

the final attained victory. If this were otherwise, he

would, at least in the first case - of material benefits -

have to be dmi16vuntindS as well. Yet the thumoeidic Guardian

is not permitted to be anything near epithumetic

(@1roxpfinatoS)21L.

Socrates' classification of the soul in its three

sectors22 has included two unconnected at first sight with

desire. Yet it has not implied an absence of desires in

them. These, we have seen, are incorporated in these

sectors, and centre on the specific objects23 of the sectors'

activities. This means that, although only one member of

their class is strictly that of ‘'desire' proper (the

gmidvunTtindy), all can be described as eni1fuufal of a kind.
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Fach constitutes a desire for a particular type of activity
as well as a tendency towards it. And these activities,

again, provide the pleasure324 specific to those sectors.

Learning25 is the highest category of pleasure, high- or
hot-tempered behaviour26 the second, bodily pleasure-taking
the lowest. The potential these considerations may have for

advancing our knowledge of 10 6upoei18€S may now be

investigated.

c.10 There has, of course, been some natural conflation

here by Plato. The three parts of the soul must to some

extent have the universal 'desire' aspect of the third or

epithumetic part attributed to them. This is simply because

they cannot easily be thought of in any other way. The

logistic element obviously "wants" to learn, the thumoeidic

to compete, etc. $So whereas at first it seemed that the

three might purely be distinct faculties by which we

respectively "happen to" learn, vent emotional energy, and

satisfy passion827, Plato has seen through this viewpoint to

the actualities of the case. Possibly wishing, for reasons

which may later become clearer, to present them not only as

natural tendencies but as agencies of desire for their

specific objects, he has at all events in that respect

transformed them. The epithumetic sector as such was of

immediate importance for the Guardians from at least one

point of view: to be effective, they had largely to ignore

it. It constituted the third, baser element which was the

prime agency of desire. By a transfer -of thought, however,
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it apparently seemed better to Plato, since the epithgmetic
sector has disreputable ﬁGovdT associated with it, to allot
to the other two categories 'higher’ ﬁdovq{. One could then
regard them not just as faculties by which those higher
things were done, but as faculties by which those higher
things were desired. Besides this, a step further, a

correspondingly higher pleasure was taken in doing them.

Epithumetic desire had at first been mentioned somewhat
deprecatorily28. It was solely connected with bodily
pleasures. Indeed, Socrates suggests that, although the
three sectors of the soul are all strictly parts of it, only
the @1Adoogov is truly so29. The verdict that the good was
not pleasure because some pleasures were bad30 4id, however,
necessitate that some pleasures should be good. This gave

pleasure the wider and improved status we have seen it assume.

c.1l1 To sum up: We discover that the logistic, thumoei-
dic and.eipthumetic parts of the soul not only handle
thinking, competing, and appetitiveness respectively, but
desire them as pleasures. And it is a not unnatural progress-
ion. Once again, there is now no question that what.each
element 'really' likes is something beyond the particular
activity proper to it. The object of liking 1is that

immediate activity. Nothing else.

The object of liking of
10 Aoyliotindv3l must necessarily be,directly, mental

activity. That of 10 6unoe18éS must be contest. That of T

éﬂ1euunT1u6v conventional gain. The enjoyment looked for by



IIT - 231 -

the loyloTindS will lie in the actual thinking process, not

in anything else that he may achieve by it32. Equally, that

sought by the gupoe18fAS will lie precisely in the activity of
contending. Whether in the outcome the contest he takes part

in is techmnically 'successful’' or not (i e. results in

material gains, etc., oOF ncet) will be a rmatter purely for the Ehizg
part of his soul. The competitive element in him will not be
affected by it. As far as the thumoeidic element is

concerned, whether contest turns out gainful or disastrous is

not the critical consideration. Its outcome is successful

from the individual's point of view on one condition only.

It must have been strenuous and/or hurtful to the right

degree.

In the shape of military activity, contest is indeed very
likely to be strenuous and hurtful. To be military at all,
it necessarily involves discomfort. First, gymnastic, an

tvimovoSf, laborious, activity, is one of its compulsory

adjuncts?>. Second, campaigning and combat are by definition

at best stressful, normally also painful. These two,

campaigning and combat, are, on a varied scale, part and

parcel of 'contest'. Contest and campaigning of all kinds

are made up of them. They are indeed their virtually

exclusive ingredients. It follows, then, that, in liking and

wanting contest in itself, the thumoeidic person both likes

and wants stress and discomfort as such.

And our conclusion

as to why he wants them now poses its problem.
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c.12" Let us expand on the above. One_consequencg of
Plato's refusal to allow that pain is always an overall evil
(since some 'pains' can be indirectly good34) is as follows.
He has implicitly conceded that the presence of pain
disqualifies a thing from being good in itself?5. This
suggests, as we have seen36, that pain as such is probably,
in Plato's view, always an evil. (He has, in fact, elsewhere
more directly called it that37.) Second, however, even if he
does not mean it to be quite that, it still in his opinion
derogates from the goodness of a thing to the extent that it
transforms it into an inferior type of goodness’8.

Gymnastic, to take a standard instance, is a good only
because it leads to improved health®9. Improved health is
good in itself, and pleasurable4o; but the means to it
belongs to the third type of good. It (the means) is of the
type whiéh is itself bad as such; but it leads to good which
outbalances that bad element. The thing connected with
gymnastic which is good in itself is the pleasurable health

to which it leads. 1Its predominant pain and laboriousness is

regarded as lowering its own status to the third level, the

tp{tov...c180S41, of good.

Now, the citations in this passage serve as evidence42,
first, that pain in Plato's view invariably adds to evil.
But then, as we have noted43, when he insists that it is not
always totally evil, he means not that it can be good in

itself, but that it can sometimes be a good in the third

sense. i.e. it can lead to greater good (or lesser evil) than

it counterbalances.
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This observation shows up in added relief the to us
particularly important respect in which discomfort may, from
the standpoint of the pupoe1dAS man or sector of the soul, be

an indirect good. It is the laborious and uncomfortable

process of strife (not necessarily rational) that the

thumoeidic person wants. He very probably wants it in
exactly the same way as the unjust man "wants" (however
subconsciously) the discomfort of penalty by which he
benefits44, or the offender the pains of Hades by which he 1is
purified45. At all events, he wants the strife in a way very
closely allied to these. for argument's sake, let us for the
moment preéume that he wants it because it relieves him of a
greater pain. However it is taken, a pain which, during the

time that it is felt, is relieving us of a greater pain, can

of course consistently be termed a pleasure overall, i.e. a

pleasure of the secondary type-.

Plato has, in short - and this is critically important

for the present thesis - a suspicion that some so-called

"pains", traditionally accepted as such overall, are in an

important sense not pains. He supplies little evidence that

such a supposition was doctrinally important to him. Perhaps

this is because he has not as fully clear a concept of it yet

as altogether satisfies him. Still, as he has prepared the

ground for its derivation, a good deal of caution is needful

before we conclude that he did not think it worthy of

attention.
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The application of this finding to the Principle:of
.Identity, and therefore specially to zpwf, is crucial. It
will in the first place be that ’2owf is now a more easily
explicable phenomenon. Embodying as it does the dynamic
interaction of the epithumetic-thumoeidic (Dionysiac) with
the thumoeidic-logistic (Apollinian) in a process of reasoned
effort towards the Good, we see now that it is also a

positively desired effort. 1If the All created by the

Demiourgos is to be accorded any comprehensible meaning,
Rational Striving must be continuous. The thumoeidic sector,

as the energy-possessing sector par excellence, is the agency

which irresistibly forces that striving. 1Its success - the
degree to which the Good is attained - is desired and
energetically pursued. But here a salient point enters in.

That success can only result from adequate guidance by the

logistic. If the logistic is not strong enough, then a

strong thumoeidic will run adrift. It will persevere in

forcing a search for its own specific good and the pleasure
with it, but will grope towards these ends along erroneous

and random paths. The mangled outcome of this activity will

mainly constitute disharmony, imbalance, and, in short,

Injustice.

To review once again the part of 10 6unoe18€S in this re-

trogressive process. Identifying the directly good with what

is directly wanted (individual goods being kept strictly

distinct from the ultimate Good), we face a paradox. If a

certain type (or types) of "pain" could be an absolute good,
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the painful, quea painfui, could at times be wanted as an end
sufficient in itself. But this can surely only be applicable
to pains falsely so called. It would be far-fetched -
virtually a contradiction in terms - to suggesit that pain, in
the strict interpretation of the word, can be a thing wanted

~absolutely. It can only be wanted - as far at any rate as

our understanding takes us - if it alleviates a greater pain,
or leads to an outbalancing good. 1In short, if the painful
things in question in regard to the thumoeidic element were

absolutely wanted for themselves and nothing else, then they

could not, overall, be genuinely "painful”.

Where pain or discomfort is the only common factor
present, no other conclusion than this seems possible. In

the case of expenditure of the thumoeidic element, all else

seems clearly fanciful. We have shown however that the
situation is certainly not as it has been taken to be. The
pain experienced in thumoeidic drive-expenditure mosf
probably reduces a greater pain - namely the pain or

"malaise" of thumoeidic accumulation. Nevertheless, the
picture is not yet completely clear. Further investigation

must be made.

The conclusion that some "painful™ (i.e. traditionally,

not genuinely overall, painful) things could be wanted purely

because they are painful probably cannot, as has been said,

be drawn from Plato's writings at all. Certainly not without

much circumspection. He at no point at any rate formulates
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this in so0 mény words. But what he does say occasionally
appears to accord with it. Indeed this is the case to so
great an extent that it could amount to reading him

incorrectly not to draw the inference.

As we see, thé position needs the closest scrutiny. His
resolute refusal to allow that the painful is evil except
precisely qua painful, does not encourage the supposition

that he believed it could ever actually be a good in itself.

Yet he does insist so very strongly, on the other hand, upon
pain's potential for being an indirect good in senses less
obvious than those of surgery, war-wounds, etc., that we are
forcéd to go yet further in our search. Plato is obviously

certain that the thumoeidic person wants his "painful”

activity. What he is less sure of is exactly why he wants
it. If it relieves a greater pain, what is this obscure
"greater" pain? Uncertain as he is of its nature, he

is basically convinced that something of its

kind exists. As a result, grounds have been given us by him,

when we consider the sort of activities sought as pleasurable

by the predominantly thumoeidic individual, for suspecting

that what he meant is not that it is actually genuine pain

overall, but that it is a means to good by alleviating

greater pain. And though he himself does not explicitly make

this last finding, he allows us to make it omn our own. We

are strongly invited to draw the relevant conclusions. We

may infer, therefore, that the very pain of contest, as it is

being felt, alleviates a 'greater' or in some other manner

'worse' pain - the pain of thumoeidic acumulation.
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In the first place, then, this "pain" of contest, or
penalty, etc., is not felt overall as pain. Therefore 1t is
not, overall, a genuine pain. In the second, the ‘greater’
pain eliminated by contest can be nothing less than this

thumoeidic accumulation. It torments the individual, and he

takes the readiest way out. This is standardly in the shape

of the counter-irritant pain of viclent action.

c.13 The doctrine of penalty accruing to unjust action.
alluded to above46 is, then, as we have shown, based on the
same principle as that of contest. It is not an identical
but very similar phenomenon. Penalised people, that is, are,
as Plato states, not wretched. This is to say that people
who have been subjected to a painful penalty (and only pain
can, according to him, be effectual in releasing one from
injustice47); are, by a paradox that is solely apparent, in
fact suffering pain, but experience an overall satisfaction.
The penalty, in its discomfort, parallels, to that extent,

the experience of exertion. The exertion, for its part, is a

"satisfying" discomfort (mAnp®v Tov 6vudvi8), obtained by a

man who "fights it out" with his opponent. A contest may

easily be guessed not to be "comfortable". The contestant

nevertheless gains overall satisfaction by the process of

undergoing it. And this, of course, again applies quite

independently of any conventionally “concrete" results.

Similarly, pain in the judicial penalty acts as a medium

-whereby people approach a good outweighing the evil the pain
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represents. Unjust people presumably do not, of course (and
Plato does not suggest that they.do, merely that they
should), consciously seek penalty in their injustice. They
ostensibly seek the profit that they hope will ensue on
committing it. This is, of course, because they are stupid,
or they would not initially have embarked on unjﬁst methods
of gaining their ends. They reckon on not being detected,
and, given good 1luck (their dependence on good luck further
confirms their stupidity), they will derive gain. But they
normally get their relieving penalty. Were they not, then,
subconsciously seeking that as well? It is an unsatisfactory
'reward' to tﬁe extent that it is invariably much greater

than they required, but that is another natural result of

their stupidity.

As a strange variant, now, we can more easily consider at

the same time the apparent existence of wise people who are

unjust49. We have to account for some alleged and plausibly

absolute inclination towards Bila, ¢84voS, and 6upudS in all,

even the most intelligent - but of course especiélly strongly

Bupoe18et1S - people. The existence of this absolute inclination

is totally convincing. For if it can be shown that the gemneral

tendency in all humans is ultimately towards war, whether
gain may best be assured by war or not, we have to concede

that there must be much more than gaih in the eye of the

There must, in short, be

vastly more 1f at a certain stage even highly intelligent

individuals have trouble in finding just methods of tapping

the total inclination adequately. The allegatioﬁ fhat even
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wise men seek injustice is therefore incontrovertible - yet also

in a sensae fallacious. For the reality after all is simply

they are not wisc enough to cope justly with

the thumoeidic urge harassing thea when it has reached a

particularly intense degree.

Concerning the "goodness" of the results of thumoeidic
activity, in as far as any object sought satisfies a need,
and satisfies it justly, it seems so far that, by Plato's
criteria, it can be called a good. It 1is theréfore owing *to
penalty's association wita 10 Buuoei18éS that it (penalty)
also becomes eligible for a claim to goodness. That this
goodness is there, direct or indirect, and wnether in the

snape of penalty or conventional thumoeidic activity, can fo

the present be taken as settled. A problem that presents

itself now is whether the act of injustice is a consequence
of the énleuunrlnév only, or of the @uvuoei1déS only, or of

both. Is injustice caused by 710 @ilonepdéS, Td @iAdvinov, o

both? On this will depend the link between TO BUHOE18ES and

injustice, the very fact that such a lirk exists at all.

c.l4 There are various types of injustice dealt with by

Plato. Some are handled explicitly, others by allusion.

Traditionally, at all events, injustice seems to be the

result of epithumetic desire.

basic areas of desirability in his speechd0, Variously, he

. . - - ¢ » .
refers appraisingly to 10 ouugépov; T0 QUTW BEAT1IOTOV; Goev

that

r

T

Thrasymachus outlines the most
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edto1 dgeincovtal; being ebSeipwv; having more than the next
man; not being pox6npdS, and not being hated (&ﬂexeéoeal).

In sum, however, all injustice is to him ultimately one thing
only. It is mheoventeivdl - 'getting more'. The greatest
exponent of &¢dinfa, the tyrant, apparently only does one
thing worthy of mention: he takes (&@ulpaTTa152). He takes
wholesale. This to Thrasymachus, this taking (including

“taking", enslavement, of people), constitutes injustice. It

represents to him, without any shadow of doubt, the 'whole

sun' of it (thv BAnv d81ufav53). Glaucon later tells us that
'every nature' pursues mAeovefila as a good®4. No doubt he
assumes (fairly justifiably) that as a human motivatory force
it is so invariable as to be almost the only one worth

talking about. He outlines Gyges' exploits:

UOIXEGGGvTa.....&nonTsTval, THV dpXfiVe...natacxelv: adultery,
murder, seizure of power. Indisputably, for all their
supposed variety, all aim at gain. Even the adultery has
léss to do with lust than with gaining control of the state.
And if that were not so, it would in any case still come

under the head of gaining so-called 'pleasure'. Further,

control of the state, in turn, is clearly scarcely thought of

as desired from the point of view merely of @liovinia. It is

borne in mind solely for its contribution to the cause of

mheoveEia. Ownership is the reigning purpose. Power over

the state implies power to acquire as one's property all
objects and persons in the state that present themselves to

one's fancy. The question now arises: What, in all this, is
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actually desired? Is it purely wépdoS, gain, that is desired
in this injustice? Or, again, is there (and this is fhe
viewpoint postulated in the present thesis) some other
pleasurable feature of it as well? And is it this or the

former that, largely, prompts people to commit injustice?

Direct evidence that Plato conceived of a pleasure of the
novel type inherent in the "pains" of exertion, labour, or
penalty is in fact not altogether absent. It is simply, we
have found, very elusive. Socrates applies epithumetic
desire ﬁost especially to the fields of food, drink, sexual
satisfaction 'and their kin'®55. TLater he specifies
dvalwtinai (wasteful: e.g. &@006101a) and YpnuaTloTinal
(useful: e.g. eating, drinking)56. These are the dispensable
and indispensable desires?’ respectively. Again, ﬂ01nila158
desires are unfavourably contrasted with &ﬂkéTnf of appetite,
but the limit is still to o7ToS (plain food), "bUov
(delicacies), and Ggpo8icia(sex), The same limitation is
applied in the case of excesses®9: 'OBplf(arrogance),

évapyia (lawlessness), &OMTld(profligacy), and avaidera

(shamelessness). There is, however, an important deviation

when we come to the high-flown designations these types of

excess are dignified with by the misled youth. TFor added to

» » ’
eunai1evola, elevbepila, peyalompémelw, there is a fourth -

! Pd ’ » . .
avépeia. In avdpeia we have a quite new ingredient. It is
one which causes us to take a much closer look at aveidera.

A shamelessness which can be passed off as manliness,

courage, has a great deal more common ground with Tt0
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gupoe18€S than with éﬂleuu{a. It involves reckless behaviour

gone in for on its own account. It is a boldness, albeit

regardless of laws, which is implemented for the sake of its

own special and intrinsic consequences, not for purposes of

appetite or lust.

c.15 Significantly, av8peie was the first and leading

characteris’cic6O allotted to the thumoeidic element of the

soul. And here again, perhaps reminiscent of the greed-
inflamed (gAleyueivovoe) state, Plato is allowing an overflow
of desire into the territory of 10 6unoel8€S. The experiences
involved in bold conduct can be, he maintains, precisely

'wanted'. They can be objects of positive desire just as

food, drink, and sexual contentment. Glaucon was originally
inclined to think of 10 6upoe18éS as more closely linked with

16 &miuuntindv than with 10 Aoylotin6v6l. Perhaps the
common ingredient QuudS in the two words prompted this. A

root similarity was also suggested by the fact that both can

lead to 16’&yp10v62.

We have already found that there is a category of desire

outside and embracing the three departments of the soul of

which formal 'desire' is one. Indeed all three departments,

we concluded, appear to incorporate, in a sense, types of

desire®3. But the wish to possess well-defined commodities
of 'gain' or enjoy easily recognisable pleasures is clear

enough. Almost equally clear is the one to indulge in

The desire to'indulge64 in thumoeidic
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types of behaviour is not so clear. "Their desirability,
because of their strenuous or unfamiliar flavour, is very
hard to see. Yet how, in spite of all this - if they are so

substantial - can they be discounted?

Whether any of the thumoeidic type of activities are
believed by Plato to be enjoyed érecisely because they are
uncomfortable is a point on which, we may repeat, he is not
explicit. If he had been totally silent on it, the case for
the present thesis could not have arisen at all. But, as we
have interpreted his comments so far, he seems, at first sight

at any rate, to be saying that the pain is enjoyed because

during the actual experience of it a worse pain is removed.

Somewhat more illuminatingly, however, we do later find
what looks like a more concrete stand taken on thumoeidic.
This is the point where he makes an outright reference to

fighting 'for the mere sake of fighting'®5. There still,

indeed, seem to be riders. The people involved are also
. e, »
acting €vena.....mreoveglaf, for the sake of gain,
§1' dminotiav, owing to insatiability, etc. But Plato does
now explicitly separate the two categories

puronep8éS (=fmiBuuntindv) and g@iddvinov  (=Bupoci8iS ). He

distinguishes them quite unequivocally as discrete sources of

pleasure®6. He speaks outright of the desires appertaining

to each with distinction of each respective compartment. No
overlap or interdependence occurs between the two. And in
doing this he commits himself more fully to the doctrine that

conquering, acquiring Tiufl, and venting anger®7 provide a
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TAnouovfl, fulfilment, in themselves, on the same principle as

the objects of standard €mibuuic do.

Yet, while he makes allowance for all this, it seems thatl
he still cannot quitfte accept the conclusion as it stands.
The tendency towards kicking, butting, and killing
(xantizeiv, nvpittelv, and &nouTeivelv) in the brute animal

is s8till in part referred back not to desirability of these

actions themselves, but to ulterior objects of desire. This

is to say, assuming that %vexa and 818 in Fvena ThAeovefia/S
and 81’ &minotiav mean 'in the cause of' and 'on account of'
respectively (rather than 'as a result of'),as they most
probably do , that mieoveE{a and &ﬂknoria are not just
background "fuelling" sources of the "real" trigger -

thumoeidic. They are the trigger. Plato is therefore still,

in part at least, maintaining here that contentious activity

is indulged in because people want the food-drink-sex type

pleasures which it is a means to getting. They may also want

it for some consequence specifically confined to it, but that

consequence has in its vagueness to share its status with

them.

Adjustment may be made of the sense of Tieovefia and

dninotie to 'repletion'. But now, even if the %vena and 8§14
could be stretched to meaning 'as a result of' instead of ‘'in

the cause of', the situation is not much better. The aggress-

ion seems then to be made a mere overflow of the excess

indulged in. It resembles the aimless kicking of a corn-fed

horse. So we are back where we started, because it is clear
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that they cannot, in fact, be rendered as that. The last
part of the sentenceb8 shows that the random aggressiveness

is occasioned by failure to satisfy urges by these methods.

The urges continue unappeased because the objects used to
appease them are 'unreal’ (06X1 101S 0001v)69. Accordingly,
thrown back on the first translations ('in the cause of', 'on
account of'), we have to accept Plato's more apparent.meaning.
These persons, that is, who, liké beasts, unacquainted with
intellect or excellence, indulge in the less real pleasures70
(those characteristic of €mifuuntiudv and BupocidéS), actually
kick and gore and kill one another in order to gain never-

endingly greater supplies of the standard ﬁéovdf. These are

the things Plato means when he says that, being unreal, they
never provide genuine satisfaction. We could, indeed,

suggest that he does not exclude the thumoeidic "pleasures”

from them. But he does not include them either. We must
therefore inquire further.

c.1l6 To reach a satisfactory conclusion - if this is
feasible - concerning what Plato meant here, we have to take

further note of various of his references to the three soul
sectors (loyiotindv, 6vuoe1déS, and émiOuuntindv). Unless,

that is, his correlation of these three is more clearly
defined, we cannot expect to discover how he meant @1K1a71,

and TnSovART2 (arising from the giAfati), to apply to the

thumoeidic part of the soul.

A primary point is that these three initial soul parts
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are made separate by virtue of their distinct activities.

The division is almost imperceptibly introduced by scattered
references73, then in full74. Justice has initially been
proposed’® as a system of balance. It is the medium through
which each class of person, man, woman, child, in the city
performs its own specific work without interference. This
proposal leads naturally to the discussion of what happens

. when there is interference. Groups whose mutual non-
cooperation and intermingling would be even more catastrophic
are brought up. These comprise the ypnuatiothS, moreuind/S,
and SOUXEUTIu6f76. (Later we find this nomenclature varied
to yonuatioTindS, éminovpiudS, guianindST7, or again
elionep8iS, @iAdvinoS, @irboogoS, etc.78) Socrates now
comments that , just as in the city one has the odopwv,
&vépe?a, and oowﬁ sectors, so does one in the individual
man. His separate mental sectors correspond. This being
soT9, the ¢i1Aouadfif, 6upoe18fS, and 9lloxpfiratoS sectors are

as much departments in the mind as they are in the city.

We now have a more explicit grouping of the three. These

are again the complementary parts: gilouadéS, Oupoeci18é/f,

¢rroxpfinatov®O. The list is followed by their formal
definition, which designates them as those parts comprising
the soul with which we learn (pov8dvopev), are angry
(O6vpobueda), and desire (émiupoupev)8l. A full discussion

of the separate but independent roles 82 of these parts in

the soul is added.

On the strength of this account we might well come to the
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fairly reasonable conclusion that each of these three parts
carries out exclusively the function in connexion with which
it is naied. I.e. the logistic would control only thinking

and nothing else, the thumoeidic contest and nothing else,

the epithumetic desiring and nothing else. But, so far from

this being the case, a hint of something more, as we saw a
little while ago, came with the ascription of pleasure to the
logistic83. 1t was here that the 6uuoc1d8éS could begin to

lay claim to be considered alongside it in relation to this

important finding.

c. 17 To expand further on this. Pleasure had even
earlier not been referred to as absolutely of the epithumetic
sector84. Desire was, as such, ascribed to one part of the
soul only. And pleasure, indeed, is presumably only possible
from things one can desire. But it seemed that the desires

associated with the epithumetic were 1limited85. They are

described as 'those concerned with eating and sex, and

related genres'86, 'certainpleasures'87T, 'the so-called

Pleasures of the body'88. We are, therefore, not altogether

unprepared when a distinct pleasure is suddenly ascribed to

the Yuxfi. But Yuyfi is taken here in the sense 'rational

(logistic) part of the Yuyd'. How can it conceivably be

~a@ssociated with vulgar-sounding 'pleasures'? Yet Cephalus

had spoken early on of the desires and pleasures of the

mind. There existed in his view, the Tepl To0S AbyouS

S0

b » - € »
emifuniar te wal ndovai89, ang later, 7y we have mention

too

of then. Similarly, though reference to pleasures of the
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thumoeidic sector is not as full, it is made quite clear that

this soul element also seeks them. Here, then, we are being
shown something quite revolutionary. A distinct pleasure can

be predicated of activities by no means ordinarily associated

with the pursuit of pleasure at all.

This does not really fit in with the original scheme. In
fact, it seems an almost inconceivable departure when we find
Plato allowing a formal metamorphosis of the three departments

of the soul from functional to what seem at first like

virtually appetitive units. The reason for his instituting
this new approach seems also impossible to understand.
Perhaps, however, we may get some arguable glimmering of his
intention if we take the following stand-point. It is
possible that, in following this line of thinking, he may be
trying to account for what appear to him to be elementé of
'drive' present in these units. Such elements would indeed
make them deserving of a status as partly 'desires' in their
own right. Earlier, he had attributed to 6upoeci8éS the

principal element of drive found in the higher sector9l. But

the dynamic 'thrust' by the epithumetic sector towards things

it desires is just as concrete. It may seem less violent

than the thumoeidic's, but it is no less surely there. And

the urge to learn is equally real.

Conceivably, the epithumetic element alone, without the
thumoeidic, might have provided the logistic's motive power.

We might ask why it was not enlisted to do so. But there

could be a good reason for this. Plato recognised that there
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was a very real desire for intellectual activities in
‘superior' people. But ;t the séme time he might have been
most‘reluctant to assign this desire to the same agency
(epithumetic) as desired such lowly items as food, drink, and
sexual repletion. He had already called the epithumetic the
pox®npdtatov 'most degenerate', part of the soul92. Any
agency he could condemn in terms of that sort would hardly be
suitable as an associate of the highest. And this highest
part, the logistic, may, too, have seemed to embody a type of

desire different from both the epithumetic and the

thumoeidic. After all, it is more refined, less intense
(opb8pof)93. 1Its source scorns bodily desires94.
Nevertheless those desires had to be allotted to some
source. It may have seemed natural enough - certainly
convenient - to turn it into a composite unit. It would

engage in, but also enjoy and desire,

;£95.

the pleasure proper to
And this would be on direct analogy with the other two

sectors of the soul.

Perhaps the problem should be looked at in concordance
with other passages (cf. the Protagoras)9®, where f{Sovf is -
perhaps not as ironically as 1s believed by some scholars -

singled out as supposedly the supreme good. Plato may be

wishing to emend, or at least compromise on, & score dn which
he is not entirely satisfied - the possible underrating of

the status and importance of pleasure. Consideration of its

applicability to the higher pursuits would certainly suggest

that he is not altogether happy with its "

low" grading. He

can, however, only correct the situwation by raising pleasure
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from its predominantly sensual association to the level of
concomitant of higher pursuits. It has to be elevated first
to coverage of competitive, second, and ultimately, to that
of high intellectual, activity. If it could be found %o be a
sufficiently noble thing, there would at any rate be less
hindrance to 1ts being considered as an aspect of the
ultimate end - the Good. And this elevation he at all events
goes on to consolidate in subsequent paragraphs97. Here he
maintains not only that there is a certain 'high' pleasure

attached to intellectual activity, but that such pleasure is

the only 'true' kind.

Whether or not to serve as an introduction, then, to this
contention, he brings in two new proposals98, First, three

respective pleasures and desires exist, corresponding to the

three parts of the soul. Second, these three parté may, by

virtue of this, be designated in each case to particular

things as loves (91A1a1), and hence termed p1Adoogov,

@1Advinov, @iionepdéf99.

In assigning to each part an appetitive aspect, he
establishes that each faculty will seek the enjoyment

appropriate to the activity with which it is particularly

concerned. And for the thumoeidic part this means variously

MPATETY, Vikdy, edSonipeTvl00, indulging one's 6updSsl0l,

exerting Ble, and feeling ¢634vol/.
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c.18 The first suggestion that enters one's mind on
seeing the term @iAdvinoS or @iAdtimoS is that it is the
victory gained, or the honour won, that is the object of
desire. This is a point we have already gone into quite
fully. At the outside, it could be the processes of 'being
victorious', or similarly of 'being hounoured', that are
desired - but these seem somewhat artificial. At all events,

what it does not appear to be is the actual laborious process

of fighting to win victory or honour. Correspondingly, in

the case of tTd @uAdcogov and TO @Lronepd€S, we would say that
the most likely candidates for the object of desire are
respectively knowledge and the standard wEépdn(money, bodily
pleasures, etc.) We would not imagine that it might be the
burdensome process of gaining these, the strenuous efforts
that must go before actual enjoyment. But, first, we must

make some further observations in this connexion.

To take 10 @1Advinov as a preliminary instance. If it is

supposed to be vinn, the completed victory, that is liked by

the ¢1X6v1nof, not the process of viugv, 'conquering', there

are still highly unsatisfactory features of the situation.

The essence of the question here is clearly the same as in

the instance of '§pwf, discussed earlier. 1In its capacity as

primary Dionysiac energy-source in the Dionysiac-Apollinian
dynamism of ’épwSf, T0 6vuoe18&€S has one salient character-

istic.

It constantly places the problem of its disposal on

the Apollinian sector. Unless the Apollinian aids it in

this, the 6upoeld&€S' relatively inadegquate intellectual
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component cannot make the grade. It falls short, and_fails
to achieve justice. The result has, inevitably, been that we

have proportionate failure of direction. The EpwS process

goes astray, because the interaction of rational and
irrational which it embodies is not consummated. With the
intellect of the Apollinian rational no longer harnessing the
energy of the Dionysiac irrational sector, the pursuit of the

Good collapses.

Only the Apollinian sector®can truly know and desire the

Good. And the Good in this case is not only its own

particular object of desire. It is the sole justifiable

overall object of desire that "6owf can have. The two
branches of desire which are proper to the Dionysiac (or
'thumoeido-epithumetic') sector are on the other hand not in
themselves justifiable candidates as overall goods for the

’épwf process as a whole. They are specifically and force-

fully sought by these two elements. Certainly, too, they are

essential goods. But they are merely subsidiary, and exceed-
ingl& limited in their scope. The importance behind them is
that, limited though they may be, they provide the fuel by
means of which>the struggle towards goodness by the logistic
can be carried on. Further, if that logistic is not
sufficiently developed to distinguish the right way to the
Good, the thrusting violence of the Dionysiac sector will

nonetheless assert itself.

Its effects in such circumstances
will, in sad contrast, be disharmony, imbalance, and so
injustice.

* . .
(assuming this to be adequate)



™

III - 253 -

in a word, the aim of the Dionysiac sector per se‘is to
. |
satisfy the urges proper to it. For Eowf to be successfully
implemented, the Apollinian sector must guide these urges 1in
coordination with the overall search for the chief Good. If
it is successful, harmony, balance, and so justice will
result. But these Dionysiac urges are on the §6fa, or even

total &Yvwoid, level. They are gquite unconcerned (except

partially, in the case of T0 pupoe18éS) with the aims and
aspirations of '€pwf. We might therefore regard viun, or
tiuf, 6vpovohal, etc., as ‘'commodities' ready-won and

possessed. The fact of possessing them, rather than the

process of winning them, is, we might propose, what is

enjoyed. But this, once again, does not help. We are up
against the old problem. Why, for instance, is the

thumoeidic person said to aim 'continuously and totally' at

mastery102? Why does he not let up except presumably over

almost negligible "rest periods” following strenuous

contest? Quite clearly because the bid for viun, Tiufi, and

Suonoria is incessant. It parallels the bid for food, drink,
and sexual repletion in the case of the epithumetic sector

and seems at times similarly almost wholly devoid of

intellect. There is never any question of getting enough.

Its ravenous appetite runs ahead unchecked. This perpetual

insatiability was initially the case only with uncontrolled

tm10vptal03. But as it is proper to the emAnotia of the

lowest desires, it applies in great part to 10 OupoeidéS by

analogy. It does so, no doubt, dbut more slightly, even to

the logistic. For ultimate knowledge may certainly satisfy
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permanently, but it still, presumadly, has to be dynamically

maintained. Of course, Plato offers an explanation of why

the search for both of the former classes of things is
unremitting. It is that the objects concerned never
satisfy. And the reason they do not, is, as we saw104, that
they are 'unreal'l05., ©Perhaps a more modern way of putting
this would be that, since the urges they satisfy are
biological, they are constantly renewing themselves. They
cannot be permanently stilled. And this tones in perfectly
harmoniously with Plato's findings - provided that different

degrees of intensity of the urges are allowed for.

c.19 We have established that one cannot, at all events,
claim that the wlkévlnof, in seeking vinn, does so because he
wants subsequent material gains which are derived from
victory. This desire is proper to the prioxpnuatoS
(Emi6uunTindS). Nor can we confidently take him to be

wanting the accomplished fact of being victorious, or of

being paid honour (rather parallel to receiving material

tokens of honour). The reason for this is that he no sooner

conguers than his efforts to conquer, it is specifically

stated, are renewed. He never even takes a substantial

least of all a permanent - rest. Not even after a decisive

conquest. This may be because, as we have observed, his

special object of desire is, in Plato's technical sense, too
'unreal’.

(The proviso here is always that the viun

concerned is of the common vulgar material type, which it
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must be, unless adequately guided by logistic). But #his is
in any case a different kind of 'unreality' from that of
material objects. It is even different from that of the
semi—abstracts 'honour' and ‘'victory'. We can accordingly
begin to consider again the possibility that it is not the

vixn but the actual exertion of attempting to attain viun

that is in itself for him the desirable thing. Moreover, for

the 6upoei18%S element to discriminate on its own between good

and bad victories and honours is putting too high a demand on
its relatively less developed intellectual ingredient. It
must have guidance from the logistic. As eupo€166f element
pure and simple, it can therefore only desire action limited
to the gain of viun, tipfA, and Suvoxoliae. (These are taken as

being on whatever level, with the bias at times towards the

higher, at times the lower, types.) It follows that, now,

for %pwfS to be successful, its logistic (Apollinian) sector
must be adequately equipped to rule over the two lower
sectors, Ouuoci8éS and emi16uunTtindév. Yet the fact of the

matter is that it is not invariably supplied with adequate

AdyoS.

This is what makes the struggle a real one. A less than

perfectly capable Apollinian AG6Y0oJS is tried and tested to the

utmost. The aim behind this is to bring its irrepressibly

dynamic lower sectors into disciplined line; té fuel it in

its pursuit of the Good. It does not always succeed. (This

is proved by the presence of wrongdoing.) But if it did, the

struggle could in any case not be genuine. It would thus not
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We should revert for a moment to further analysis,
arising out of this, of the mutual relationship of the
various sectors constituting the Dionysiac and Apollinian
constituenté of '6pwf. The presence of an appetitive
constituent in each of the three parits of the soul leaves
their existence as distinct sections unaffected. At all
events, this applies as far as the appetite in each is

restricted to the private object-matter of each. For

instance, Plato treats T3 @1A0virov throughout as a middle
term between 10 ¢iXboogov and 10 @lAonepdéS. This he does in
the sense that he keeps it separate from both, though at times
he brings it closer to the one, at times to the other.
(Overall, he seems to prefer to regard it as closer to T0
@1r6009ov than to 13 @1Aouepd8éSl06, but the balance is about
even.) In the last major passage in which the three parts of
the soul are dealt with107, he preserves this relation. The

status of the middle part as the ally, perhaps more naturally

of the higher than the lower, is confirmedlO8, byt they are

still distinct.

In the instance of 10 @1A6vinov and 1O @ilouecpdéS, the
common factor of appetite produces uncompromising overlap.

Early on we found an almost inextricable union of the two

parts. This was at the stage where the primitive republic,

by its choice of & drive for superflous commodities instead

of pontented living on simple necessaries, 'unwittingly'
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projected itself into war109. ©Plato later separates these
parts, but his subsequent treatment of them as uniform

‘desires’ (¢1kia1) serves to reintroduce the earlier fusion.

c.20 The sequence at that early point was not quite
straightforward. It is worth tracing it back in order to
clarify the steps by which the progression to war occurs.

The first stage comes with the observation that the simple
provisions for life hitherto listed 'will not be adequate'110,
They will not satisfy certain people who (in Glaucon's

phrase) regard the plans made so far as good enough for a
city of pigs, but not for ome of humans. The new TpUwoalll

and preypaivouoae city will want much more than it has so far

been allotted. But it appears, also, that this wanting will

be of a rather peculiar kind. It will extend not merely
beyond the original point (of necessities) to a definite

limit, but infinitely. For Socrates assumes, when he states

that their current provisions will be insufficient, that they

will need a bigger cityll2 even though the population’s size

has presumably remained unchanged. Briefly, they will have

to seize other people's land. They will have to become

thieves on the largest scale. Yet the fact that their

possessions would not immediately suffice had not entailed

that they would need a bigger city. Much less had it

necessitated that they should acquire the land for it by theft.

Socrates glosses over these seemingly fundamental issues.
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The simple remark he uses in doing so is that parts of the
neighbours’ territory will 'have to be annexed' (dﬂorunréov).
And in this he strangely omits all aspects of the point,
clearly obvious to him, made above. (This is the truism that
people who want more, while already possessing essential
needs, do not need to rob others.) The ;epublic's inhabit-
ants can for one thing work harder to make more, but it seems
that this method holds no attractions for them. For another,
they can expand into their own undeveloped territory, if, as
is normally the case, they have some available. They do not

need to avail themselves either of the moveable possessions

or land of others. Yet, notwithstanding all this, the second

stage - of seizing foreign territory - is reached in a sudden

rush. There would seem to be many preliminary stages to be

gone through before the final act of piracy, but our con-
clusion can only be that Socrates considers them self-evident

and does not wish to waste fime considering them. The hard

final fact - and no-one recognises it better than he - is

that ultimately these inhabitants of the would-be luxurious

state are inevitably going to be wanting their neighbours’

Possessions and land. Above all, this is going to be the

case however much they may have of their own. The reality

might as well be recognised immediately. The intermediate

stages can go by the board. They are simply going to want to

engage in aggression irrespective.

And & further basic issue - which Plato has no doubt

deliberately made room forll3 - is the following. There is,

among these inhabitants of the so to speak 'luxus-staat', not
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just this inherent interminability, this infinity, of baser
micovefla- There is not only the desire to get infinitely

more of everything, without discrimination of good or bad.

There exists, further, the clear-cut desire to get it%t

precisely by foreibly wresting it from others. This is so

not only although the attackers do not need it, but even if

’)
they do not need to apply force to get it. €pwf/ has of

course here clearly gone drastically astray. The Apollinian
factor has fallen far short. But beyond all these in
interest, Plato delineates here a desire for contest as such,

with the emphasis on the amoral nature of that contest.

It is on this basis that the argument rests that Plato is

not actually postulating a desire for Vviun as an achieved,

completed goal. What he is specifying it to be for is a process

of struggle. The struggle is to gain ann, but continues

whether it is gained or not. 10 6vpoe18E€S inexorably and

incessantly desires viun. This is fundamental. Second, this

desire is incompletely logistic, and

y to result in good,

must be properly guided by AdyoS. Such is the condition of

the success of %pw/.

c.21 This is a striking suggestion on Plato's part.

First, no amount of gain however great will ever satisfy

unchecked (by the logistic sector) éﬂleuufa. He is to repeat

this point later, more than oncelld. But this is not all.

The desire for more is not confined even within accepted,

commonsense bounds. Acquisitiveness, it would be expected,
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would at least be limited to the things one can get without
endangering one's life. One's very ability to enjoy the
things one gets should surely never be gambled with. To

enjoy them one must, after all, be alive. Yet this gamble is

to be takem. Other peoples are to be attacked superfluously,
and their land wrested from themll>, a kind of act performed
necessarily at the possible cost of everything the attacker
has, including his life. More interesting than ever is that,
judging by the way he phrases the passage116, Plato regards
this apparently needless‘aggressiveness not merely as an

origin, but as the fundamental origin, of war.

For it is one thing to say that man's appetite for gain is

never satisfiedll7. It is very much another to say that it

can nag him to such an extent that he will actually virtually

commit suicide to try to appease it. In particular, if

dvSpeia is a prerequisite for aggressiveness, greed is
nevertheless still all that is supposed to be needed to make

one go to war. (Plato certainly at first implies that it

is.) There should therefore be no need for the extra

@1Advinov (Bupoe18éS) element to provide a fund of @gvdpefa-

Greed should presumably supply all the avSpei{a necessary.

However, of course, GvSpefa is a noble thing. The relation

of 16 @1iouep8é€S and TO @1A6vinov therefore needs closer

inspection.

Why is 10 Buuoe18€S necessary for aggression? Why, if

greed alone is apparently enough to drive a man to attacking,

is something further required to supplement it? On the face
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of it, there seems no need for any subsidiary aid to greed.
If we may conjecture that Plato has neglected to make
explicit any particular point resulting from his argument
about the consequences of greed, this is undoubtedly one.

The extent to which he incorporates in it the driving power
he later makes the proper province of TGO 6upoe1§€S is not
clear. Still, he gives us some significant leads. 0
éﬂleuunTlnév.has, it seems, very compelling links with <0
Buvuoe18E€S. In spite of 10 Bupoe18€S' preferential links with
T8 @iA80ogoy, both TO OuUuOe188S and TO emiBuuntindy are
beasts. This is noteworthy. Even if the first is a lion and
the evident superior of the other, these creatures are below
man. Both can become "dyp10ovl18. And both can, by their
separate, if simultaneous, efforts effectively cripple T0
Aoyiotindvll9., Moreover, both have the principal core of

their meaning in the stem 6up-, and a resultant germ of

dynamism emerges.

c.22 As far as 10 Buuoe18éS (and, somewhat in the same
? » . .

way, emifupio) is a drive towards a particular type of

conduct, it stands in contrast with that of 710 QLAONQBES

(Xoyiotiudv). The latter is of course a much milder, more

ethereal tendency, far more so than €mi16upie. Plato has

now left it less completely defined than will make it fully

independent. He has postulated 18 BuUwoec18S as a distinct

feature because it seems to him to have an important

Consciously, however, or
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unconsciously, he has made it look - at least at first - more
1ike a secondary feature. It resembles more closely
something supervenient on ¢r16uptal20 than a real force on
its own. As such a feature, it adds extra weight on its own
account to 18 &midupntindv (only later primarily to 10
@1louaféS), but has only a partially distinct separate
existence. In short, first the gleyunoivovoa state desires
limitlessly and indiscriminately. As a result 1t uitimately
attacks (allegedly solely for yet further gain). Then
mysteriously it 1is made out, we find, to belcontentious not
for the sake of contest as well as acquisition, but solely for
the sake of acquisition. If any desire at all does exist on
its part for contest as such, it is included with acquisition

under the one label - T3 @llonepSéS.

Plato, in temporarily fusing acquisitiveness with
contentiousness in this wayl2l, no doubt still thought of

tr10vpfa and T0 6upoer§éES as stages of the dialectical

process of striving for'&yaeév. He began by placing them in

both roles - greed and contentiousness - and simply omitting

initial mention of T0 6vuoeci18&Sf. 1In doing this, he was

probably taking 10 6upoel8€S temporarily as an additional

contention factor, a kind of "supercharger", as it were, of

the basic desire-machinery. The fact is, nevertheless, that

we have 10 6upoeci8éS presented to us later independently,
with a wealth of detail and in a very different light. This

must certainly be considered important for modifying our view

of the kind of gyeed Plato regards as culminating in war.
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upoc18éS should, further, be seen in that capacity as, once
again, having a strong bearing on the nature of both war and
injustice generally. The Apollinian factor is lacking, so
fupoc18éS' application is unsatisfactorily guided. And the
account of how war begins can be taken as an account 'writ
large' of the beginning of any kind of deprivation - or,

briefly, Injustice.

c.23 The reason for this interrelation, to recapitulate in
part what has already been suggested, is thét, as is now
clear, more than just greed is needed in order to allow
particularly greedy people to implement their desires. To
possess the full force to achieve his ends, the unlimitedly
prAonepdnS (epithumetic) individual has also inevitably got

to be ¢@iAbvinoS (BuuoeldiS) to some extent. The very act of

stealing, to which he must inevitadbly first resort; nust

consist first of all and basically in subjection of the

"victim. Only together with this can there be appropriation.

Successful contest must precede (or can follow) removal of
property, because the prospective or actual victim of
stealing will at some stage resist. All these things require

force to counter.

One can divide the supposedly single act 'stealing' (here
of territory: TRSe..x0paSe..dm0oTUNTEOV) into two distinct

stages. These are respectively attack and appropriation.

The identical p?inciple applies even in surreptitious theft,
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because the act of taking their property away from pgople
involves an ingredient of trauma inflicted on them. And
trauma of this sort has so much in common with that
accompanying the actual act of wresting it from them that it
is indeed almost impossible to tell the two apart. In short,
the act of depriving anyone of anythiﬁg, since it involves
separating them from it, involves duress. Whether the
‘separating' is done by open force or by stealth, it inflicts
shock. This shock may be physical or mental, but, whiéhever
it is, it invites forcible reprisal. And this reprisal the

thief thern has to resist - if only by flight.

ITllicit deprivation cannot therefore, in principle, be
anything other than 'contentious'. And, following from this
combined with the above finding, we may conclude that any

type of injustice whatever is, in principle, contentious. It

consists fundamentally of'deprivation of others in respect of
goods, material or abstract, which are anything up to

potentially vital to them. As such, it must in principle

contain the element of aggression. The act of greed, on the
other hand, does not on its own alwaysl22 incorporate theft,.

It does not, therefore, always incorporate aggression. In as

far as it observes the law, it will observe the legal
boundaries of any undesirable consequences it may have, and,

accordingly, it cannot rank as injustice unless it crosses

those bounds. But once it does so, it becomes an unjust, and

therefore a contentious, act.

The relationship Plato's treatment of the subject leaves
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us with is this. All injustice is contentious. Not all

contention is, however, unjust. This is clearly very

significant for the part of 10 pupoe18€S in the scheme of

justice and injustice. For as it turns out, there would in
effect be no injustice at all but for the existence of the
upoe18éS element. On the other hand, there would be no
justice worthy of the name either. The fupoe18€S element is

the driving factor that generates all noteworthy activity,

good or evil, and the logistic determines how much good or

evil will relatively be achieved by the activity. With the

thumoeidic force removed, the universe would be a static hulk.

c.24 It will also be helpful to return temporarily to the

earlier point, that Plato has quite simply maintainedl23 that

greed on its own initiates the type of war Glaucon's luxury

state will set out to wage. 1In fact, it looks there very

much as if he thinks of greed as having the inherent drive to

sustain that war as well. We need to test afresh the picture

so far given us of greed to see whether it will permit of

this. Earlier we found references in the discourse between

Thrasymachus and Socrates to greed in connexion with

unjusticel24., Yet wieovefia ('unlimited deéire'), as we have

‘seen, does not naturally follow from éﬂleuufa in the normal

Greek sense. Normal desire has a distinct object. On

acquisition of that object, it rests satisfied for an

appreciable time. When, in contrast, we conjoin with

'desire' the additional Platonic rider of insatiability, a

new factor comes into play. Now the subject desires not Jjust
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a certain object or objects, nor for a limited time,_but

unlimited commodities all the time. This is the exact mental

backdrop to greed. 1In short, mheovefia reveals itself as the

term denoting, as it were, superimplementation of the mental
attitude characteristic of desire. It is desire bolstered by
15 Bupoe18éS, and abandoned by AoyioTinOV. And Plato may
well have expected us to draw that conclusion. From this
point at any rate we may set out to find whatever links there
may be between 'high-temper-energy' (10 6upoer8€S), greed,
and injustice, which when present together in predominant

force cause épwf to fail.

Socrates is unwilling at first to discuss the problem of

whether the war which arises from greed achieves (€épydretat)

good or evill25, At the same time he maintains that evils

for men arise particularly plentifully from war. By this he
seems to mean that, whether or not it might achieve an

ultimate total of good outbalancing its evil products, those‘

evil products are immense and sure. The good, for their part,

are unsure. He is also positive that the gods (who are pre-
eminently good)126 do not fight among themselvesl27. To hate

easily is a most loathsome thinglzs. A fortiori, since

war is taken to imply hatred, making war must also be mnost

loathsome. 1In these preliminary passages we find significant

linkages of thought between greed, injustice, and contentious-

Most important are the connexions between the latter

two.
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c.25 Having attributed luxury-grasping war to greed129
alone, Plato however, as we have seen, then importantly

introduces the 6vuoec18éS elementl30, This he now says

supplies the courage (&vdpeia) necessary for the willingness
to fightl31. We have alfeady noted the overlap between greed
and 'high-temper' in respect to warl32. To be the basic
cause of war, greed, we found, would have to generate its own
supply of courage. We could not see how it could do this
solely with the help of émiBuuic . But we have now been
presented with the proposedly independent, specific source of
courage - TO 6Oupoe18éSf. The greedy man who also makes war

must get his courage from this. There is no other specified

source.

To support this conclusion. There is that about greed

which does not suggest an affinity with courage. At first

sight, the sequence followed in greed's realisation would be

this. The greedy man devotes himself to the wholesale legal

gathering in of property. Then, if unappeased, he covets the

property of others and tries to get it from them legally or semi-

legally. Ultimately, he seizes it illegally. But this final

step of seizure would, we have shown, invariably in principle

involve overcoming resistance. It would involve a need for

force, either in the shape of positife aggression, or

defence, and/or evasion of reprisals. And here, unless he is

courageous as well as greedy, the greedy man must stop.

Either he will never actually set out to seize what he

covets, or he will persuade others to seize it for him. But
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then, if we believe we have escaped the problem by this shift
(substituting "others”™ who will help him for his own

courage), there is the question of the motive>by which these
others; the fighters he emplqys, will be led. Will they,
similarly, bé fighting for mere gain? Or will they be fighting
nerely -~ or”aaditiogéfly - Yfor the sake;of fightimg'? If they are
fighting for gain, then they are actuated by the same motives
as the greedy man is. There is still the problem of where
their courage comes from. For with only the motives of the
greedy man behind them, they are in his position. They in
fact, to take Plato's division strictly, could not fight at

all. 'To fight for gain alone’' (that is for superfluous

gain, since fighting for the necessities of life can be
excluded as self-explanatory - one fights rather than dies)

involves a contradiction in terms. There must be the added

factor of 'contentiousness' present. TFor people who are

prepared to fight for superfluities, or just as a preferred

way of making a living, require more than greed. 1If,

therefore, they are fighting wholly or in part for the sheer

sake of fighting, then they must to that extent be actuated

by @ilovinila (10 6upoeci18é€S). They are not motivated, in that

department, by greed. The process of gaining viun, that is

of fighting itself, must be desirable to them.

c.26 In the previous chapterl33, we found that the

®1AdvinoS brand of the thumoeidic person could only partially

satisfactorily be shown to enjoy the process by which he
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achieved viun. It looked as though completed achievement of

vinn, the state of being victorious, was all that supplied
him with satisfaction. He did not seem so clearly to enjoy

the strenuous process of gaining it. But the indications

were that Plato did not actually regard him as deriving full

satisfaction from viun itself.

If these indications did not seem conclusive, a more
thorough follow-up yields some illumination. Closer
inspection of the case of the ¢@1A0vinoS on general grounds

reveals viun as on its own a very tenuous object of desire.

The viun enjoyed by a common soldier would certainly be
extremely flimsy. Without the subsidiary factor of Tluﬁ, it
does not even carry real conviction as a reward in its own
right at all. The common soldier earning pay for his

services does not, further, win much Ti1pfj in any case.

We have now substantially shown that some soldiers fight partly .
or exclusively owing to ¢1A0y1¥fg{ If the . findings just quoted |
are valid, it appears most unlikely that such soldiers Qill
be fighting even largely for purposes of gaining an 'ggi-
product’ viun in the standard sense of the term 'end-product’

- or indeed for Ttiufi or anything similar to it in the way of
a 'final' end. They must, in fact, be fighting their

external enemy in great part precisely because they wish to

fight. They wish to experience the exertions and/or - if one
likes - the 'end-product’ of the exertions - a physiological
state -~ involved in the process of fighting . giAovinie, that

is to say, is in this respect the sole efficient cause of

their bellicosity.
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The doctrine Plato puts forward harmonises with this.
Greed may be an originating cause of gp1iovinia's coming into
play. Or the contenders may even use it as a pretext to
cover their blatant @ilovinia. But it cannot be a

cause of contention independently of @llovinia.

This argument is recapitulated here mainly to draw
greater attention to the third member (éupéf) of the three
manifestations in question. These three (986voS envy, Bla
violence, OuudS hot—temper) are the defipitive symptoms of
the thumoceidic person who pursuesl34 his thumoeidic
propensity to the limit. The manifestation of the third
member, BupdS (Svouoria is given by Plato as its
mainspring)135, is in the form of indulgence of hot-temper,
such as, for instance, in overt rage. It cannot reasonably
be doubted that this specialised 6uudS was blended in Plato's
mind with the other two ingredients of the general 6uud/S of
0 Bupoec16éSf. (These are the Bia that sprang from gilovinia,
and the @66voS arising from ¢@iAoTiuie.) A pattern of
thumoeiaic action involving all three elements is the most
natural one. Exclusive manifestations of m6dvoS, Bla, or
ovud/S respectively, as though each could be present in an
absolute form, are less likely. This does not, of course,

exclude the possibility that one or other of the threesome

might predominate. 1If this were not so, the term

¢1X6v1n0f136 could hardly be so freely used by Plato as a

Where he speaks of

966voS, Bia, and OuudS, he must therefore be taken to mean

these mainly in combination (6uudS perhaps lying somewhat to
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the fore). He would only to a lesser extent be likely to
intend them to apply separately. The overt expression of
updS in rage, for instance, cannot be separated from ¢635vol/,
or even from the infliction of Bla. Finally, the full
account of the actions of a person manifesting TO BupociSiS
without the curbing rein of AoyioudS or vouS138 includes all
the ingredients of war. In particular, it includes the
simplest raw material of war, namely Ouvpd/S coupled with Bla

- angry violence.

The three elements are ¢083voS owing to ¢1XOT1ufa, RBla
owing to ¢@iloviule, and third, 6updS owing to Suonorfa. OFf
these, 6uvudS seems on the surface to be the only manifestation
in which something at all like contentiousness or violence is

wanted unqualifiedly and for its own sake. 1In it, the mental

condition (duonoAr{a) produces the physical manifestation
(6vudS)- It is the only one in which the producer seems

absolutely obviously to be of exactly the same type of

substance as the product. This is to say that, first, envy
does not seem so0o much to rely for its origin on love of

honour. ©Nor, second, does violence rely on a love of

triumph. But for anger a fund of hot-temper is essential.

In other words, Plato seems to be fathering all five items

966voS, girotinia, Bia, p1iovinie, and Svoworia - onto BuLWES

irrespective. He pairs them off with each other as seens

most apt, but makes fuudS ultimately their fount and raison

d'€tre. He treats BuvudS as at once a whole, and as part of

that whole.
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The same thing happens in the case of TO Aoyiotrindv and
the soul (logistic coming to be termed the only "true' part
of the soul). Plato's tendency towards this dialectical
technique is critically important, since it is only within
the context of his total dialectic that the dialectic of
pupdS can be seen in perspective. In accordance with it, in
avery event, we can say the following. Since BuudsS is
apparently wanted for its own sake, these five above items -
966voS, Bie, etc. - would all, as its several ingredients,
also be wanted for their own sake. Envy, ambition, violence,
contentiousness, and anger all receive a unigue treatment
from Plato. They are conceived of by him as indulged in at

least as much for the sake of the experience of indulging in

them as for any other reason. And the nature of that other

reason (i.e. whether it is higher or lower) will depend on

the Apollimian AoyioTindv's degree of success in channelling

them correctly.

c.27 In passing, we may observe some of the consequences

of separating these "sub-elements". We could, for instance,

easily be prompted by the treatment of the various parts of

the 6upoe18€S element as distinct units to think of, say, the

@1A6vinoS man as an employer of essentially dispassionate

violence. We could imagine that he indulged in violence

unqualified by any other factor, which he inflicted on others

in order to achieve victory. Then, on some entirely

unrelated occasion, we might suppose, he would indulge in

envy, or again, anger. For ¢1lorlu{a as purely a love of
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honour can only have weovof for one instance (n semi-aggressive

manlfestatlon),1nd1rectly read into it. But this is clearly not

what-Plato meant. Admittedly, all that the word QIXOTIUOI strlctly,

tells us about a person is that he loves a traditionally
praiseworthy thing - honour. We are not told that he is
envious of, much less that he inflicts violence on, anyone.

Likewise, a @1AdvinoS person is only violent by inference.

‘That is, he is only so if vinn is presumed to require

violence for its achievement. One could justifiably suppose
that, as he simply enjoys viwn, he would be quite content

with it even if it were available without the need for any

effort whatever - least of all for violence.

If his opponents

gave in without the slightest sign of a struggle, this would

apparently be quite satisfactory from his point of view.

This is a 1less convincing picture than for piroTipic.
For one can perhaps less readily conceive:of victory. belng enjoyed
without a preliminary process of assault.and strugéle than nf
honour being enjoyed without a preliminary process of envy.
S5till,

it makes more or less acceptable sense. What does not

make sense is the third proposition. The suggestion that all

that it takes to satisfy G&uonoria is a private, 'self-
contained' manifestation of 6OvudS is unconvincing. To

propose that it would make no difference to the SOonolo/S

(bad-tempered man) if no other individual suffered from his

effusions of Suvonoria

does not ring true at all. It is in

the essential nature of dSvonodic that it vents itself uﬁﬂ\

disagreeable effects on others. People at:large must suffer by it

for the §0ono)oS to be satisfied. And one of his chief
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concerns is that they should suffer by it.

Listing the three mental states again with their
respective manifestations, we have : ¢11011u1a engendering
906voS, @ilovinia engendering Bie, and Suonolia engendering
fvudS. Of these three sets, neither of the first two need
necessarily (at first sight) entail a love of contentiousness
for its own sake. Nor, following from this, need it imply a
love of infliciting duress on others. Both the ¢1X6tlu0f and

@1A6vinoS have, on the face of it, only actual and realised

Tipfi or vinn as their goal. No particular road to obtaining

either goal is specified. But this must, we may now be

certain, be an outcome more of strict, than of discriminate,
reading of the text. We cannot genuinely believe Plato to
have supposed that the seeker after Tiuf or viun did not

derive enjoyment from the dynamic process so much sewn up

with it. The whole routine of envying, fighting, and

emulating his fellow humans (as well as any concrete goals he

might reach in doing so) demands inspection as a potential

candidate for what attracts him.

This inspection is rewarded. For the very structure of

the verbs @ilotiueToOal and @ihovikeiv indicates that dynamic

processes are concernedi39. The manner of their use by Plato

further confirms it. ¢ilovixelv, for instance, expressly

conveys the meaning 'love to engage in the process of

conquering'. This implies ‘'love to contend',

'love to vie',

‘love to endeavour to win'.

And the effort to win is

focussed not just on one particular victory, but on the
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interminable attainment of - the interminable effort to

attain - victories. The effect fhis has is %o reduce victory
to a mere hair-line of demarcation between successive stages
of QlkovlueTv, the end of one effort to win and the
beginning of the next. Which lays fitting emphasis on the

minor status of viun itself relative to the process of

gaining it.

c.28 These evidences of the ingredient of contentiousness
in the first two manifestations (¢8dvoS and B{a) of 10
gvuoe18éS have, on this account, to be taken in combination
with 6vudS, the product of duoxoiia. 6vLOS immediately

confers on each an added factor of active dynamism.

Suonoiia, unlike ¢ilovinic or @idlotipile, does not look
towards any static, ultimate goal (except no doubt temporary
exhaustion of the &8uowoAia). It has no final end upon
attainment of which the 680onoloS will rest contented. The

peevish man achieves contentment only by constant paroxysms

of irascibility and rudeness. There is no 'loophole' through

which he can attain permanent satisfaction, no other
realised, distinct object (material or abstract) the

acquisition of which will quiet his inclinations. There is

nothing of any kind that he can achieve and enjoy simplex

without further exertion on his part. In short, the main

enjoyment derived from the actions characteristic of his

BuudS does not come after, but during, the exercise of that

guudS. Enjoyment might, by contrast, be thought more likely

to come after, than during, ¢60voS or BTa. But in the case
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of Suoxolfa it is the most obvious that what is sought is the

state of being relieved of excess accumulation of 6uudSf. In

this, again, it would differ from pixovinia and @irioTipia.
These two havé the characteristic that the thing enjoyed has
(if only on the strict interpretation made above) nothing
necessarily to do with what one does oneself, but with what
others do. The exercise of OuudS would, in that case (like
gymnastic), be an indirect good - not enjoyed in itself, but
leading to the enjoyable. But it would remain a good arising
from a personai activity, while the goods of vinn and Tipf

need not (again at first sight only) necessarily arise from

any personal activity at all.

c.29 The strict interpretation given above was, however,
we found, nevertheless not the probable one. @lAovinelv and
9lA0T1Ue100al are verbs meaning, as we have seen, not merely
to 'love conquest' and 'love honour'. They imply loving to

do consistently the type of thing that leads to conquest or

honour. The @1AdvinoS and ¢@iAdtiuoS are therefore,

correspondingly, not just people who love conquest and honour

once these are obtained. They are persons whose activities

are incessantly efforts

to get constant supplies of them.

And that Plato had this view is further indicated by his

doctrine of the natural interminability of ¢ilovinia and

~ ’ rd
g1rot1uial40 (as of the emifupfwei). There never, indeed,

comes a time (except extremely transiently) when the
‘¢1X6YIMOI or @1A0tiuoS acquires enough viun or TipfA to

convince him that he can relax his efforts. Nor is the
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§OonoroS content but for the briefest moment with the results
of his 6uonolia. At any rate, he does not let up for long

enough for a marked pause in his conduct to become noticeable.

Plato's interpretation of this is that, like those of the
inferior emifuuial, the pleasures of viwn, Tiufi, and Svonoiia
are 'bastard’ pleasuresl4l. They lack truth and reality.
Therefore, since they cannot ever satisfy, infinite
quantities of them can be obtained by fupoe18erS people, yet
no lasting satisfaction be afforded. On our own explanation,
they are biological requirements. They coﬁtinue as long as
the individual remains alive, and the constantly arising need
for them is thus not strange. But this does not change the

fact that we also regard them as 'inferior' pleasures.

Irrespective of whether or not we accept his explanation
of why viun and Ti1pf) are insatiably sought by the less
discerning GUUOEIGETI, we must'provisionally agree with
Plato's observation that they are incessantly sought. This,

in turn, poses the question why they 'lack reality'.

Plato's view that their lack of reality, and resultant

inability to satisfy, is owing to their being subject to

change is again a specialised point of dogma not easily

accessible to us. VWhat, in Plato's view, essentially is

change? 1Its basic defectiveness in his eyes needs

considerable analysis. We are therefore left, until we can

achieve this analys;s, with the key proposition that various

people do seek the pleasures associated with T0 Ouuoe188S142
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incessantly. They also do so without limit of quantiﬁy. No

matter how fully they achieve vium, tipfi, or SuvonoAla, they

continue to seek them as though they had acquired none.

From such a finding, it might directly be concluded as
above, with Plato, that these particular ‘'pleasures' are
merely not of a specially satisfying type. Or one might
further assume that the individuals engaged in seeking them
nust be too unintelligent to recognise the 'true’ pleasures,
which would afford greater satisfaction. On the other hand,

the hard fact is that they continue insatiably to seek the

experiences they do as though they were pleasurable.

This is solid evidence for pinpointing the real source of
the pleasure they seek. Mere vinn and Tl1uf may give

satisfaction in %themselves. We have no conclusive evidence

that they do not. We may even say that we cannoi be
absolutely sure that their seekers enjoy the process of
struggling to acquire them more than the - so to speak -
'completed' commodities. (But here Plato's use of @LAOVIKELV
and @lAoTipeicBa1 helps us.) If we come out firmly, once
again, with the contention that the strict interprefation of
@1AévinoS we mentioned above was wrong, and that Plato means

by wlxovlneTv and QIXOTlueToeal constantly endeavouring to

win fights or gain honour - not just being pleased with

victory or honour etc. once gained - we cannot escape the

clear inference. We must regard such people as wishing

perpetually to continue the process of struggle.

He must

mean that they will necessarily do this regardless of whether
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they achieve final success oOr not. The fact that owing to
mieoveE{a and dmAnotia they never stop trying is mno
reflection on the obvious consideration that those who, by
contrast , seek the genuine ‘'true' pleasures never actually
stop trying either. At each instance of their ocbtaining the

pleasure, it is a truly satisfying onme. To think of them as

coming to a total standstill regarding its pursuit is however
not convincing. They, too, will perpetually be continuing to
try to gain that chosen plegsure. But, as we have mentioned,
when they get it they are, to an appreciable extent and

for an appreciable time, really satisfied.- The others are
not. Another differentiating feature would no doubt be that

their efforts would be less gross and desperate (cf. assault,

murder, etc. by the w1konepéﬁfl43) than those of the lesser
humans. But the essence of the distinction is that the lower

pleasures do not even temporarily give full satisfaction.

c.30 The question repeatedly posed here has, of course,

one immediate answer. The @liAdvinoS person gains pleasure

both by the actual process of trying to win victory and by

means of the victory won. This is so, it is argued, because

the dialectical process of striving goes on perpetually, but
obviously the attained victory must please in the first

place. Also, in the light of reason (or the just state), the

'struggle', as such, assumes a different perspective. But,

viewing the @uAdvinoS (@1AdtiupoS, etc.) man strictly qua
@1AbévinoS, we have had a distinct problem to face, and it has

been pursued for this substantial distance because of its
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heavy bearing on the destiny of 16 fupoeldéS. In its rdle of

‘pressuriser’' of an jndividual's activities - both just and

unjdst - it has a pivotal importance. The only thing he can
be incontrovertibly shown to enjoy is the process of contest
for victory. And we may thrust the viun of which this
@1AdvinoS individual is a part towards justice or injustice.
We may assume him to be adequately or inadequately guided by
Apollinian \6yof. Whatever we do to him, the pleasures
involved in his victory- and honour-seeking, as in the case
of corporeal pleasures, are, as Plato has said, ‘untrue'1l44,

An 'attained' and efficaciously satisfying goal would not be

so classified.

In spite of all this, Plato does allow that certain
corporeal pleasures are 'necessary' (e.g. eating, drinking,

etc.145). It is not probable that, by this concession, he is

suggesting that such pleasures partake of any measure of

truthl46, They are, after all, merely those employed in

removing discomfort. Still, this does not lose them their

status as 'pleasures', however lowly. The issue that chiefly

presents itself is that, while the pleasures of repletion of

certain states of need may not be 'true', it remains the case

that, if Plato could call them 'necessary' pleasures, they

are still pleasures. Degraded

as they may be, they still

hold that title. He would obviously'not refer to theum sas

'most', or 'less', trueldT if only one class of 'pleasures'

(the "true' ones) provided pleasure at all. He would not

allot the term to them if,'because not altogether true, they

afforded no pleasure whatsoever. However deficient some are,
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they at least do, if only temporarily and to a limited
extent, do what they are expected to. Therefore it makes
sense that they should continue to be sought. They obviously
do supply the means of filling the natural and inevitable
physiological voids that develop in respect of them. These
voids may immgdiately open up again. They may be
incompletely filled, and the desire npever fully cease, even
for & moment. But the substance of fulfilment, even if it 1is
only relative fulfilment, is there for the taking. The
pleasure may not be BéBa10Sl48, firm, but it is still genuine

at least in so far as it serves to counterbalance the pain

which is its oppositeld9.

Plato's example of a 'true' pleasure, such as that of
smelllSo, reveals to us more fully his view of true
pleasure. It is a 'bonus' on top of neutrality. The
pleasure of smelling an attractive scent is neither preéeded
nor followed by the pain of an overwhelming craving. There

would be no problem in deciding why there should be a desire,

for instance, to experience the pleasure of a scent. The

wise man, at mental and physical equilibrium, desires certain

true pleasures. He then selects those of his particular

choice to be experienced for their own sake. He certainly

feels this desire to experience them, or he would not be

moved to do so. But as he is a controlled person, it is not

the pressing, painful desire of inanition of the epithumetic

or thumoeidic type by which he is driven. Another aspect,

mentioned above, of these 'true' pleasures is that it is

impossible to be content to suppose that true enjoyment of
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them can only occur by coincidence. This ‘truest’ type of

pleasure therefore also, we found, because it can be

deliberately selected, becomes analogous to the pleasures of

repletion. The individual may, certainly without previous
desire, happen by coincidence to come upon some desirabdle
scent, and experience pleasure. But the pleasure of scent is
not less true if he does desire it beforehand, and

deliberately indulge in it.

True pleasure, as well as false pleasure, can therefore
be positively desired. The 'pain' of desire for it is as
real. The difference seems only to be in that this 'pain'

seems to be not so intense as for the less true instances.

And the pleasures concerned are not so abandonedly desired.
Converseiy, 'false' pleasures which are the subject of the
more abandoned type of desire may not be 'true', but they
must have validity at least to the extent that they fill,

however partially or transiently, the vacuum that gives rise

to the desire for them.

To relate this point to the problem of the pleasures

sought by the 6Ouvuoei18fS person. Whether he is predominantly
@1A6vinoS, g@iAdtipoS, or &GonodroS, we can say of him, first,
that as ¢@1AdvinoS, for instance, he does have an unremitting
desire for viumn, but that in this he is not essentially

different from the individual seeking true pleasures. The

only differences are that he desires them more abandonedly

than the latter, and that they satisfy him less fully and for a

shorter time than the 'true' pleasures. Second, he does



11T - 283 -

obtain the object-matter of his desire by means of the
pleasures he seeks (although, agéin, he cannot do this as
completely or for as long). PFinally, these repletions with \
their corresponding depletions are to certain people the only
known objects of desire and sources of discontent respect-

ively. And the simple reason for this is that they do not

have the intelligence or knowledge to recognise, or seek, the

true ones.

c.31 This leads to what now approaches.our central
consideration. Socrates at many points in the Dialogues
postulates that only stupid people are unjustldl, They are
unjust, first, because they do not know that justice gives the
most pleasure. Second, they are unjust because they do not
know how to be just. This squares closely with his doctrine
regarding 10 Bupoei1Sé€S. A thumoeidic person who does not
happen to have much logistic power lives a life of simple
alternation between striving painfully for victory (just or
unjust).and gaining it, uncomfortably accumulating his anger

and venting it (justly or unjustly), and so forth. He goes

through life in this fashion purely because he lacks the

ability to devise just means for arranging the process.

Likewise, the very stupid, but highly epithumetic (and
averagely thumoeidic) persons spend most of their lives

alternating between corporeal hunger and repletion, lust and

satiation. Less inclined as they are towards the fvpoer18elS

enjoyments afforded by honour and preferment, they achieve

their maximally 'low’ corporeal requirements justly or
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unjustly by coincidence alone, because they are in fact in

the first place too stupid even vaguely to distinguish the

respective directions in which they should procead.

" These two doctrines, regarding the epithumetic and
thumoeidic faculties respectively, can resultantly now go

further in combination than Plato explicitly took them. The

link-up between the higher pleasures and justice, and in turn
between the baser pleasures and injustice, makes their
relationship more obvious. Discussion of these two aspects
brings us closer to an appreciation of the community of the

origins of injustice, and of action in general, in relation

to 10 Oupoelr8ES.

Plato has specified the two morally most interesting
branches of conduct characterising wisdom, or the absence of
it. First, that of pleasure-seeking. By one of his most
consistently elaborated ethical aphorisms, everyone seeks

good for himselfl52., At the same time, the good is variably

shown t0o be the most profitable, or most truly pleasurable,

or simply the most obviously desirable, commodity. But in

any case the reason it is sought is essentially taken to be

self-evident. The only time anyone will not seek good for

himself is apparently when he does not know enough to be able

to recognise it for what it is. For after all, as the

doctrine reasonably enough assumes, any normal person must

want maximal profit or fulfilment of his desires, however

merely 'supervenient' these are on actual good. How
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effectively any person obtains good will therefore depend on

his intelligence.

The second major branch.of conduct which Plato relates
closely to the possession of wisdom and its reverse is the
practice of justice. Just methods of obtaining goqd are the
nost effective methods. Accordingly, the dual tendency of
stupid people first to commit injustice153, second to seek
only the less 'true' pleasures of TO @lionepd&€S (or at best
10 6upoc18éS), arises quite naturally. In the present
context, however, this phenomenon provokes close attention.
We will by now agree with Plato that Bupoei8hS (as also
plionepdnS) behaviour keeps the individual at a mere neutral
balance of pain and pleasure. The desire for, e.g., Viun,
creates a pain of void. When viun is obtained, this void is
filled, if transiently, relieving the pain. And viun, while
not constituting a true pleasure, does constitute what the
®1A6vinoS wants - that is, what he thinks he wants.

It therefore

satisfies him to that degree, if merely on a rather low level.

If we now look at the object-matter of injustice in the

same way, a very significant picture is obtained. We have

several examples of traditionallb4 unjust conduct*in Plato.

Socrates' view on this is clear.

The opening part of the relevant Passage concerning it is

not very straightforward. The musical man's wish not to have

'more' (mA€ov ¥xe1v) than another musical man, but only than

an unmusical man, is obscure. We may infer from it, in every
*

(apart from its major constituentlss)
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event, that it is characteristic of the wise man to want more
only than an unwise man. That is to say, the wise man's

characteristic is to want no more than is his due. The unwise

man, owing to his unwisdom, wants and obtains so much
indiscriminate matter that on the balance he no doubt
ultimately gets rather little good. Indeed, he probably gets
considerably less overall than is a normal man's due. As an
unwise, and correspondingly unjust, man he is said to want more

than both wise and unwise. But we can put this more briefly as

that he simply wants more. More of everything (whether good or
bad, because he cannot tell the difference)vand more than
anyone, indiscriminate1y156. In this respect - that he is
never satisfied - he closely resembles the @i1AdvinoS and
@1Aonep8iNS men, though in the last two cases, interestingly,

the reason for failure of satisfaction lies in the falsity of

the pleasures sought. The unjust man gua unjust (i.e. qua

stupid) perpetually wants more both of true and of false

pleasures. It is, however, his lack of discrimination that

militates against his ability always to secure the true ones,

and with them full satisfactionl®7. He does not know enough to

be able to recognise them - as a result, he gets a random

mixture.

c.32 The Ovuoei1dAS'link with injustice becomes even clearer

now. The second main sector of injustice in Plato is the

fvuoe18€f-originated one: contentiousnessl58, Unjust people

may proceed to attack, even kill, others, on the face of it in

order to get more possessions. But so far from this being the
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whole truth, in reality they do it for the sake of contest as
well. Here we find an even more striking correspondence
between injustice and the search for both types of baser
pleasures. The lust for the basest pleasures, those of the
¢n186vuiatl, has, however, as leading features both greed and
violencel53. Bestial hedonists in the first place eat, drink,
and indulge themselves sexually on the scale of farmyard
animals, yet they are subject to constant mAeovefia and

dninotia. But, in the second place, ultimately, to gain more

of the pleasures which are the objects of their mieove&la, they

attack and kill othersl60. These actions - comprehensive theft

and aggression - could well be said, if the postulates made
earlier in the thesis are valid, to represent the sum total of

injustice, and from now on we will take the liberty of working

on this as a valid hypothesis.

In the discussion of the genesis of war161, Socrates, as was

said, did not reveal explicitly - perhaps he just preferred not

to waste his time revealing it, since his inner view must be so

obvious - whether he regarded either the desire for more land,

or the wresting of it from othersl62, as unjust. 1Indeed, he

seems to avoid the term 'desire' here altogether. He mentions

that the state will 'need' (8enoducba) these extra items; that

previous territory will not be "adequate' (iuavﬁ); etc. The

only compromising word he uses is ’adme1povl®3, unlimited. Their

needing it ‘'unlimitedly’ implies greed. We may, however, in

any case infer his condemnation of contentious mTAeoveETla, and

hence warlike attack, from both earlier and later disapproval

of unbridled wmieovef{{al®4, and his patent condemnations
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throughout of contentiousnessl65.

This viewpoint of his regarding war is immensely

important. Its central thesis is that, together with injustice

and the seeking of baser pleasures, the sequence of war-
initiation constitutes yet a third pattern of degeneration.
This pattern is, of course, the OUUOEIGﬁf one. The
@Xeyuaivouoa state indulges, as does the unjust and basely
lustful man, in variegated unnecessary desires. Next, it
grasps all that is immediately to hapd. Then, apparently
insatiable by peaceable acquisition, it begins to plunder
people by violence. The important principle in point here
(though it is, again, not one Plato explicitly mentions) must
be this: Violence inflicted upon any unwilling party provokes
return violence. The attacked person, robbed of goods
(personal safety being taken as one) he in principle requires
for his livelihood, retaliates. And, necessarily, he
retaliates on anything up to a maximal scale. The result of
this is that any attempt to rob him of those goods carries a
fundamental risk of harm, ultimately of death, to the robber.

This risk is most obvious in war, but in common-or-garden

injustice it is just as familiar in principle. Indulgence of

the baser lusts closely corresponds. Indeed, war very clearly

has much, if not universally, common ground with injustice when

the question of infliction of one's will on unwilling parties

is concerned; and, in turn, injustice has much, if not

universally, common ground with war. The element of violence,

the 6uuoe18€S-generated element,is simply of a lesser and

greater degree in the two respective cases.
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c.33 In regard to their basic constituents, these last two
(war and injustice) are then very similar. They are.in fact,
it seems, just views of precisely the same thing in differing
degree. Without entering into an inquiry as to how the views
differ in detail, we may throw some further light on the nature
of injustice by making an examination of their points of
coincidence, with special reference to their relation with 10
fvuoc18€S. In each of war and injustice we have.as basis the
sequence cupidity, acquisition, and aggression-with-risk. Each
shows a man desiring, taking, and finally forcibly seizing from

others, in the last case basically risking his 1life in doing so.

Plato's account of this is complete enough if we read
between the lines. We ought also not to make too demanding an
analysis of the explicit part he makes 10 OBuupoe18€S play in the
system. It has, in fact, almost no explicit part whatever,

according to him, and we might imagine that it would deserve a

great one. Taking unjust 'pleasure' first166, we find that the

bestially appetitive creature kicks and butts and murders EvVenra

™S to0twyv TAeoveiiaS (To0Twv here being the pleasures of food

and sex). These are apparently the only ones it is interested

in. Similarly, the unjust man; by the traditional view of
Thrasymachus and Glaucon, is interested in aggression not by

any means for its own sake, but only for that of the Tieoveila

which can be implemented through it. Tt seems, in

Thrasymachus' view, to be worth mentioning in addition that the

successful unjust aggressor is eUSa{pwviéT, and is not

hated by
his fami1y168, but these and a few other insignificant items
are the only activities or states amongst those making up his
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life pattern which (according to Thrasymaqhus) are not

absolutely patently to do with acquiring objects of property.

And even they look rather like it. &@ekeTv, in his usage,
means to benefit materially169. 10 OUUYEPOV is basically
material benefit. Similarly, 6ﬂnp€T€Tv is to provide material
benefit. All that they are ever associated with, in these or
his ensuing wordsl70, is mieovefia. His list of personslT7l
committing jointly TNV %xnv adiufav (the whole of injustice)

has not one single member who does not specialise in the

removal by stealth or violence of other people's commodities
(or persons) into the remover's own sphere of control.
lepdourotl, avépamodiotai, Tolywpbyotl, dmodgtepntal, wAémtat:
temple robbers, slavers, housebreakers, embezzlers, thieves -

the full sweep of @81ufia is covered. And on Thrasymachus' view

(which we can safely take to be the one Plato attributed to the
general public), the exclusive purpose of these individuals is

to secure control over other people's property (xpfitata) and

personsl72, The road to standard pleasure as well as to wealth

is assured by thisl73. g{ql74, the essentially Bupoei18é/-

originated féctor, is apparently understood to serve that

purpose and that purpose alone. Finally, we have war, where

the desire for incessantly more property precipitates those who

desire it into armed attack on others.

In all these three cases (baser desire, injustice, and

war), we have clear-cut reference to three principal things

only: Dbaser desire, acquisition,

and contention. The objects

concerned (property or pleasure) are desired. Second, they are

gathered in where freely available for the taking. Then, at
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the third stage, since desire continues insatiably, they are

seized violently, and fought for.

A slightly confusing feature is that there seems %o be no
transition from stage two to stage three. One moment we have
safe, peaceable gathering in of possessions. The next we have
a flare-up into potentially deadly contest. But Plato no doubt
felt that there was no need to specify this obvious
intermediate stage. The greedy but peaceable gathering-in
stage is a process of obtaining superfluous things. These may
aid life, or give flavour to it, although not necessary to it.

When the subject graduates to actually risking his very life,

through inflicting violence on others, to gain 2313 such
articles (which are of course absolutely useless without 1life),
a new and thoroughly strange element has entered into the
picturé. But the critical factor is that these articles are of

the same type as those obtained peaceably. They are

superfluous.

c.34 Two conclusions can arise from this. Either the

desire for the superfluous articles, or the desire for the

struggle to gain them is more pressing than the desire for 1life

itself.

Yet, to take the first alternative: the likelihood that

life itself could be less dear to anyone than a useless surplus

of possessions is thin. The second major inference therefore

arises yet again: it must be the contest involved in gaining
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them for which this overwhelmingly potent source of 1pnging

exists.

That Plato at the very least suspected this is evident. He

speaks, as we have seen, at more than one point of the desires
and pleasures proper to 10 GUuoelééf175. He clearly alludes to
those mentioned above. The reason it perhaps does not claim
his attention as much as we might expect may well be this: he
most emphatically recognises this natural contentiousness in
man (it is, indeed, the backbone of "pwf). Nevertheless, he
might ask, is there a serious enough importance attached to

isolating the full-blown desire for contest as such, shorn of

all the standard ulterior aimsl76, as a factor in injustice?
After all, such an omission would be natural. Granted that the
Apollinian AbyoS is the deciding factor in ordering the
direction of application of T3 6upoel8&€S (its success or
failure in ordering it depending upon its adequacy),it is that
A6yoS which will have the last word for good or evil, not 10
gvpoe1déS. And regarding rational strife and the intelligent
man, does not love ("(pwS), which embodies his struggle for
justice, spring rather from that A8yoJ than from the energetic
factor? Do not Plato's ¢OlaneS expressly have to be endowed

with enough intelligence to have this love for justice? The

emphasis on AOyoS would clearly be préferred. "owS must indeed
be seen as primarily depéndent on AdyoS, and the

. ! »
virtue of @vdpele seen as a noble characteristic springing

mainly from the moral and highest part of the soul.

Yet a further point reinforces the likelihood of Plato's
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having treated the thumoeidic factor as more secondary to
injustice than it could have deserved. The proposition that
men normally attack others in order to gain the standard
currency of money and pleasures makes ready sense. The most
obvious reason for fighting is to steal something from your
enemy (which in excuse you claim he does not rightfully
possess). That people could, even qua GUUOEISETI, wish to
fight and risk their very lives with no such ulterior emnd in
view strains the imagination. To seek nothing beyond mere
fighting, all thought of standard gain excluded, makes too

little sense in common usage to convince.

Yet certain facts remain, and these facts are compelling.

If the 6uunoe1§éS factor is necessary to make a person
contentious at all - if he just will not fight unless he has

that qualityl77 - then it is not enough to say that simple

appetitive desire prompts him to enter into contest. There are

pleasures proper to 10 6upoei8éS. Plato is quite specific

about that. These must therefore quite inevitably be different

from appetitive pleasures. The efficient cause of contention

cannot then be epithumetic. Tt must be solely and distinctly a

thumoeidic appetite. The moral standard of its application, of

course, will depend on AByoJS. But the AdyoS, it has also been

shown, can by Plato's own implication not suppress, but only

channel, the upsurge of 19 Ouuoci§iS.

c.35 Rather, thgn, than deal with this difficulty (since it

may not have presented itself to him as primarily important),
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Plato does not waste time giving a full account of appetitive
attack. Instead he introduces the thumoeidic man. But now his
commitment grows heavy on him. For this thumoeidic man is the
only kind of man interested, by definition, in fighting. And,
on top of that, he is not necessarily epithumetically
inelinedl78. The Guardians are said to be thumoeidic, but by

no means acquisitivel79.

A combination of Plato's comments at 375 a 11 with the
others referred to gives us this breakdown. First, greed gives
rise to fighting. But second, greedy people need to be

thumoeidic to fight. Third, thumoeidic people are not

necessarily greedy. Now the conclusion from this is that
fighting is therefore not done by merely greedy people. It is

done by people who are thumoeidic as well as greedy. Or, most

importantly, it can quite concelvably be done by people who are

purely thumoeidic without being greedy at all. The three
genres mentioned, incorporating the sequence Baser Desire,
Surplus Acquisition, and Contention, have therefore an

indispensable added qualification. Since they incorporate

contentiousness, all necessitate an added thumoeidic element in

the individual engaging in them.

This point has a critical significance for Plato’'s doctrine

of Justice. For we may reasonably take it that in expounding

his own view of Injustice earlier on in the Republic he is

speaking of the conventional, not the internal and spiritual

kind. In short, it more or less boils down to that of

Thrasymachuslso, which as we noted centres round deprivation of

v
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others with or without violence (although we have found that
deprivation always incorporates a violence principle) of their
property and/or freedom. As far as its cause, and that of
nanilce generally, is concerned, Plato's bias, differing
diametrically from that of Thrasymachus, is later towards
regarding it as a matter of ignorancel8l. This in turn he
makes a matter of stupidity. His characteristic technique of
¥xeyxoS (cross-examination) is then put into practice. He
takes the tern a{oxb6f182, shameful, which is conventionally183
all but synonymous with naudS yet also applicable to the
disputed term (i.e. T0 oumgépov, the profitable). The first

(aloxpb/S) he gets his dialogue partner to concede (in fatal

error) to be equivalent to uawdS. The last (10 ouugé&pov) he
has already easily got him to assume to be afoxpév. He can then
argue to the effect that, since injustice is a{oxpéf, it must
also be wnaxfi; and this leads to the clear conclusion that to
want purely TO0 OUu@EpoOV implies stupidity, for no-one wants

what is »oudf184. This is the view put forward in the

Protagoras and Meno, and that propounded in the Republic is no

different. The law-breaking man is least intelligent185. The

ppdvipuoS person is dyabdS186, rppe ©1A00090S knows most about

pleasures!87 and has most true pleasurel88, However, while the

finding that injustice is stupid is an immensely important one,

it leaves unanswered that one further question, earlier touched

on. And this carries perhaps the greatest importance of all.

Why do many people, who might be considered intelligent enough

to avoid it, nevertheless commit injusticel899

Asked before (cf.

para. c.13), this question can now be more fully treated.
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c.36 Plato is well aware of this problem. In the Republic
at least he seems to prefer to sidestep it190. ©Nevertheless he
has himself provided the very means of solving it. It is well
worth following this up. The only reason for anyone acting
‘stupidly’ when he is not stupid must be that he is

experiencing some intermnal compulsion towards stupid activity

which overcomes his A0yoS. This will be a compulsion
unrecognised by external observers, and most often even

unrecognised by himself, but which it would be more painful for

him to resist than to surrender to, notwithstanding the

penalty. One such pressure may be found in 10 ¢@i1lonepdéS.
Greed and lust goad the individual to take commodities in the
face, to some extent, of penalty191. But, as we found above,
we do not expect them to goad him to the limit. We do not
credit them with being able to harass him to the point of
making him attack others at the risk of forfeiting his very

life. To expect him to invite, for their sake, the risk of

actually losing every single thing he has, and of dying as

well, seems farcical. But it must nevertheless be conceded in

the first place that injustice by its very nature carries
penalties which totally disable the unjust man from enjoying

the commodities which he unjustly takes, or even from living to

hope for later enjoyment of them. To say that he is thrust

into injustice purely by the prospect of that enjoyment of

material goods accordingly becomes unconvincing. For, as we

have premised, above, this man is not a fool.

To rehearse the situation: we are given, first, a sensible

man. Second, we have under consideration a collection of
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commodities he many seize illegally. Third, we are aware that
he appreciates the heavy odds against his doing this unpunished,

possibly to the limit. Only an abnormality of physical craving,

we must assume, could prompt him to take the risk in spite of
this threat. In the extreme case, certainly, few pleasures can
possibly be worth losing one's life to gain. And this applies
yet more strongly if the process of gaining them may involve

death even before the actual gaining occurs. What is the

solution? We have to hypothesise the existence of thumoeidic

pains which make even death desirable if one cannot rid oneself

of them, and that supreme intellect can occasionally be needed

to find just methods of doing so.

c.37 To go back a little. The speculation about degrees of

pleasure and pain is of course not conclusive. It is a matter

of guesswork how powerful some desires are, or what degrees of

pleasure can be derived from various activities. Tt must also

be a matter of pure estimate what extent of risk we would expect

them to provoke. What makes the speculation worth putting

forward is, as we have said, that Plato himself has (if somewhat

indirectly) pronounced on the topic. And his pronouncement is

this: There is another source of motivation concernedl92,

namely 10 6vupoel8€Sf. "No person who is not Bvuoe18fS will wish

to be brave."

Preparedness to risk one's life must therefore,

again, be engendered by a separate internal force, namely

70 Buupoel18§é/S.

A closer analysis shows that, as it stands, his sentencel93

means 'No person who is not 6Oupoe18AS will wish to engage in
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war'. As we may now interpret it, engagement in 'war ' includes
engagement both in war and in two other types of contest.  These
are the contests characteristic of the two other things Plato

typifies by desire and contention, namely baser pleasure-seeking,

and injustice. 10 Suuoelééf, therefore, in this early guise,
first aids the individual in the struggle for self-
aggrandisement. It assures him bravery in the contest which he

goes in for ostensibly in order to grasp more possessions. But,

in keeping with its double-edged character (compelling as well
as enabling), TO 6upoel18€S has a more complex part than this to
play in the individual's life. It not only aids in any proposed
struggle. We find now indisputably that it prompts that

struggle. It sets it off, and, after igniting the blaze, fuels

the flames. The more thumoeidic he is, the more eager the man

concerned will be to enter into contest. He will actually want

to engage in it for its own sake, and for nothing else. His

preparedness to do so may, furthermore, even extend to hurling
aside all vestiges of caution to fight bestially and with rabid

ferocity for seemingly unaccountable purposes and at the risk of

losing all he has, including life. Yet, as we observe, he will

do so with no ulterior motive in view other than the wish to

fight. He may, indeed, attack in order to obtain possessiouns

because he wishes to combine two aims in one - indulgence of the

thumoeidic and epithumetic elements. He may even do so

because, in characteristically 'self-justificatory' effort, he
wishes to convince others that it is purely possessions he wants

when he enters into conflict; as though to seem to be attacking

for any other reason would imply madness. But to the extent

that he is thumoeidic, his wish to fight will have nothing to do
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with his wish for gain. Indeed, it is only in a pronouncedly
thumoeidic person that the wish for gain is not totally confined
to honest and peaceable profit-making. The merely giionepdiS
individual may wish to wrest the property of others forcibly
from them. But unless he is also pupoe18fS, he never will. He
simply has not, by Plato's own witness, that kind of drive.
Conversely, the purely thumoeidic individual may seize people's

property from them, but, unless he is also 9rionepdiS, this will

not be because he wishes for property. His interest will not be
in the property at all. He wishes for the contest itself: the
violence and emergency. The quickest and éurest road to
obtaining these last three, as Plato will readily have seen -
and no doubt expected us to assume - is to provoke the creatures
who are most competent to hit back. In this department, other

human beings are superior to any alternate source of opposition

in the world.

c.38 From this it becomes clear that an unusually thumoeidic

individual who also happens to have a considerable measure of 10
@1AouepS8éS in his make-up will have little potential for justice

unless his logistic sector is exceptionally strong. He will Dbe

tempted not only to secure more wealth than he needs, but to do

so by violence. And this will apply whether violence is

necessary to his purpose or not. Violence will form a sine qua

non for him of the process of gaining it. He will simply - and

here we strike the very core of the question - have a propensity

for injustice for its own sake. And the only way he can avoid

channelling these urges of his unjustly is through intellect. 1If
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his 6uuoel18éS element is very strong, he will, again,_have to be

exceptionally intelligent to avoid that injustice.

Although Plato does not explicitly carry his theory to this
conclusion, we can again read between the lines. 1Indeed, even if he
exhibits uncertainty at times as to whether a tendency to vice

is acquired, inborn, or inspiredl94, he does hint on several

occasions at inborn funds both of savage, lawless appetitel95

and hostilityl96. (These are no doubt the €mi1Bupiatl associated

with 10 @ilonep8éS as much as 10 @iAdvinov, for it becomes
equally likely, when dyp1d1nS is predicated of bothl97, that
both are included.) Man therefore, as a species, has, in
Plato's view, certain naturall98 vicious propensities for the
Se1vdv, Kyplov, and ‘Gvopov. It seems highly probable, too, that
he had in mind here the illicit lusts not only of 10

émiduuntindv, but of Td Bupoe18€S (incorporating 10 @i1Advinov) -

the urge for contest per sel99. pdanm urgeszoo that Plato rebuts

the concept of original sin201, Depending on one's inter-

pretation of 'original sin', Plato's statement seems, on the

contrary, to be quite positive in this regard. The innate evil

in man, he says, may be diminished, but it is there to begin

with202, His reference to an inner el8of em10uvuiwv03 confirms

this view. 10 Qupoel8é€S is an inborn potential for violent

action. When inadequately regulated by 710 Aoyiotiudv, it
represents a tendency towards injustice or Justice

indiscriminately.

c.39

We have in the first place, then, the desires,
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varyingly developed in different individuals, both for
poésessions, and for contest for its own sake. In thé second,
we have a natural fund of the 8eivdv, ‘dypiov, and '@vouov, if in
a restricted area204. These two groups have certainly to be
linked. They might even to some extent be identified. The case
of avoufa of the 'dypiov, 8c1vév type and the tendency it
represents is undoubtedly the same thing as that of the
thumoeidic desire for contest for its own sake. But injustice
(here '&vopid') would be chosen only by the relatively ignorant
as one of the categories of contest. This would be so whether
it were chosen simply for the contest's sake, or because it

seemed to him to incorporate material gain with contest.

At all events, whatever view is taken of their relation, the
two groups - aggressiveness and desire - cover the whole range
of injustice. It would be splitting hairs to see a difference

between the savagery (ayp16tnS) produced by the thumoeidic

tendency, and that emanating from the savage type of desires

("éypiov €18ors €m16uuiwy) inherent in man. It would even be

pedantic to see one between these and the ﬁyplov205 part of the

many-headed beast. The latter denotes the vicious aspect of

general desire. Yet great stress must be placed on the point

that, added together, the sum of them nevertheless does not

represent an implication that Plato conceived of a natural

*
tendency to injustice as such.

A more sophisticated verdict than this is indicated. Only

ignorance allows of injustice. The common factor in all

implying the road to injustice is &YpléTnI. When each has that

, dream5207 , and the beast

208

)
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common factor removed, we have in the first case (15 Bupoetl8ES)
several terms which also convey the meaning 'contest', but none
conveying generally illegal conduct. The second (10 "dvouov)
denotes a limited field only of injustice - dvoufe. The third
is blank. So we can see that throughout, as far as inborn
vicious characteristics are concerned, Plato places almost no

stress on misconduct falling outside the borders of simple

contest. $he many-headed beast and the lion can carry one to
injustice2o9, but only when specifically feasted and
strengthened., It is not, then, so much injustice as such that
Plato regards as inborn. What he envisages as man's innate

defect is a relatively unpolarised crudity or brutishness

springing from his nature as an animal. This shows itself

first and foremost in &Y016Tnf, aggressive roughness (in short,

violence). Second, it appears in greed and illicit lust. But
it is only when these are given expression that they have

validity. As mere tendencies residing in the soul, they have

no significance for injustice on the social plane as it is here

presented. The cardinal feature of both of them is, socially

speaking, the contentious demand they make on others' rights.

The ordinary €mi6upial are inborn, and they seem the more

basic of the two major causes of contest (greed, and high- or

hot-temper). Nevertheless, they are only so when allowed to

grow unchecked, and obtain the collaboration of the BuubdS.

Such dypidtnS as
they may be conceived to have comes from their 'brutishly'

lustful fraction, but the species of random kicking and goring
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of each other that cattle do, in Plato's example, is»;o
directionless and mindless as hardly even to amount to genuine
dyp16tnS. It is rather a kind of reflex activity that could
harm one if one got in its way, and this is no doubt how Plato
sees it. The incidental violence concerned there can be
regarded as implemented only for the utterly undirected

indulgence of that particular part of the animal soul.

c.40 Some principal comnclusions may now be listed. Man has
certain natural inborn (or somehow otherwise developed)
tendencies. One is the acquisitive (13 €mi6upuntindv), another
the high- or hot-tempered (16 6upoei8éS), a third the
intellectual (10 XoyloTixdv). These he can satisfy perfectly
well, and justly, by his own efforts. To fall short of justice
is to be 'G8inof, and so aloxpdS, and therefore wandS. But
no-one wants what they know to be xanbS210 (least of all as a

personal and spiritual property). Therefore to go outside

Justice is stupid. On the other hand, just in the same way as

Emi6unfal press people towards acquisition and the logistic

towards‘knowledge, so the thumoeidic element inexorably presses

them towards contest. The knowledgeable person will know

better than the stupid how to obtain commodities, how to expend

his contentious urges, and how to gain knowledge, without

committing unjust acts. But since there is the natural

tendency in all people to perform these three types of action:

the search for knowledge, the implementation of hot-temper-

accumulation-release, and the grasping of commodities, the
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stupid will not always manage to remain just while engaging in

these procedures.

Second, it appears clear that of the three urges the
second, or thumoeidic, especially when abetted by the third,
the epithumetic, is most potent for injustice. Yet that acts
of deprivation and duress do not constitute a natural tendency
to injustice as such is proved by the point that injustice does
not necessarily have to occur as a result of them. Injustice
incorporates as its-two main components the two corresponding
practices acquisition and contest. But acquisition and contest
can be carried on justly. The knowledgeable will know how to
direct them in that fashion. They can avoid their unjust
forms, deprivation and duress, while the ignorant, unable to
devise just action-media, cannot. 1In consequence, the ignorant
will, first, inflict deprivation because they want commodities
which they can think of no other way of getting. Second, they
will inflict duress, being too stupid to find legal ways of
competing with others, and crassly embarking on undesigned
contest. They simply do not, in a word, have the intelligence
to indulge in these activities justly. But they must indulge
in them, so they go blindly ahead. Once again it should be

stressed that they are not the only ones who want them either.

The law-abiding people want them just as much, in proportion as

the epithumetic and thumoeidic elements are varyingly present

in them. But the law-abiding people are good because they have

the brains to avoid injustice. The stupid are bad because they

necessarily have not.
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Perhaps most instructive as indicators of what Plato
regards as the essence of jnjustice are his views on its
'cure'. And here.we find the thumoeidic element taking the

leading role. First, he prescribes organised contest for the

disputants, TANPWY TOV pupdv. This is of absolutely paramount
importance. By this means strife will be lessened2ll. sSecond,
pains and penalty are stated to be the only effective cures of
injustice212, and not much distinction is made between pains
and exertion by Plato. (Gymnastic is gninmovoS, laborious, and
fdtpevolS, healing, implicitly betrays the sense 'painful' in
dnimovoS, while penaltieé on Socrates’ plaﬁ are, in any event,
always painfu1213.) He approves of regular gymnastic, possibly
even of the most strenuous type214. This he takes indeed as
part of a normal régime. The wnolagduevoS, the punished person,

becomes better2l5, ©Penalised people are not wretched216,

A11 these individual points indicate an observation on
Plato's part that the normal man needs regular exertion. But

not only this: even pain and adversity are needful to his

health. And, most subtle and thought-provoking point of all,

all three are physically desired. For the erratically (and so

sometimes justly, sometimes unjustly) contentious man, to

encounter contest, trouble, or pain somehow corrects the state

he is in. It gives him satisfaction which appears to take the

shape of a type of relief. It will also provide satisfaction

for the wisely and justly contentious man. Each of these men

will in the process avoid injustice (and disproportionate pain)

to the extent that he is wise. The thumoeidic element is

looking for an outlet, and can be satisfied only by meeting
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opposition in the shape of pain or reciprocated contgst. If it
is unprovided with such counters, it simply proceeds to find
alternate outlets. It is worth reiterating that the
contentiously unjust man must therefore, alongside other forms
of adversity, even in a sense desire penalty. To him it is

simply of the nature of one more outlet.

c.41 Plato's view of penalty as essentially traumatic?2l7
jndicates that he thought of injustice, its complement, in the
same light. We have already argued that this is so from a
logical point of view. From the various passages we have seen
it appears that, while Plato did not dissociate injustice from
greed, he also in the final analysis thought of it as almost
exclusively a matter of contentiousness. An important

inference follows. The satisfaction by Jjust means of the

desires proper to 710 Bupoeld€S will be proportionately

instrumental in preventing injustice.

It is certain that Plato believed that, if these thumoeidic

desires were satisfied systematically in advance, the

propensity for committing injustice would largely or totally

disappear218. That he did not develop this theme is probably

owing to his preoccupation with establishing the nature of the,

to him, centrally important subject of discussion. This was, of

course, injustice in the soul. The finding on his part that

there was in man an innate factor of 'high-' or 'hot-temper-

edness', through which contest was generated and kept going,

laid the foundation for wider conclusions. But again, having
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given an account of T4 fvuoc18éS which revealed its part in the
genesis of war, and later of contentious drive generally, he
had completed the essential research. It remained for others,

he no doubt felt, to draw the conclusions.

c.42 The overall consequence of these findings on the
anthropological plane may now be summarised. To translate
pupoe18nS virtually invariably as 'spirited' appears to involve
a serious imbalance due to neglect of its frequently

unfavourable 'injustice-prone' overtones. A single uniform

translation valid throughout is impossible. Translations

incorporating an anger-constituent are at times satisfactory.

At others, the anger-constituent, while present, cannot
preserve what are considerably higher than purely
'epithumetically' passionate connotations. The translation
'high-' or 'hot-tempered' does indeed suggest itself more often
than any other. But a general rule can still not be laid

down. The problem posed earlier was whether, for present

purposes, a sufficiently marked common factor, of anger or

anything else, ran at all through the uses of Buuoei1dfS, at

least in the Republic. Was there, for instance, one great

enough to justify modification of the translation 'spirited’

to, say, 'hot- tempered'? On the whole, it seemed there was. But

the main argument against uniformly substituting any single word
=7, b

'h — 1 1 3 1
ot-tempered', 'violent', or whatever, for 'spirited' was exactly

the sa i i i
e as the one against constantly using 'spirited' - that they

could often be thought as strongly biased towards the 'lower'

side of Ouvpoer18AS as "spirited’ is towards the 'higher'.
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'High-tempered' does most often escape this cha?ge. The
'higher' and 'lower' constituents are distributed in it almost
on a fifty-fifty basis. On even supefficial inspection, while
showing a bias overall towards the higher as in the case of

'spirited', it shows a much less marked bias. And this is

certainly the more appropriate one. The word gupoeidfiS has,

again, no ring of militarist high idealism in the Greek where

'spirited' has it in English. It is more a utilitarian term, &

'passion-quotient' connoting 'capacity for being roused’'.
Radically, it simply and solely confers on a peréon usefulness
as a contentious individual - or fighter - as such. This
fighter need not have any ideals at all - he need merely wish
to fight. Given these data, then even if 'high-tempered' is at
first a strange-sounding translation of 6umpoe18nS, it is in
most contexfs a more accurate one. Its role, in its 'better'
sense, as a critical constituent of %pwf becomes clear too as a
closer to"neutral, sheer driving force. 1In this guise it
properly aids the A0yo/S in %their combined bid to attain the
Good. But it still cannot stand throughout as a unifornm
equivalent of 6uvuoeidfS. The position of Bupoe1d8AS along the

"emotion-spectrum” must, in each case of its occurrence, be

specifically assessed.

c.43 SOCIO-POLITICAL AND COSMIC ASPECTS.

At the anthropological level, the Bupoci18%S element has

been seen as acting to some extent in combination with an

intellectual ingredient. The whole thus constituted was then

deemed to represent the entity conceived of by Plato as %Eow/.
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By contrast, the socio-political fupoe18éS is perhéps.a less
complex concept. It is primarily limited to firing the
AoyloTindVv's struggle to survive efficiently in the world
against external aggressors. Yet at the same time it also
constantly fuels it in its necessary effort to maintain

internal harmony.

At the socio-political level, proper control by the state's
governing body, representing the logistic sector, ensures that
the military and producer classes cooperate efficiently without
intruding unduly on the total welfare. The logistic sector may
fail in ifs work. It may be guilty of inefficiency,
or of some other defect. (All these variants are simplified by
Plato into one quantity: ignorance.) If so, it either
neglects the thumoeidic drive altogether, in which case this
drive emerges in random forms, or it actually deliberately
turns it into indiscriminate channels. The result of both of
these alternatives is a chance mixture of just and unjust

actions, this time on a national scale. The more extreme the

errors of the logistic element, and the stronger the thumo-

eidic, the wider the deviations produced. The situation will

veer from extreme justice to extreme injustice, from the most

sublime peace to the most brutalised war. The soldiery may

incline to justly conducted defence or offence, or to cooperation

|

with the basest element of the society.

At the ultimate stage of Justice, we have totail harmony and

The good of all is the sole consideration. At that

Tesulting in unprovoked,

random slaughter of innocent and guilty
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alike - in short, all the results of violent ignorance.

Cosmically, if the Aoyiotindv is defective, the universe

suffers major disorders. Comets appear, storms break out,
droughts and famine, the effects of random celestial
movements219, take place. Finally, in the transcendental world
of the Forms, the AoyiroTindv, if it could be conceived of there
as straying from ultimate perfection, would be unable to guide
ijts thumoeidic and appetitive elements with full intelligence.
It could not carry on perpetual harmonious maintenance of that
perfection. Only when ultimate Justice had been achieved,

would the harmony there be total.

For completeness' sake, an investigation should now briefly
be made, in the light of the dynamics of "rational striving",

into the virtues of the respective social classes (individuals

having already been dealt with). First we have cwgpooilvn as

that of the B&vauvocol (epithumetic sector), avSpefa of the

oOlaxeS (thumoeidic sector), cogle of the %pxovref (logistic

sector). These operating in due proportion produce balance,

harmony, justice (8inaioodvn).

Second, there is an independent dynamic and dialectical

connexion between the epithumetic, thumoeidic, and erotic. It

is by operation of the latter that cogla is sustained. And

throughout, the position predominantly taken in this thesis has

been that the Apollinian (logistic) sector has not so much

striven with, as guided, the Dionysiac (thumoeidic and

epithumetic). So,rather than the process represented by
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%“pwS, namely direction of the lower sectors by the higher in

the cause of the Good, it is the simple harmonious combination

of the three sectors that has been termed épwf. But clearly
there is more to the question than this. We have been
presented with a schema incorporating society as man-writ-
large. This latter quantity we find embodied for us

in the sociai unit, or state. VWe may now, exactly in the

manner set out by Socrates, take the opportunity of getting a

clearer view of that question.

In the social unit, the tradesmen (B&vdUOOI) and soldiers
(@Oxanef) are the fundamental providers of the means of life
for the whole. Without food and defence, the unit cannot
exist. The question whether it can proceed in any direction
cannot even begin to be put. Granted their presence, however,
its existence is assured - and now the progress of the whole
can be considered, and that progress must be ordered. The
rulers must supervise the activities of the lower groups.
Matters must be organised in such é way that the whole state is
kept on a morally acceptable course. This moral acceptability

implies, moreover, by Socrates' entrenched doctrine, the

greatest profitability in every respect.

Here we have a picture in which the keynote is

cooperation. Supervision must indeed occur. But if the lower

sectors are sufficiently intelligent, they will acquiesce in
it. This ordering by an adequate intellectual sector of the

activities of its inferiors autométically brings about justice
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c.44 But there is a second point of view. The
interrelationship of the various sectors may be somewhat
differenfly seen. The two lower sectors were, we took it, for
practical purposes almost devoid of logistic powers. Instead,
they were filled, in varying degree, with an irrational
energy. In the case of the epithumetic this was a lesser
energy, aimed at satiation of its crude lusts. 1In the case of
the thumoeidic it was a vastly more marked, driving force,
aimed at every possible kind of contest and contentiousness
(their justice or injustice unconsidered). The two together,
at any rate, constituted to that éxtént a EEEEE basically in

opposition to the logistic. The latter was there ostensibly to

guide them, but they had their own specific, limited desires,

and they aimed for them with a headstrong force which could

only be deflected from unjust routes by corresponding force, or

at least a powerful enough persuading factor to influence their

small logistic component.

There are two possible solutions %o this problem. First,

the Apollinian AdyoS may be taken to be able to exert a
substantial diverting force on these lesser elements.
Alternately (which is more likely) it may possess some kind of
dynamic cunning adequate to persuade the relatively small
rational elements present in these Dionysiac energy-sources
that their interests lie in certain given directions. This
relatipnship would itself almost seen to constitute a contest.

It

looks indeed more like a struggle, in a sense, than a mere

process of guidance. And so it is. Yet the two pictures are

quite consonant with each other.
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’épwf must have this dual nature, since there can only.be

successful épwS where the Apollinian AbyoS succeeds in its

effort to direct its Dionysiac counterpart. There can only be
%2ow/ at all where effort takes place. The struggle may not
succeed. The fact that the AdyoS should need to struggle at

all for success‘presupposes the possibility of failure. This

may be due to error, to its own weakness, oOr to the undue
strength of the other sectors. Furthermore, even if it does

succeed in its persuasion, its own powers may not have been

adequate to select the right direction for progress. Yet,

despite these various factors, the divine nature of Epw/S

remains.

The necessity of a struggle at all towards the Good is
conspicuously obvious. Even if it fails - even if it is not

even directed towards the Good - this can only be so because

the logistic sector is not sufficiently gifted to recognise
certain essentials. It may not know what the Good is.

Alternately, it may not know how to reach it. It must desire

the Good, because no individual deliberately desires evil. But
it may be mistaken in what it conceives to be the Good. And

the whole divine nature of the phenomenon rests in the fact of

struggle. It is a struggle necessarily towards what the

individual or social unit, etc., thinks to be the Good, but a

struggle which might, after all, not even have taken place.

There might be only vacuum and stasis. Such a situation, we

found, could hardly be conceived of as divine. Instead,we have

the.eternal nysteries of Dynamism and Form. These two can
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only be attributed to the Divinity.

c.45 TRANSCENDENTAL ASPECT.

It is a natural step from socio-political to transcendental
considerations. Accordingly we may now examine the Platonic
theory of Forms in relation to previous points with a fuller
view of what they enfail. It would not be of much importance
whether the Forms were in Plato's estimation composed of air,
or of Anaxagorean VOSI, or of some other attenuated and unseen
subétance. Given the type and degree of abstraction we find
them allotted in Plato's writings, they are a cornerstone of his

philosophy, and are closely bound up with the Bupoe1dAS

problem.

4
Substance, or OArn, was, as we have seen, everywhere - as

far as Greek philosophy was concerned. A vacuum was

impossible. In order to be maximally indestructible, the Forms

had therefore to be maximally attenuated %Xn. Indestruct-

ibility and eternity then conferred the ultimately supreme

Reality on them. The sole reality was therefore these unseen

Forms - but the existence of the Form of any particular thing

could only be apprehended through that of the solid version

available to the senses. We can therefore be certain that

Plato acknowledged the validity of that means of access to the

Forms. That he proposed to consider everything whatever in the

guise of a relatively 'unreal' version of a divine Form is,

however, hard to believe. 1In particular, that the fuvpoei18éf -
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1et alone the emiBuuntindv - element might have had a

corresponding celestial 'Form' would seem a remote and

irrelevant object of speculation. We can perhaps imagine that

Plato contemplated a Form of the thumoeidic part of the soul,

anbther of the epithumetic, another of the logistic, all three
carrying on some kind of ideal, abstract interaction, although

this would involve an infinite regression. The soul parts (or cert-
ainly the logistic), in their “pure” guise, unencumbered by worldly -
evil; were no doubt as:abstract as anything could be. To conceive of
them as sharing some :yet more attenuated existence, with some further
end in view than the attainment of what had already clearly

been attained - namely Justice -~ could be thought of as

straining the text. We need not therefore disturb ourselves on

this account. Plato takes a common-sense view of his

doctrines, and no doubt expects others to take the same view.

He may have illustrated his meaning by means of a common

household table, of which there was then a "form". But he

speaks of Forms seriously only in association with such things

as Truth, Goodness, Beauty. This probably in any case cancels

out any belief that he contemplated, for instance, a perpetual

An

infinite regression in the 'upward'220 (spiritual) direction is

series springing from the tripartite elements of the soul.

as repugnant to our conception of Plato's intention as one

"downward'. The existence of further logistic, thumoeidic, and

epithumetic ‘'homunculi' within the logistic, thumoeidic, etec.,

sectors of the. soul, and of others within those ad infinitunm,

cannot, we found, "be-a .serious subject of speculation. Indeed,

the sectors of the soul are with him, we can be sure, very
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probably the ultimate divisions.

The purpose of all existence was for the logistic element
in the soul first to achieve effective guidance of the
thumoeidic and epithumetic elements. Having done this, it
would, second, proceed to apprehension of the ultimate Forms.
Finally, having separated itself totally from the body, it

would achieve assimilation to the Forms themselves.

The soul, striving to apprehend the Godd, and, by becoming
independent of earthly things, to become one with it, ensures
as fully as possible that, when its time comes to leave the
body, it will be able to merge totally with the Good. But it
is frimarily the logistic element that achieves this merging.
The thumoeidic element has only provided the drive to achie&e

it. The epithumetic in turn has supplied the nourishment for

that drive. These lower elements of the soul, when we look

closely at them, might scarcely seem to have a recognisable

place in the state of perfection. We can hardly imagine that

they belong there. We might hypothesise that when that state

is reached they simply fall away. Or possibly, they now take

on a duty of maintenance of the perfection attained. This

possibility could be worth following up.

Let us suppose that the thumoeidic and epithumetic (the
logistic has the ultirately plausible claim) elements night just
conceivably have a part to play as Forms. Plato will, after

all, scarcely have contemplated even perfection as a static
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affair. The explanation of the fact that the Demiourgos had
created dynamism might have been a mystery, but there was no
question about the dynémism's presence and divinity. ‘Rational

striving' might, in a state of perfection, seem superfluous.

Yet it could, as we have said earlier, also have represented a
striving %o maintain the existing state of perfection. The
realm of the transcendental, i.e. fhat type of being which was
beyond the cosmic, and in fact corresponded with - was - the
Absolute, could never be quite on the same plane as that of the
cosmic, social, etc. These last were moulded by the Demiourgos
from lesser material, and therefore could nbt belong with it.
Plato would never have ascribed to the Absolute, and the "World

Soul", the same character as he ascribed to these lesser

entities. There seems, however, some .reason to .suppose:ithat he might

have conceived of the Absolute too as in’'a sense a "dynamic"” system.

On that account we can suppose that ideal Forms of Aoylortnév;\

fupoet8€S and éﬂlGUUnTluévbmay; in his view, -have carried on, in the

realm of transcendent Forms, a process of "maintenance”" . of .that ulti-

mate being which éhéracterises the Absolute itself. This activity
would then perhaps, in some degree, parallel the cosmic, socio-

political; and anthropological strivings towards the existence enjoyed

by the Forms. With them, it would thus fulfil the Principle of Ident-

ity. .But on the whole, the concept of Forms as motionless, perfect

Beings - indeed as Being itself - is paramount in Plato, and we must

accept their difference in this respect from the also perfect, but

‘constantly moving” (cf. Phaedr. 245¢), soul.

c.46 At the transcendentally perfect level, the three

elements would have achieved harmony. The Aoy10T1x4V would be

.exerting proper authority over its two inferior sectors (those

™
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which give it its impetus), the two latter being primarily the
fuuoc18éS, secondarily the emiOuunTindv. With this hurdle
crossed, it would be able to progress unhindered. The process
it engaged in, instead of achievement of perfection, would now
be one of sustaining that perfection. The irrepressible energy
fountain of the 6Qupoel1d&€S sector would be channelled with ideal
correctness to this end. 1Instead of inexorably thrusting the
whole off course into the imbalance and disharmony of
Injustice, it would now be directed in such a way that it

expended itself justly. 1In this way, it would further aid the

Aoylotindv to achieve ideal Being.
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CHAPTER FOUR

CRITICAL EVALUATION

d.1l SYNOPSIS OF THE POSITION OF THE 6upoe18€S ELEMENT IN

RELATION TO JUSTICE.

The Bupoeci1déS element has, according to the present thesis,
been assigned by Plato the position of driving force in the
individual human, social, cosmic, and transcendental unit. It
is the force, that is, on which the logistic primarily relies
for all those of its activities that are not exclusively
vegetative. As such, it must, we have found, necessarily be
the force responsible for both unjust as well as just
activity. A unit wifh a strong logistic but weak thumoeidic
element would accordingly, on the one hand, be able to avoid
injustice almost completely. On the other, however, it would
be incapable of any really significant acts of positive Jjustice
either. By contrast, a strongly thumoeidic and weakly logistic

individual would be capable both of great benefits to the

whole, and of great crimes.

Because it is capable of promoting evil no less than good,
we would be safe in thinking of the thumoeidic element as
overall, morally, a neutral quantity. The fact that without it
there can be no significant positive action at all, whether

good or bad, militates for that designation. A medium in which

significant action cannot occur, even if it gives no potential

for evil, can scarcely have positive moral meaning for us. The

potential for good must be there for any purpose - most of all

a divine one - to be intelligible in the system. This point is
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a salient one in support of pressing the hypothesis that the
guuoe18éS is the critically important agency in the production of

good and evil.

These considerations nonetheless leave it without the
strong claim to morally positive value that Plato so often
gives it. On the other hand they also divest it of the strong
morally negative value he gives it at other times. The simple
solution is, of course, that it has - and must duly be given -

different values at these different times. The cosmos, with

thumoeidic forces causing varyingly justice and injustice at
random, is capable of transformation, through addition of
and resultant successful rational striving of €pw/f, into a just

one. If this morally positive tendency in it is more

pronounced than the reverse, this does not mean that we have to

see 10 6uuoel8€S in a more positive light. The cardinal force

responsible in ¥pw/S for positive morality is the loyioTindv.

Yet critically, once again, a cosmos with thumoeidic forces must hav

the propensity for injustice as well as for justice. A world

without a thumoeidic could only be conceived of as an abode of

vegetable life; a world with it must have the alternatives of

good or evil. If man was created with his full dynamic powers

for any purpose - and Plato as much as anyone else without any
doubt believes this - it must have been for a purpose in

pursuit of which those powers could, and would have to, be

used. No medium from which such powers were absent could allow

the genuine "achievement” of that purpose.
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d.2 The purpose of all Being is, by the Platonig systenm,
to attain the Good beyond all other goods. For this reason,
the force which makes its purpose possible must, to that
extent, also be good in itself. This basic goodness places it
in a distinct category. It is the agency which makes the
creatures of the Demiourgos capable of becoming divine. Yet it
also permits them to become diabolical. Why does the
Demiourgos not provide each individual with a logistic element
powerful enough to see the right way to go? This is a question
that has been put, and not answered. The reason He does not is
an enigma. Certainly if He did, there would, as we have
concluded, be no real striving, no genuine effort %to find the

truth with partially effective intellect, no place for error,

no choice between good and bad, and no acquisition of knowledge

by experience. In short, there would be stasis and nullity.

Instead, with imperfection, we see dynamism. The Demiourgos

must, it might accordingly well be believed, have planned

dynamism, the struggle which incorporates it, and the

complexity of the universe which gives added variety to that

struggle. Why He should have done so appears, of course, as

the final inscrutable question which man seldom pretends %o

comprehend. Plato treats the problem in the only way it can be

treated - with silence or myth. It must for others, as it no

doubt does for him, remain sufficient that, as far as their

understanding takes them, the fact that the Demiourgos has

planned things in this way involves certain consequences. And

these, in their turn, imply "duties" for humanity.
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a.3 We have found that if a strong AoYloTixdV can

guarantee just behaviour where the gupoe18ES is extremely weak, this
guaranteed just behaviour is nevertheless sd trivial as to be
negligible. The guarantee is worthless. By contrast, a strong
gupoc18éS can similarly generate a justice worthy of a sirong
Aoyiotindv. Likewise in turn, a strong OuUno€18E€S coupled with

a weak A0Yl10TindV can, reversely, be maximally evil.

(It also can, coincidentally, be maximally good, but this =~

since it is coincidental - means little.) The critical point
emerges, at all events, that in each case it is the Ouuoer§é/,
not the Aoytotindv, factor which has to be present for anything

significant to happen at all. It is in fine the Oupoeir8éS

which seems the more ultimately indispensable factor in the

divine plan. Certainly without it, neither of the other 1two

-

logistic or epithumetic ~ can attain any palpable effect

whatever. The logistic in particular can never come near a

divine level of notability. Both need that extra thrust of

driving emotion, passion, even sometimes the anger of

indignation to propel them forward. 1If any

appreciable height of achievement is to be attained, they
cannot do without it. Without the thumoeidic thrust

?
no amount of XoYy10T1n6v, much less émib6vpuntiudv, can ever push

man upward to full comprehension of, and association with, the

Forms.

Because that thrust can also lead to the grossest evil, the

error in calling OuN0e18ES at all uniformly 'spiritedness’

becomes manifest. Without it, man must stay impotently on the

ground, like any other animal. This has to be admitted; But



IV - 352 -

the negative aspect cannot be lost sight of. Man can be helped
by his logistic element, and enabled by the limited energising
effects of his epithumetic portion, to outdo less intellect-
ually gifted creatures. But if he is not endowed with that
quantity of thumoeidie vigour, producing %pwf, which can raise
him to a significant level of intellectual and spiritual
accomplishment, he cannot emulate the gods of crafts and

learning. He cannot approach closer to the supreme God. However,

should he have strong thumoeidic gifts unaided by logistic, his

life can sink to levels of the utmost degradation. That,

too, must be interpreted as part of the divine dispensation.
The natural capacity for aggression and savage war is a proper

part of man. But the term 'spirited' is in no sense relevant here.

Where he harnesses his thumoeidic and epithumetic elements
correctly, then, justice results. This is defined as the

situation in which logistic, thumoeidiec, and epithumetic

sectors work together harmoniously. For that justice to be

noteworthy, some aspect at least of the harmoniously

functioning sectors must also be great and noteworthy. And we

have found that, in essence, it is the thumoeidic sector that

has to be strong for there to be a chance that this will be

so. To repeat, however, if the logistic is weak there is no

chance whatever of real achievement either. %pwf cannot

succeed if TO OUH0e18ES is small, but if the logistic is not

there, it can be direly misdirected.
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d.4 The effect of a fuller interpretation of the thumoeidic
factor on Plato's Theory of Justice specifically is,
accordingly, to throw light on the attainment of significant,
and ultimately the highest, Justice (or Injustice). On the
balance, we ﬁight esti;ate tha; Socrates makes the euuoslﬁéfw/
appear to incline more.to justice than to injustice. But this

depends on the way in which we happen to interpret that balance.

He also has, as we have seen, a very great deal to say in derogation

of Ovpoe18é€S. As we saw, for the just

outcome of its operation to be guaranteeé at all, it must in
any case be accompanied by a strong loéistic element. Any
general estimates of its significance are therefore of no real
value. The leading feature of 10 6unoe18€S is not so much its
hypothetical tendency to goodness or badness. It is its

continuous "auto-generation" within the individual, and its

need for provision of a constant outlet if it is not to
accumulate to bursting point. The logistic sector must
constantly be present in sufficient strength to be able to

devise effective channels into which it, the thumoeidic force,

may be directed.

On the four "levels" we have man, the leaders of the

society he lives in, the logistic sector of the cosmos, and the

AoY1oTindv of the transcendental plenum. In all four the

Xoyl1oT1xdv must be sufficiently developed to guide the

thumoeidic element in such a way that it will produce that

"level's" own particular type of Justice. Lack of intelligence

produces a mutual clash among logistic, thumoeidic, and

epithumetic units - briefly, injustice. It is precisely

because the Hvpoei1déS is a double-edged agent that it can, we



Iv - 334 -

may fairly hypothesise, most immediately of all three lead to
the decay and ultimate disappearance of the unit. It is

preciéely because it is a neutral emotional quotient which one

can turn to good or evil, rather than a purely elevated

quantity such as the translations 'spirit' or 'spiritedness'’
convey, that it has to be directed along the right route,
whether human, social, cosmic, or transcendental, by the
essentially "divine" logistic agency. It is, in a word, the
critical source both of Justice and Injustice. Only its
intelligent channelling will ensure the promotion of Justice,
with the corresponding disappearance of itﬁ opposite. And only
through its proper guidance by AéyoS can the epwtind/S process,

the ratio existendi of forms, cosmos,

society, and man, bear

fruit.
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a. ' The first object of the thesis wqq to ascertain what the
word GUpOEIGﬁf'means, in.pafticular cohnexidﬁ_ﬁighdqustice. “The
context in which its meaning was principally sought was that o6f its
usage in Plato%s.Repdblicb .Theiterm was examined with_sﬁeéific
reference to theuﬁuuéaldﬁf element of the soul in his tripartite
division of it, and the finding arrived at was that it-comstitutes

overall a morally neutral, constantly accumulating energy-source.

b. The second ohject, arising from this, was to make

clear the deduction that "spirited” is iherefore an inadequate

overall rendering of the word. The reason for specially attempt-

ing to show this is that this rendering is still used almost

universally by scholars, as though adequate as a virtually uniform

equivalent of the term.

c. Third, and most important, it is postulated that Plato

deliberately hints at certain highly significant consequences

of 10 Supoe18€S"' nature as an irrepressible energy-source. That
is to say, he suggests that, owing to this characteristic (as
well as its general nature as explored earlier in the thesis),

T0 Svpoe18€S represents a permanent potential for justice or

injustice irrespective. To give an analogy, it builds up, as it

were, an excess “energy-pressure”, which must he periodically

released in suitable quantities if “"explosion”, and/or total

exhaustion, is not to occur. In the human context, this appears

as the truism that man's surplus energy can be prevented from

;ausing harm only by systematic channelling. But the fact that
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the energy-accumulation is constant and irrepressible is central,
and, again critically, the channelling must be supepvised by

intellectually capable authorities. 1In the third place, it is

noted that the most common eventuality is total and disastrous

neglect to channel it at all.

d. To place it in its proper perspective, when seen to-
gether with other vitally important quantities such as Eow/,
boetfi, 10 aya%dv, etc., the background of Td $vpoei1dé€S in myth
and early philosophy and theology is examined. _Then a detailed
analfsis of its meaning is attempted by means of close study of
all instances of it occurring in the Repubiic. Where this has
seemed useful, other dialogues are also consulted. The minute-
ness of this investigation has been thought justifiable on

more than statistical grounds.

e. A more general assessment follows, in which the appli-

cation of these detailed findings to basic Platonic terms is dis-

cussed. Their bearing on the specific issues chosen for invest-

igation is also examined. The conclusion is arrived at that the

term 6upoe18ES should therefore not virtually uniformly be rendered

"spiritedness’', 'spirited element', 'spirit', etc., but also,

where relevant, as 'high-' or 'hot-' '"temper', and regularly

'anger-element'. It is indeed defined by Plato as that sector of

the soul by which SUMOGUESQ ('"we are angry') (Rep. 436 a), and

this definition must be regarded as decisively significant:in.any

assessment of the word. The "anger"-ingredient must be considered

whether 10 8%vpoe18€S is thought of as 'anger' simplex, as the morall

more neutral concept of "driving emotion", "indignation", etc.;, or a



]

- 337 -

any other manifestation on the emotion-spectrum. "Spiritedness”,

at all events, applies only at the morally "higher” pole - which

is moderately rare. Nowhere elsa.

f. In this more balanced guise, Supoe18é€S can more easily
be seen for what it is. It is nothing less than the cardinal

’ L P
source of Platonic dynamism - leading to €pw/), but equally also

to all just and unjust activity. Properly channelled, it appears

as the driving force with which the AoyioTindv, at all levels,

combines to constitute that €pwSf. The composite whole of %pmf can

then itsz21f go forward (with the subordinate aid of the énx&uu—

ntiudv), to the attainment of the perfect Forms. The ultimate

state of Harmony (= Justice) consequent on that progress of

perfect "pw/S has therefore, by its now perfected functioning, led

to the realisation of what to Plato is the aim of all existence

apperception of the Forms themselves.



- 338 -

BIBLIOGRAPHTY

A.  WORKS BY PIATO.

1.

9.

10.

11.

12.

™

PLATONIS OPERA

REPUBLIC

"

|

Scriptorum Classicorum
Bibliotheca Oxoniensis ¢
0xford Classical Text
edition of Complete Works
by BURNET, J., 1900,

ed. ADAM, J., Cambridge
University Press, 1902.(two
vols.).

ed. BEKKER, I., Berlin,
1816 - 23.

ed. BURNET, J., with commentary,
Oxford, 1902,

ed. CHAMBRY, E., Bude, Sociétd
d'Bdition "Les Belles Lettres",
Paris, 1965.

ed. HEINDORF, L., Berlin,
1802 - 10.

ed. HERMANN, C. P., Lipsiae
in sedibus B. G, Teubneri, 1911.

ed. SHOREY, P., London &
Cambridge, Massachusetts, Harvard
University Press, 1963.

ed. STALLBAUM, G., Lipsiae,
1827 - 60.

tr., with commentary, APELT, O.,
Platon, der Staal, Leipzig,
verlag von Pelix Meiner, 1923,

tr., with commentary, BASTIEN,
A., 1'Etat ou la République,
Garnier, Paris (no date).

tr. CORNFORD, DAVIES & VAUGHAN,
JOWETT, LEE, LINDSAY and SPENS:
see under modern authors,

/13, PHAEDRUS



13.

14.

15.

16.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

PEAEDRUS

TIMARUS
GORGTAS |

MENO

ANCTIENT AUTHORS.

ABSCHYLUS

ALEXANDER OF APHRODISIAS

ANAXAGORAS

ANAXTMANDER

ANAXTIMENES

APULETIUS

ARISTOTLE

AVESTA

CICERO

DEMOCRITUS

DIOGENES LAERTIUS

EMPEDOCLES
EURIPIDES

GALEN

- 339 -

o

ee

ed, THOMPSON, W. H., London, 1868.
ed. TAYIOR, A. E., Oxford, 1928.
ed. DODDS, E. R., Oxford, 1959.

ed. BLUCX, R. S., Cambridge, 1961.

esp. Danaids, fr. 44, 1 - 5.

In Aristotelis Metaphygica Commentaria
ed, Michael Hayduck, .Berlin, 1891.

Fragmenta, (ef. DIELS — KRANZ).

n n n 44

Florida.

Metaphysics, Nichomachean Ethics
Eudemian Ethics, Topics, Prior
Analytics, Posterior Analytics,
Physics, de Anima, Rhetoric, etc.

Iranian sacred writings (Mazdean Texts)

de Re Publics.

cf. DIELS-KRANZ, KIRK & RAVEN, s,.n.
"Handbook" of Ancient Philosophy.

cf. DIELS-KRANZ, s.n.

passim; esp. Alcestis, Hippolytos.

Opera Omnia, ed. KUEN, C. G., (20
vols.), 1821 - 33, reprinted Georg
Olms, Hildesheim, 1964-5.

/15. HERACLITUS



- 340 -

15. HERACLITUS | : cf. DIELS-KRANZ, KIRK & RAVEN, s.n.
16. HERACLITUS HOMERICUS i GQuaestiones Homericae.

17. HERODOTUS : The Histofies.

18. ~ HESIOD ¢  Theogony, Works and Days;

19. HOMER ' : Iliad, Odyssey.

20.. TAMBLICHUS : Vita Pythagorae, Protrepticus.

21.  PHILOLAUS ¢ cf. DIELS-XRANZ ; ZELLER-MONDOLFO,

Filosofia dei Greci, 1.2.304 seq.,
367 seq. (1938). ‘

22. PINDAR : Pinderi Carmina, (Schroeder, 0., 1900;
Bowra, C. M., 1947).

22. PLUTARCH : de Iside et Osiride.

23, SEXTUS EMPIRICUS : adversus Mathematicos.

24. STMELICIUS :  Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca.

25. THALES

¢+ cf. DISLS-KRANZ, KIRK & RAVEN, s.n.

B. SECONDARY REFERENCES.

1. ADAM, J. : (see under WORKS BY PLATO).

2. ADKINS, A. W. H. Herit and Responsibility, Oxford,
1965. '

3. APELT, 0. : (see under WORKS BY PLATO).

4, ASTIUS, D. F. : Index Platonicum, in libraria
Weidmanniana, Lipsiae, 1836.

5. BASTIEN, A, : (see under WORKS BY PLATO);

6. BEKKER, I, : " " " " "

Te BICKEL, E, ¢ Homerische Seelenglaube, Deutsche Ver-

_ lagsgesellschaft filr P. und G., Berlin, 1926
8. BLUCK, R. S. : (see under WORKS BY PLATO).
9. BOSANQUET, B. : Companion ko Plato's Republic,

London (Rivington's), 1895,

/10. BOWRA, C. M.



I

10.

.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16,

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

BOWRA, C. M;

BROAD, C. D.

BURKERT, W.

BURNET, J.

~ CHANTRAINE, P.

CORNFORD, ¥. M.

CROMBIE, I. H.
DAVIES & VAUGHAN
DIELS-KRANZ
DODDS, E. R.
FIELD, G. C.
FRIEDLANDER, P.
FRISK, H.

GIMBUTAS, M.,

- 341 -

erature, Oxford

Barly Greek Lit
(orUs seriesj,

Five Types of B

1967.

thiceal Theory,

London (Routledge and Kegan Paul),

1930.

Lore and Scienc

Pythagoreanism,

e in Ancient
Harvard University

Press, Cambridge, lass., 1972, (tr.
by L. Minar, Jr,, of Weisheit und

Wissenschaft: Studien zu Pythagoras,

Philolaog und Platon, verlag Hans

Rarl, Ntlrnberg,

1962,

Greek Philosophy, 1st Ed. 1914,

reset and reprinted Macmillan, 1964,

Barly Greek Philosophy, London (A.

& C. Black), 1930.

(see also under WORKS BY PLATO),

Dictionnaire Etymologique du
Langue Grec, Paris ZKlinksieck),

1970,

The Republic of Plato, tr. with

introduction and notes, Oxford
(Clarendon Press), 1942,

An Examination of Plato's Doctrines,

(two vols.), Routledge, 1962-3.

The Republic of Plato, tr., London,

MacMillamn, 192

1.

KRANZ' revision of DIELS, H., Die
Fragmente der Vorsokratiker,

Bel‘lin, 1 934‘—54 .

(see under WORKS BY PLATO).

The Philosophy

1969.

Plato, tr. Meye
1958.

of Plato, Oxford,

rhoff, Pantheon,

Griechisches Etymologisches

W8rterbuch, Carl Winter, Heidelberg,

Gods and Goddegses of 014
Europe, London (Thames & Hudson),

1974.

/24,

GOSLING, J. C. B.

1960 -
T2.



24.

25.
26.
217.
28.

29.
30.

31.
32.
33.
34.

35.
36.

37.
38.
39.

40.

41.
42,

43,

GOSLING, J. C. B.

GROTE, G,

GRUBE, G. M. A. :

GUTHRIE, W. K. C.

HACKFORTH, R. :

HARE, R. M. :

HEINDORF, L. F.

HERMANN, C. F. :
HOFMANN, J. B. :
JOWETT, B.

KERENYI, K. :
KIRK & RAVEN :

1EE, H. D. P.

LEOPOLD, E. F.

LESKY, A.

LIDDELL, H. G. & SCOTT, R.:

LINDSAY, A. D.

LLOYD, G. E. R.

- 342 -

Plato, Routledge, 1973.

Pleasure and Desire, Oxford,
1969.

Plato and the Other Companions of
Sokrates, London, 1865, and John
Murray, 1388 (4 vols.).

Plato's Thought, Methuen, 1935.

A History of Greek Philosophy,
(3 vols.), Cambridge, 1962-65.

ed. Meno, Cambridge, 1955.

The Language of Morals, Oxford,
1975.

Freedom and Reason, Oxford, 1977.

(see under WORKS BY PLATO).

" " 7" " n

Btymologisches W8rterbuch des
Griechischen, Minchen, 1950.

tr. of the Revublic, Oxford, 1953.

Dionysos, tr. Manheim, copyright
1976 by Princeton University Press,
published Routledge & Kegan Paul,
London,

KIRK, G. S. & RAVEN, J. E., The

Presocratic Philosophers, Cambridge,
1971 .

tr. of the Republic of Plato, Penguin,
1974.

Lexicon Graeco-Latinum Manuale,
lipsiae, sumptibus succ, Ottonis
Holtze, 1396.

Greek Tragedy, tr. by Frankfort,
London ZBenng, 1965.

Greek-inglish Lexdicon, Oxford, 1968.

tr. of The Republic of Plato,
Everyman, London (Dent), 1935.

Polarity and Analogy, Cambridge,
1971.

/44, LOBECK, C. A. L.



45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52,

53.
54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

- PAULY-WISSOWA

LOBECK, C. A. L.

MAROUZEAU :

MENGE, H.

MOORE, G. E.

NAGELSBACH & AUTENRIETH

NETTLESHIP, R. L.

NILSSON, M. P. :

NIANS, R. B.

OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIOHNARY:

SHORTER O. E. D.

CONCISE 0. E. D. :

POHLENZ, M.

RANKIN, H, D,

RATHHANK, W.

RAUCHE, G. A.

o

RITTER, C.

ROHDE, E.

- 343 -

Aglaophamug, K8nigsberg, 1839.

1'Année Philologique, Paris, Soc.
d'Edition "Les Belles Lettres", 1970-.

Griechisches=-Deutgches W8rterbuch,
Langenscheidsverlag Buchhandlung,
Berlin, 1903.

Principia Ethica, Cambridge, 1968,
Homerische Theologie, 3rd Ed., G.

Geiger, Ndrnberg, 1884,

Lectures on the Republic of Plato,
London (Macmillan), 1967.

Geschichte der Griechischen Religion,
(Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft,
v:2:i, ii), 2nd ed., Munich,
1955-61 (two vols.).

The Origins of European Thought,
Cambridge, 1954.

ed. Murray, Bradley, Craigie &
Onions, Oxford, 1961.

ed, Little, Fowler, Coulson &c., 1959.

ed. FOVLER, H. W. & F. G., Oxford,
1970.

Real~Encyclopddie, Stuttgart,

Freedon in Greek Life and Thought,
Reidel, 1966.

Plato and the Individual, Methuen,
1969.

Quaestiones Pythagzoreae Orphicae

Empedocleae (Diss. Halle:
Klinz, 1933).

A Student's Key to Ancient Greek
Thought, Fort Hare, 1966.

Platon, sein Leben, seine Schriften,
seine Lehre, C. H. Beck, Minchen,
1910-23 (reprint Arno, 1976).

Pgyche: Seelenkult und Unsterblich—

keitsglaube der Griechen, Tdbingen,

Mohr, 1925.

/62. ROSCHER,



62.

63.

640
65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

1.
T2.
73.

74.
5.

76¢

77.

78.

ROSCHER, V¥. H.

ROSE, H. J.

RYLE, G.

SCHLEIZRMACHER, F. E. D.

SCHOPENHAUER, A.

SNELL, Bruno

SPENS, H.

STALLBAUM, G.

STENZEL, J.

TAYILOR, A. E.

TSDESCHI & FANTONETTI

THOMPSON, W. H.

VERSFELD, M.

VLASTOS, G.

WEBSTZR, N.

- 344 -

Ausfdhrliches Lexikon d. griech. und
r8m. Mythologie, Leipzig.

Handbook of Greek Mythology,
London ZMethuenS, 1964.
Dilemmas, Cambridge, 1977.

Introductions to the Dialogues of
Plato, tr. Dobson, Cambridge, 183%6.

S#mtliche Werke, herausgegeben von
A. Hilbscher, Wiesbaden, 1948-60.

The Discovery of the Mind, tr.
Rosenmeyer, Harper & Row, 1960,

tr. The Republic of Plato, Everyman,
London (Dent), 1919.

(see under WORXS BY PLATO).
Plato's Method of Dialectic, tr.

Allan, Oxford, 1940 (Arno reprint
1973).

Plato, Methuen U. P., 1966.

commn. on Timaeus, Oxford, 1928.
TEDESCHI, R. & FANTONETTI, C. R.,
Dizionario Moderno Inglese/Ifaliano,
Italisno/Inglese, Edizioni Scholast—~
iche Mondadori, 1966.

(see under WORKS BY PLATO).

Plato, 'm Handleiding tot die ..
Republiek, Buren, (undated).

ed. Plato, II, a collection of
critical essays, Anchor Books,
Doubleday, New York, 1971.

Exegesis and Argument, studies
presented to GREGORY VLASTOS, ed.
Lee, Mourelatos, Rorty, representing

Phronesis suppl. vol. I, van Gorcum,
1973.

Webster's New International :
English Dictionary, ed. Harris &
Allen, G. & C, Merriam Co.,
Cembridge, Mass.

/9. ZELLER, E.



- 345 -

79. ZELLER, E. ¢ Die Philosophie der Griechen,
ed. Nestle, Leipzig, 1920-3.
80,  ZELLER-MONDOLFO : La Milosofia gdei Greci, ed.
Mondolfo, Florence, 1932 and 1938.
81. ZURTZ, G. : DPersephone, Oxford, 1971.

C. ARTICLES.

1: BRINGMANN, X, : "Platons Philebus und Herakleides
Pontikos' Dialog mepl TdovHg™,

Hermes, vol. 100, 1972.

Clasgical Review, 1927, pp. 160 ff., Diony-

sos, Guardian of the Dithera, & D. Dithur-
ambos,

2. CALDER, W, M,

4.

5.

9.

10.

1.

12

13.

DYSON, H,

GALIS, L.

HUART, P.

HUBY, P. M.
IRWIN, T.H.

MOLINE, J.

RAUCHE, G. A.

RENEHAN, R.

STALLEY, R. F.

SZLEZAK, T,

VIASTOS, G.

"Knowledge and Hedonism in Plato's
Protagoras", Journal of Hellenic
Studies, XCVI, 1976.

"The State~Soul Analogy in Plato's
Argument that Justice Pays", Journal
of the History of Philosophy,
(Berkeley, Calif.), XII, 1974.

"Platon et la Societé de Consommation®,
Annales de la Faculteé des Lettres et
Sciences Humaines de Nice, no. 21,

1974.

"Plato and Modern Morality", Journal
of Hellenic Studies, XCIV, 1974.

"Buripides and Socrates", Classical
Philology, vol. 78, no. 3, 1983,

"Buripides, Socrates, and Virtue",
Hermes, vol. 103, 1975.

"Arts and Human Existence in
Friedrich Nietzsche's 'The Birth

of Tragedy from the Spirit of Music'",
UNISA English Studieg, Sept., 1969.

"The Greek Anthropocentric View of Man",
Harvard Studies in Clagsical Philology,
vol, 85, 1981,

"Plato's Argument for the Division
of the Reasoning and Appetitive
Elements within the Soul", Phronesis,
XX, 1975.

"Unsterblichkeit und Trichotomie der
Seele im zehnten Buch der Politeia™,
Phronesis, XXI, 1976.

"The Argument in the Republic that
Justice Pays", Journal of Philosophy,
65, 1968,

/14, VOIGTLANDER, H.-D.




14.

15,

VOIGTLANDER, H.-D.

WILLIANS, B.

.

- 346 -

"Hermann, Platons Auffassung von

der Hedon€™, Gnomon, 1976.

"The Analogy of City and Soul in
Plato's Republic", Phronesis, suppl.
vol, I, 1973 (also reprinted in
Exegesis and Argument, Studies in

Greek Philosophy presented to Gregory
Vlastos, van Gorcum, 1973).



	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.front.p001
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.front.p002
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.front.p003
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.front.p004
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.front.p005
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.front.p006
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p001
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p002
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p003
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p004
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p005
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p006
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p007
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p008
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p009
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p010
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p011
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p012
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p013
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p014
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p015
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p016
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p017
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p018
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p019
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p020
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p021
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p022
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p023
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p024
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p025
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p026
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p027
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p028
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p029
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p030
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p031
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p032
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p033
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p034
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p035
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p036
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p037
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p038
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p039
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p040
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p041
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p042
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p043
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p044
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p045
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p046
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p047
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p048
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p049
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p050
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p051
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p052
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p053
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p054
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p055
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p056
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p057
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p058
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p059
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p060
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p061
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p062
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p063
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p064
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p065
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p066
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p067
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p068
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p069
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p070
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p071
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p072
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p073
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p074
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p075
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p076
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p077
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p078
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p079
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p080
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p081
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p082
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p083
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p084
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p085
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p086
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p087
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p088
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p089
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p090
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p091
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p092
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p093
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p094
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p095
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p096
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p097
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p098
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p099
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p100
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p101
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p102
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p103
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p104
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p105
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p106
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p107
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p108
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p109
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p110
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p111
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p112
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p113
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p114
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p115
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p116
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p117
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p118
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p119
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p120
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p121
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p122
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p123
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p124
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p125
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p126
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p127
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p128
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p129
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p130
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p131
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p132
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p133
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p134
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p135
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p136
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p137
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p138
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p139
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p140
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p141
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p142
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p143
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p144
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p145
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p146
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p147
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p148
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p149
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p150
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p151
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p152
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p153
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p154
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p155
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p156
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p157
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p158
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p159
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p160
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p161
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p162
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p163
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p164
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p165
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p166
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p167
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p168
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p169
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p170
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p171
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p172
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p173
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p174
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p175
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p176
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p177
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p178
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p179
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p180
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p181
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p182
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p183
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p184
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p185
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p186
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p187
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p188
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p189
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p190
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p191
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p192
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p193
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p194
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p195
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p196
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p197
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p198
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p199
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p200
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p201
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p202
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p203
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p204
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p205
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p206
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p207
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p208
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p209
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p210
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p211
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p212
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p213
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p214
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p215
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p216
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p217
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p218
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p219
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p220
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p221
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p222
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p223
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p224
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p225
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p226
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p227
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p228
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p229
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p230
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p231
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p232
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p233
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p234
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p235
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p236
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p237
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p238
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p239
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p240
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p241
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p242
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p243
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p244
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p245
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p246
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p247
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p248
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p249
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p250
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p251
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p252
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p253
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p254
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p255
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p256
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p257
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p258
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p259
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p260
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p261
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p262
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p263
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p264
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p265
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p266
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p267
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p268
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p269
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p270
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p271
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p272
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p273
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p274
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p275
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p276
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p277
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p278
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p279
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p280
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p281
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p282
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p283
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p284
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p285
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p286
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p287
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p288
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p289
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p290
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p291
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p292
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p293
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p294
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p295
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p296
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p297
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p298
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p299
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p300
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p301
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p302
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p303
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p304
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p305
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p306
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p307
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p308
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p309
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p310
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p311
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p312
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p313
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p314
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p315
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p316
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p317
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p318
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p319
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p320
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p321
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p322
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p323
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p324
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p325
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p326
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p327
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p328
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p329
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p330
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p331
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p332
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p333
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p334
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p335
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p336
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p337
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p338
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p339
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p340
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p341
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p342
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p343
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p344
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p345
	Simpson_Graeme_J_Francis_1985.p346

