
 

 

University of St Andrews 
 
 

 
 
 
 

  

 

 
Full metadata for this thesis is available in                                      

St Andrews Research Repository 
at: 

http://research-repository.st-andrews.ac.uk/ 
 

 
 
 
 

 
This thesis is protected by original copyright 

 
 

http://research-repository.st-andrews.ac.uk/


The Doctrine of Eros in Plato's Symposium

A Dissertation
submitted

Reginald E. Allen

for the degree of
Bachelor of Philosophy

in the
University of St* Andrews



Certificate

■

•. i-. ■ .

•r .'.-V v.; • . ~S:Z



Declaration

I hereby declare that the following dissertation has
been composed by me, and that It has not been accepted in any
previous application for a degree•

September 1, 1956 Reginald E. Allen

Statement of Qualifications

In 1953 I graduated A*B* at Haverford College, with
Highest Honors in Philosophy and Preliminary Honors in Greek.
In 1955 I graduated M.A* at Yale University in Philosophy* My
Master's Bssay, "Plato's Theory of Education", was awarded the
Greek Philosophy Prize*

September 1, 1956 Reginald E. Allen



Contents

Chapter I* Bros as Desire p. 1

Chapter II. Bros as Aspiration p. 39

Chapter III. Bros and Psyche p. 70



As to the Soeratic philosophy of love, there is an obvious
spiritual tendency in it, in as much as it bids the heart
turn away from the temporal to the eternal; and it does so
not by way of an arid logic but by a true discipline of the
affections, sublimating erotic passion into a just enthus¬
iasm for all things beautiful and perfect. This is the secret
of Platonism, which makes it perennial, so that if it were
aver lost as a tradition it would presently be revived as
an inspiration. It lives by a poignant sense of eternal va¬
lues - the beautiful and the good - revealed for a moment
in living creatures or in earthly harmonies.

Santayana, Platonism and, the Spiritual Life
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Chapter I

The Lesser Mysteries of Eros: Eros as Desire

At once the most primitive and the most exalted of

human emotions, Love exercises an almost irresistible attrac¬

tion to the inquiring mind; and the bewildering profusion of

doctrine and attitude associated with its name stand in evi¬

dence both for the richness, and the obscurity, of its nature.

To the primitive Greek, surveying nature through the prism of

his own personality, interpreting it in terms borrowed from

religious practice, rationalised in myth, Love was more than

a mere human emotion: it was a cosmic force, binding together

Earth and Heaven, healing the rupture of their primal together¬

ness, guaranteeing through its mediation the fertility of the
1

earth and the continued life of men. Thus Hesiod, the last of

the mythologians and perhaps the first philosopher, ranks Eros
2

among the most ancient of gods; and this mighty figure of myth¬

ology, capturing the imaginations of the most hard-headed ra-
3

tionalists, recurs in the thought of Sinpedocles and Parmenides,

in Aristotle, where God moves the world as an object of desire,

and even in Lucretius'poem on Nature, where the gray oold world

of atomism, a world of impenetrable particles and empty space

and that only, is introduced to us by a brilliant hymn to Venus,

1. of. F.M.Cornford, Principium Saplentlae, Cambridge, 1952,
especially chapters X, XI, XII, and XIV.

2. Theog. 120 3. Empedocles identifies the cosmic force
Philia with Aphrodite, the generative
power in men. Frag. 17, 11. 20-25, Diels.
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•delight of gods and men.1 Nor is the image of a cosmic love

without emotional and intellectual power in the modern world;

for it is the megale elpis of Christianity that God, the crea¬

tor and sustaining cause of all that is, is Love.

Of course Greek culture also knew the personal side of

love, love both as blind passion and deep affection. Passion

often plays an important role in Attic tragedy, particularly

in Euripides*women: the tortured figure of Phaedra, the blind,

jealous malevolence of Medea,serve to remind us how sharply

Euripides would have rejected the flaccid sentimentality which

popular romanticism today associates with love; he knew that

passion could be vicious, able to rend and devour. But, then

as now, love had its gentler side; Sappho's lyrics express

great depths of personal affection, an affection mirrored in

the devotion of Haemon to Antigone. In the Athens of Plato's

youth, the bond of personal affection came to be regarded in

many quarters as a genuinely ennobling relationship, conducive

to spiritual development and the personal and intellectual vir¬

tues that went by the name of paideia.

Such, in brief, was the tradition which Plato inherited,

and transformed. He first turns to it in the Lysis, where he

analyses the meaning of 'friendship* and 'the friend*. In the

manner of his early dialogues, the Lysis is tentative and in¬

conclusive, designed rather to provoke thought, after the manner

of Socrates, than to offer positive doctrine. But the great

artistic masterpiece of his middle period, the Symposium, offers,

in the Speech of Socrates, Plato's own account of Eros, an

account which remains one of the most sublle and penetrating
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analyses of love and desire anywhere to be found. Socrates*

discourse is prefaced by a series of speeches on the common

theme of Eros which recapitulate and interpret some of the

traditional meanings of the term, and provide a brilliant

introduction to Plato's own doctrine.

1
"The Speech of Socrates is in some sense peculiar, in

that the bulk of it is attributed to Diotima, a Mantinean

wise-woman, who is said to have first instructed Socrates in

matters of love. This, combined with the rhetorical tone of

the Speech and the difficulty, in some places, of reconciling

it with doctrines found in other dialogues of the middle per¬

iod, has led some scholars to suspect that it represents, not

serious philosophical doctrine, but a mere literary jeu d'esprit.
2

Wilamowitz has said, in effect:

The answers of Socrates show that Plato definitely does
not wont the speech of Diotima to be taken as an expres¬
sion of his own intellectual conviction. The prophetess
no more speaks to the point than the doctor and the poet
have done. Demonstrative speeches may contain much that
is fine and beautiful, but do not lead us to the truth,
which is found only through serious Dialectic. If we
wish to understand the philosophy of Plato, we must re¬
member that his poetry must be treated as poetry.

If the argument of this essay is sound, it will refute

objections to the Speech based on content by showing that the

analysis of Eros given in the Symposium is fundamental to Plato's

view of man; it repeats, amplifies, and supplements positions

maintained in other dialogues, and forms a view consistent and

coherent with the other great dialogues of the middle period,

1. Symposium 198b-212c

2« Paraphrased by Stenzel, Plato's Method of Dialectic,
Oxford, 1940/
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the Phaedo, Republic, and Phaedrus.

As to objections relating to the form of the speech, I

believe them to be fairly easily disposed of. The introduc¬

tion of Diotima stems largely, I think, from dramatic consid-
1

erations; it represents a "masterstroke of delicate courtesy",

by which Socrates corrects and yet refrains from criticising

Agathon, the speaker who preceded him, by relating the lesson

he himself had once learned from the wise-woman. The scene is

a dinner party, a banquet celebrating Agathou's first victory

in dramatic competition. Socrates, in reply to his young host's

welcome, referred to his own wisdom as "a sorry thing, ques¬

tionable, like a dream; but you are young, and your wisdom is

bright and full of promise - that wisdom which, two days ago,
2

shone out before the eyes of more than thirty thousand Greeks."

There followed, in an atmosphere of conviviality and unrestrain-

edness, a series of speeches brilliant in wit and invention.

It was not to be expected that Socrates should play the eiron

under circumstances such as these. He had prefaced his own

speech with a short elenchus of Agathon's view of Eros, and
3

Agathon had begun to display a certain pique. Determined to

get at the truth of the matter, yet anxious not to humiliate

his host, Socrates places himself in Agathon's position and

takes his humiliation as his own - maintaining at the same time

his mask of ironic ignorance. The manner in which he does this

is to relate the lesson on love he once had from Diotimaiji and

1. F.M. Cornford, The Unwritten Philosophy, Cambridge, 1950, p.71

2. Symposium 175e (tr. Cornford) 3. ibid. 201c
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how she refuted his mistaken understanding of Eros in the same

way he had just refuted Agathon's.

We may conjecture that the introduction of Diotima stems

from a concern, not alone for dramatic, but also for historical

truth. In the body of the discourse, before she proceeds to
1

disclose the Greater Mysteries of Eros, Diotima says:

Even you, Socrates, might be initiated into these
love matters (the Lesser Mysteries of Eros); but I
doubt that you can approach the rites and revelations
to which these, for the properly instructed, are
merely the avenue. I will sneak of them, however,
and try my best to explain - and you must try your
best to follow.

It is not difficult to find in these words an intimation that

what follows goes beyond the actual teaching of the historical

Socrates, that the doctrines of the Greater Mysteries, with

their emphasis on the transcendental Form of Beauty, are pe-
2

culiarly Plato*s. For those who do not accept the Burnet-

Taylor identification of the historical Socrates and the Soc¬

rates of the dialogues, this passage further serves to explain

the reason for Diotima*s presence.

The discourse of Diotima is rhetorical, for a very good

reason: it is a speech, the culmination of a series which re¬

flects the inspired lunacy of an Aristophanes and the sophisti¬

cated periods of Agathon. A prolonged dose of the ordinary

Socratic dialectic would have been an impossible let-down. But

the rather elevated diction of the discourse is no objection

to its philosophical seriousness. As the Phaedrus makes evident,

Plato did not regard rhetoric and philosophy as enemies; rather,

he hoped to see the persuasive power of rhetoric guided and

1. Symposium 210a
2. So Stenzel, Plato's Method of Dialectic, p. 4
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controlled by rational insight. More to the point, the rhetoric

of the Lesser Mysteries is an excellent example of implicit
1

dialectic, 'dialectic not in dialogue*, a discussion where

the form of question and answer is not used, but where the

argument is developed in a dialectical, 'genetic* fashion.

The speech begins with an elenohus. whereby Agathon and Soc¬

rates in turn are relieved of their conceit of knowledge, and

proceeds to a definition drawn from the elenchus, a definition

which is only partial. Various emendations grow from this

original starting point until the nature of Eros is displayed

'in the round'. Roughly speaking, this dialectical development

exhibits three stages, each of which grows out of and supple¬

ments the definition previously arrived at: Eros is successively

seen as an 'intermediate*, as love of immortality, and finally

as productive or creative. The discourse thus displays the

logic which was at the heart of Plato's early method of philo-
2

sophical inquiry. It is the method of logos, not mythos.

By a curious interchange of terms, the Greek imagination

confused love with the object of love, desire with the preemin¬

ently desirable. Eros was pictured as a beautiful youth, Aphro¬

dite a supremely desirable woman. It was this conception which

Agathon, in his speech, had maintained, and which Socrates

proposes to correct. He begins by refusing to emulate the

panaegyric of Agathon beoause, as he emphatically says, he

believes that one should always tell the truth about the thing
3

eulogised. He then proceeds to refute the position which

1. cf. Frutiger, Mythes de Platon, Paris, 1930, pp. 24-26

2. Frutiger (op. cit. pp. 113 ff.) counts the story of Poros
and Penia as the only mythical element in Diotima's discourse,

3. Symposium 198d, 199b



7

Agathon had put.

The elenohus of Agathon begins by pointing out that
1

Eros is always relational in character: love 1.3 always love

of something, desire desire for something. Eros falls under

that class of terms which have their meaning 'toward' (pros ti)

something elee. Furthermore, Eros lacks what it loves and de¬

sires to possess it* "everyone... who desires something desires

what has not yet been attained and is not present; his love

and desire are set on things he lacks, things he does not pos-
2 3

sess." Desire arises only in a condition of privation or lack.

Plato also assumes that Eros is always love of the beautiful

(or the good: the two terms are used interchangeably in this
4

part of the dialogue); as Agathon had earlier said, "the world

was fashioned by the gods through love of beautiful things;
5

for there is no love of the ugly." It follows that, since

Eros is love of what it lacks, it cannot be beautiful or good;

and since the gods possess both attributes, it cannot be di¬

vine. It is not, however, bad or ugly or mortal; rather it is
6

•intermediate' between these contrary attributes.

The logic of Plato's argument is obscured, in this pass¬

age, by the slight personification of Eros and by the ambiguity

of the word 'beauty'. Love is a relation. As such, it lacks

nothing and desires nothing. It implies, however, the presence

of privation or lack in the lover. But when we distinguish

clearly between love and the lover, Plato's argument that Eros

is neither good nor beautiful nor divine is inconclusive. It

1. Symposium 199c-201c 2. ibid. 200e

3. cf. Lysis 221d, Republic IV 437d, Philebus 35a

4. Symposium 204d-5a 5. ibid. 201a 6. ibid. 202a-e



is true that the lover, who lacks and is by so much imperfect,

cannot be divine or good. But it does not follow from this

that love itself is not divine or good. Plato recognises this,

for in the Phaedrus, when Socrates comes to describe the up¬

ward passage of Bros, its flight to the huperouranos topos,

he describes it as "a god, or something divine," for it seeks

the divine; and later when he criticises the love described

in his first speech, a love which seeks false and unworthy

objects and leads to evil rather than good, he calls it *sin-

ister' (skaios eros).

Be find, then, besides the logical difficulty already

mentioned, two apparent inconsistencies between the accounts

of Bros in the Symposium and the Phaedrus: a) love is an inter

mediate, neither good nor bad, and yet love is •ometimes good

and sometimes bad, and b) closely associated with this problem

love always seeks the beautiful, yet love can seek unworthy

objects.

These are inconsistencies in language and context, how¬

ever, not in doctrine. The solution to the first difficulty is

this. By defining Eros as love of beautiful things, Plato im¬

plies that it is generic rather than specific in character,
3

and this is later made explicit. Contrary to its customary

association in the Greek language, Epos is not simply sexual

desire, but the force of desire in all its forms. It follows

from this, and from its charaoter as a relative term, that

Bros must be defined in terms of its objects, that is, in

terms of the various kinds of beautiful things it seeks. A

1. Phaedrus 242e 2. ibid. 266a 3. Symposium 205a-d



9.

particular^kind of desire is a desire for a particular kind
of object.

2
This analysis is developed in the Republic, where it is

shown that desire, as a relative term, is also a correlative:

"where there are two correlatives, the one is qualified if,
3

and only if, the other is so." Thus, "each desire, just in it¬

self, is simply for its own natural object. When the object

is of such and such a kind, the desire will be correspondingly
4

qualified." For example, thirst is a desire to drink, simplic-

Iter; a particular kind of thirst is a desire for a particular

kind of drink.

It follows, since Eros is a correlative, qualified as

its objeots are qualified, that it takes the value of those

objects. A desire for a good thing is a good desire, bad if

the contrary is true. If desire is considered generically,

however, in abstraction from any particular kind of object,

we see claarly that it is indeed an 1intermediate*. Unless

the value and character of its object is specified, it is

neither good nor bad, beautiful or ugly, divine or mortal.

And so we conclude that the Phaedrus and the Symposium ac¬

counts are consistent on this point.

The problem remains, however, that in the passage of

the Symposium under discussion, Eros is said to hawe as its

object the beautiful and the good, though it is itself neither

beautiful nor good nor divine. How is this consistent with

the above argument? And more generally we must adk how, if

1. cf. Republic IV 438b ff. 2. ibid. 438a ff. 3. ibid. 438c-d

4. ibid. 439b
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Eros is always love of the beautiful, a 'sinister love' is

possible. The difficulty stems from the ambiguity of 'good*
1

and 'beautiful'. In the Gorgias, Plato maintains that all

physical thing®, all law3, practices and studies, are good

in so far as they are useful or pleasant. Thus pleasure, the

concomitant of fulfillment of desire, and the object which

produces it, are both good when considered only In reference

to themselves. Viewed in this light, 'good* and 'beautiful*

apply to any objects which satisfy desire and thus yield pleu-
2

sure. In this psychological sense, the terms are purely rela¬

tional predicates: things are good, or beautiful, simply be¬

cause the satisfaction of any desire is pleasant. Thus the

object of Eros is the beautiful - by definition.

But the objects of desire, when possessed, have effects

on the possessor, and we thus come to a more metaphysical

conception of goodness. Pleasure is the first kind of good
3

which Plato mentions in his division of goods in the Republic,

a good desired not for its consequences, but simply for itself.

A second kind of good consists in those things which are de¬

sired, not for themselves, but for their consequences - medical

treatment, work, arduous physical training, finally, and most

Important from the standpoint of the good life, there is that

class of goods which is desired both for themselves and for

their consequences: knowledge, health, eyesight, virtue. Desire

seeks all three classes, but it® ultimate concern is for the

last, for all other goods are so only in reference to this.

Pleasure is not the good, for it may have harmful consequences

1. Gorgi&S' 474b;j5B£. Meno 87e 2. Gorgias 496d

3. Republic II 357b
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1
and thus be bad. Only beneficial pleasures are good. The good

for man consists in the possession of truly good things, things

which fulfill his true nature and make him genuinely happy.

Viewed in this light, •good* means that which maintains a thing
2

in existence, or enables it to fulfill its proper function.

At bottom, the good for anything lies in fulfilling its own
3

true nature, functioning perfectly; evil corrupts and destroys.

It is readily seen that there is considerable difference

between what I have called the psychological and the metaphysi¬

cal conceptions of goodness. A man may desire things which will

afford pleasure, and yet prove injurious. Thus we must disting¬

uish between the true good, which fulfibls our nature, and

the good which merely satisfies some contingent desire. The

two may coincide, and in the virtuous life usually do; but

they often differ. We thus see clearly how, and in what sense,

Eros, whose object is the beautiful and good, may seek bad

things. We may further note that the fact that the object is

always in some sense good does not qualify the desire for it;

Eros is not good or beautiful in virtue of it, for it would be

idle to call a desire good or beautiful in this sense, since

one could merely mean, 'because x is desired, the desire for

x is good.' We are thus led to understand how desire may seek

the beautiful, and yet not be itself beautiful or good.

Closely connected with the privitive and relational char¬

acter of Epos is its'intermediate* nature. Because it has its

being in a lack, desire is neither good nor bad, beautiful nor

1. cf. Gorgias 499d, Protagoras 354a 2. Republic X 608e

3. ibid.
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ugly, mortal nor Immortal. It is 'intermediate' (metaxu) be¬

tween tbe.se attributes. Developing this theme further, Plato

tells us that Bros, as an intermediate, is also a diimon. The
i

function of a daimon is:

Carrying and interpreting human prayers and sacrifices
t to the gods, and divine ordinances and requitals for

sacrifices to man. For the realm of the daimones fills
the gap between them, so that it binds the universe
into a unity. Through it issues the whole art of pro¬
phecy and priestcraft in regard to affairs concerning
sacrifices and initiations, charms and sorcery, and
the whole realm of divination. God has no intercourse
with man, but through this realm comes all communion
and convdrse from gods to men, whether they are aileep
or awake. The man whose wisdom penetrates these things
is a genius (daimonios); skill in any other art or
craft is somewhat vulgar. But these daimones are many
and manifold, and one of them is Eres.

The intermediate mediates; its function is to bring together,

to bind into a unity, the divine and human realms. In the
2

Phaedrus, Eros is said to be a form of divine madness, which

lends wings to the soul of the lover enfrensied by beauty.

"The nature of wings consists in their power to raise heavy

things aloft to the region where the gods dwell; there is no

bodily part more closely akin to the divine; and the divine
3

is beauty, wisdom, goodness." The language of this passage

irresistibly reminds one of the Greater Mysteries of the Sym¬

posium, where it is revealed that the spiritual impetus which

carries the lover from the physical world to Beauty itself is

one and continuous throughout the process. Eros must be con¬

ceived as a moving fund of psychical energy, capable of being

directed toward various kinds of objects: toward the transient

and ephemeral things of the world of Becoming, or toward the

true, and truly fulfilling objects of the divine realm; and in

1. Symposium 202e-3a. Robij6a has an interesting discussion of
Plato's 'demonology', La Theorle Platonlcienne da L'Aiaour,
Paris, 1908, p. 129 ff.

2. Phaedrus 244a ff. 3. ibid. 246d
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so doing,1 'becomeamost like the earthy and visible, or the

divine. It may be noted at this juncture that, despite simi¬

larities, Plato's view of Eros is in one sense quite opposite
1

to Froud'o concept of tho libido: Eros is not something which,

originating in matter and defledted from earth, attompt3 to

gain an illusory heaven by sublimation. Rather, it. is a force

whose proper nature is fulfilled and expressed only by the

highest objects which man can come to possess, a force which,

no matter how perverted it may become in mortal life, is ul¬

timately akin to true being.

Thus Eros, although it has its being in privation and

lack, has a dignity beyond that of the world of change. It is

this which Plato symbolises by describing Eros as both the
2

child of Penia, Want, and of Poros, Resourcefulness:

When Aphroditedwas born, the gods held a banquet; among
them was Poros, son of Metis (Wisdom). After the meal,
Penia came begging, as it was a time of good cheer,
and hung about the doors. Poros, drunk with nectar
(there was as yet no wine), went into the garden of
Zeus, where, weighed down by drink, he slept. There¬
upon Penia, scheming to have a child by him because
of her own resourcelessness, lay with him and conceived
Eros. It is for this reason that Eros is the companion
and servant of Aphrodite, for he was got on the day of
her birth; furthermore, he is a lover of beauty by
nature, since Aphrodite is beautiful as well. As the
son of Poros and Penia, Eros has a mixed lot: first
of all, he is ever poor and far from being tender and
beautiful, as some suppose; rather he is hard and rough,
without shoes or home. He slleps without bedding on the
ground, sleeping in doorsteps and roads beneath the open
sky; possessing his mother's nature, he dwells ever in
want. Dut, in accordance with that of his father, he
schemes for beautiful and good things, for he is coura¬
geous, eager and impetuous, a clever hunter, always
contriving oomo new divice, athirst for wisdom and cap¬
able of attaining it, a master of trickery and sorcery
and clever sppech. And he is by nature neither mortal

1. But cf. Gould, Development of Plato's Ethics, Cambridge,
1955, p. 189

2. Symposium 203b-e. For various interpretations of this rich
passage^ cf. Robin, op. cit. p. 123 ff.



nor immortal; sometimes on the same day he will flour-
rish and live, when he has prospered, and at the next
moment he will die, but revive again through the power
of his father's nature. Yet what he has gained always
slips from him, so that he is never in utter wen t, nor
rich.

The purpose of this myth is to emphasise, in a graphic way, the

intermediate character of Eros. It also serves to introduce a

revision of our estimate of him. O^r attention had previously

been directed to the privHtive character of Eros, the child

of Penia. But he is the son of Poros as well, and as such, re¬

presents the capacity of man for aspiration. As the comparison

of his intermediate character with that of right opinion per-
1

haps foreshadowed, Eros is a philosopher, a lover of wisdom,

striving toward knowledge and true reality. This is what is

meant by calling him a hunter, a metaphor traditionally assoc¬

iated with Eros, and one which Plato often uses to describe

the activity of the philosopher and educator - and the sophist.

The personification of Eros in this passage may be mere

metaphor; it may be something more. We have seen that Eros is

a relation, and we assumed that it is a relation which holds

between two terms, the lover and the object of love. But the

personification of Eros, if regarded as more than mere poetic

usage, indicates that Eros is not a relation of this kind, but

what we might rather call a relational entity. Instead of being

a relation between self and object, it may be the self, con¬

ceived as a fund of psychical energy (the phrase is P.M. Corn-

ford's). Any particular desire, any single manifestation of

the activity of the self, would then be a relation in much the

1. Symposium 202a
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same sense that a licking tongue of flame is a relation to

a central fire. Whether Eros may be regarded in this manner

is a question to which we must turn in the final chapter of

this essay, in dealing with the nature of the soul.

Before passing on, it may be well to analyse ;mc»e thor¬

oughly the meaning of 'intermediate*. Plato uses the term in

at least two important, and distinct, senses. Sometimes 'inter¬

mediate things* are described as 'having a share* in two con¬

trary qualities; that is, they are composed of a coincidence
1

of opposites. If Ero» sere intermediate in this sense, it would

be so because it is both good and bad, beautiful and ugly, mor¬

tal and immortal.

In another sense of the term, the intermediate, so far

from possessing both contraries, possesses neither. Thus Plate
2

distinguishes in the Gorgias three classes: a) goods: wisdom,

health, wealth and their kindred, b) evils, things opposed to

goods, c) intermediates, which take their value, not from their

own nature, but from that of the ends they serve. In this class

fall actions and physical entities, in so far as the litter

serve as means to ends. It is evident that the intermediate

character of Eros is closely similar to this; in itself, as

we have seen, it is neither good nor bad; it a^tkes its value
from that of its objects. We see clearly that this is so if

we consider a particular desire, say thirst. The desire to

drink is neither good nor bad in itself; its value is deter¬

mined by the effect which its gratification, in a partcular

1. cf. Euthydemus 306a, Phaedo 102b ff., Republic V 477a ff.,
VE 523b-524d

2. Gorgias 467e ff, cf. Lysis 216d



situation, will produce. A draught of cool water on a warm

day may be both beneficial and pleasant; that same water,

after heavy exercise, may cause illness. The value of a desire

depends upon the value of its object to us.

But the myth of Poros and Penia indicates that Eros*

intex-mediate nature may also be interpreted as combining

contraries; for Bros is son of both Poverty and Wealth. It

is for this reason that Robin insists that the nature of Love
1

is essentially synthetic. Eros exists in privation; yet de¬

sire is not blind, mere dumb emptiness: to desire is to desire

some thing of a certain kind, and this object must be specified

by cognition. That is, knowledge, in its broadest sense, is

inextricably associated with desire. Again, it is not without

significance that Bros was conceived on the day of Aphrodite's

birth; it is the revelation of beauty to the bodily senses, so

the Phaedrus tells us, which first awakens our longing for

true being, and fires our aspiration toward it. In some sense,

then, it may be said that Eros has its being in a synthesis

of opposites: in the union of lack, associated with the world

of sense and perpetual change, and cognition, inextricably

related to the intelligibility of being. If we are to give

these elements their customary Platonic evaluations, then

there is a sense in which Eros is both good and bad, beautiful

and ugly, mortal and immortal.

The synthetic character of Eros is well illustrated by

the fact that Eros stands mid-way between wisdom and ignorance.

No one who is wise desires to be wise, for he is so already.

1. La Theorie Platonicienne de 1*Amour, p. 121 et seq.

2. Symposium 204a-c, cf. Meno 80e ff., Republic V 477a ff.
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Nor, on the other hand, do the Ignorant love wisdom; the worst

thing about ignorance is that, although it is neither good

nor beautiful not wise, it is satisfied with itself. The man

who does not believe himself in want does not desire what he

does not think he lacks. Those who love wisdom are intermediate

between full knowledge and utter ignorance, and Eros is of

this nature. Thus Eros, the desire which has for its object

the beautiful, is identified in the Symposium, as it is in
1

the Phaedrus, with ♦philosophy*, the love of wisdom and know¬

ledge. This is not to say that every desire is explicitly phil¬

osophical; that would be absurd. Plato means that desire ob¬

tains its true fulfillment only when it assumes the form of

philosophic aspiration. As he says in the Republic, "only the

pleasures of intelligence are entirely true and pure; all
2 3

others are illusory." He justifies this as follows:

As hunger and thirst are states of bodily inanition,
which can be replenished by food, so ignorance and un¬
wisdom in the soul are an emptiness to be filled by
gainihg understanding. Of the two sorts of nourishment,
will not the more real yield the greater satisfaction?...
Something which is closely associated with the unchang¬
ing and immortal world of truth, and itself shares that
nature together with the thing in which it exists (the
soul), has more ... reality than something which, like
the thing which contains it (the body), belongs to a
world of mortality and perpetual change ... In propor-
as the sustenance and the thing sustained by it are more
real, the satisfaction itself is a more real satisfac¬
tion... If the appropriate satisfaction of natural needs
constitutes pleasure, there will be more real enjoyment
of true (i.e. unmixed) pleasures in such a case.

Nettleship comments: "the reality of the pleasure (to be gained

from a desire) is proportionate to the reality of the satis¬

faction attained. If the satisfaction is transient, the want

keeps recurring, there is no real satisfaction, and no real

pleasure. And so the question, What is the real pleasure? brings

1. Phaedrus 249b ff. 2. Republic IX 583b 3. ibid. 585a ff.
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us back to the question: What is the more real eleient in the

human soul; or what do we mean by ourselves? For the real sat-
1

isfaction is that which satisfies our real selves.n Desire

obtains no real fulfillment from the transient; bodily appe¬

tite is satiated in its fulfillment, but knows no genuine sat¬

isfaction. It takes the character of its objects, and those

objects are fleeting and ephemeral; they neither completely

fulfill nor completely deny our desire.

Another thing which Plato intends, I believe, by calling

Eros a philosopher is this: the proximate objedt of desire -

food, drink, or what not - is only a derivative object. Desire

is always implicitly for an aid to which the proximate object

is only a means: that end is the true good of the self. And

that that end implies the attainment of knowledge and true

being, is clear.

In the Gorgias, Plato distinguishes between our ordin¬

ary desire for an object and our T tirue wish* (boulesls) for
3

happiness and the truly good. It is on this basis that he there

argues that, though the tyrant d~es what seems best to him, he
3

does not do what he wishes, and is thus least of all men free.
4

Similarly, Socrates argues in the Meno that all men wish for
5

the good; no man can willingly or wittingly desire evil. The

1. R.L. Nettleship, Lectures on the Republic of Plato, London,
1951, p. 322

2. Gorgias 466d ff.

3. ibid. 467a ff., cf. 506c ff., Charmides 167e, Symposium
204e-5&, Republic IX 577c ff., Aristotle E.N. III. iv.

4. Meno 77b ff. This use of boulesls is also found at Euthydemus
27fie, where all men wish to do/fare well (eu prattein), at
Republic IX 577c ff., and Symposium 205e.

5. of. Cratylus 420d
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good is that which "every soul pursues as the end of all her

actions, dimly divining its existence, but perplexed and un¬

able to grasp its nature with the same clearness and assumance

as when dealing with other things, and so missing whatever value
1

those other things might have."

Although all men desire the good, they differ in their

ability to attain it, for many do not know where it is to be
2

found. In what does our real good consist? An essential part

of Plato's answer is that the goodness of a thing is inextric¬

ably linked to the function it performs. In the Republic he
3

considers this question at some length. "We define a thing's

function as the work for which it is the only instrument, or
4

the best one." To those things which perform a function, which

'work', there belongs a specific excellence or virtue (arete),

a state or disposition which enables it to perform its work

properly. The function of a knife, for example, is to cut; its

virtue consists in being sharp. In like manner, the soul has

a work which it alone can perform, the function of living, and

taking counsel and ruling and controlling the body. Since its
function is to live, its virtue &s that which enables it to

5
live well.

1. Republio VI 505d-e, cf. Gorgias 499e, 467a ff, 506c ff.

2. Meno 78b 3. Republic I 352 a ff. 4. ibid., cf. X 601d
5. Joseph, Essays In Philosophy, Oxford, p. 40, comments on the

ambiguity of 'living' in this passage:"Justice is not the
exeollonce whereby a soul discharges the function of living,
as one shared with plants and animals. To live well, in
that sense, would be to be physiologically vigorous." Plato
passes from the biological to the ethical sense of 'living
well* without apparent consciousness of transition.
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The virtuous soul, the soul which is just and therefore

performing its proper function, is the good soul; and it is

truly happy, for happiness is a concommitant of proper fulfill-
1

ment of function.

The term which we commonly use to translate eudaimonia,

•happiness*, tends in English to signify a state which differs

from pleasure only in that it is more serene and prolonged.

The Greek word, however, is closely akin to the Latin falicitas,

a Happiness which is the gift of the gods; it might almost be
translated 'blessedness*, although 'well being* perhaps catches

most of its connotations. For Plato, as for Aristotle after

him, it is a by-product of the proper functioning of the human

soul. It is not a direct object of striving. One must come to

possess good things, things which truly benefit us, and in

their possession we find our fulfillment and our happiness. The

question of the good life is not one of the end, for that is

ordained by our nature, but of the means to that end, possession

of which will endow us with the object of our longing and
2

satisfy our true wish.

Ultimately then it is as Socrates had said: happiness
3

consists in virtue, perfection of soul. For virtue is power,

power to attain the true goals of our nature, and without that

power we are damned. Nettleship, in his admirable Lectures on
4

the Republio of Plato, comments: "Happiness in its largest

sense, welfare, well-being, or doing well, is a very complex

thing, and one cannot readily describe in detail all that goes

to make it up; but does it not necessarily imply that the hu¬

man soul, man*s vital activity as a whole, is in its best state,

&
__ _

1. cf. Symposium 202c, Philebus lid, Laws II 662a

2. cf. E.N. II. iv. 3. Meno 78b 4. op. cit. pp. 42-43
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or is performing well the function it is made to perform? If

by virtue and happiness we mean what it seems we do mean, the

consequences are as follows: when men are agreed that a certain

sort of conduct constitutes virtue, if they mean anything at

all, they must mean that in that conduct man finds happiness.

And if a man says that what he calls virtue has nothing to do

with what he calls happiness or well being, then either in

calling the one virtue he does not really mean what he says,

or in calling the other happiness he does not mean what he says.*

An integral part of virtue, and thus of happiness, is

knowledge. We derive no benefit from possessions, however good,

without the wisdom and understanding to use them properly. Good

things, if guided by ignorance, "are greater evils than their

opposites, according as they are more capable of ministering

to their evil guide; whereas if understanding and wisdom guide

them, they are greater goods; but in themselves neither sort is
1

of any worth." For that ^diieh strengthens one part of ourselves,

if guided by ignorance, will but weaken the Whole. Hie good

life is a matter of structure and balance among the various

elements of our nature, an order in which no part plays a dis¬

proportionate role. The objects which we seek, considered in

themselves, are of no intrinsic value. They are but vehicles

of the soul's activity. And because this is so, the knowledge

which is virtue is ultimately self-knowledge, knowledge of

the true nature of one's own soul.

WJJat is the nature of that soul? Plato found at least a

partial answer in an old tale, probably of Pythagorean origin,

1. Euthydemus 281d-e, cf. Meno 88a ff.
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which had come down to him. "There was an old parable," Corn-
1

ford writes,

comparing human life to the Olympic festival, and divi¬
ding the people who went to such a festival into three
classes, according to the motives which took them there.
To some it was a fair or market, where they could buy
or sell} their motive was gain. The competitors in the
games went with a difforcnt purpose; their motive was
a not ignoble ambition, or mora generally the love of
victory and powor. Finally, there were the spectators,
who sought neither gain nor honour, but went to contem¬
plate a scene which must have been more attractive to
Greek eyes than a football match in Wembley stadium. The
three classes of visitors correspond to the three classes
in Plato's State. These are not hereditary castes, but
strata into which the citizens of each new generation
are to be sorted out, solely on the ground of tempera¬
ment and abilities. First there is the money-making type -
the lovers of wealth and the pleasures that wealth can
buy. Second the lovers of honour and power, who desire
distinction in the active life. Third, the men whom Plato
calls philosophers, the lovers of wisdom and knowledge,
the spectators of all time and all existence.

If it is truo, as I believe it is, that Plato implicitly refers
2

to this parable in the Phaedo and Symposium, it is because he

saw in it something of deep significance for human life; for

it sums up the various ways in which men pursue the good, &ch

of these lives, he felt, must answer to some activity, some
3

need, of the human soul. In the Republic he returns to the

old allegory once again, and founds upon it his analysis of

the civic community and the human soul . Do such diverse acti¬

vities, he asks, as pursuing knowledge, feeling anger and am¬

bition, and pursuing the pleasures associated with bodily

needs, imply distinct parts or faculties of the soul, or is
the whole 30ul at work in every act? To answer this question,
he points to one of our most common experiences, that of the

divided self, the conflict of motives. After heavy exercise

1. The Unwritten Philosophy, p. 61

2. Phaedo 68c, Symposium 204d 3. Republic IT 434d, 441c



on a warm day we may experience an intense craving for drink,
a craving which we deny, knowing that we may fall ill if we

give in to it. Again, we may have some malady which requires

the surgeons knife. Even though the pain and anxiedfcy of an

operation are abhorent to us, we still submit for the sake of

our health. We see, then, that the soul is affected in con¬

trary ways by the same object, and Plato holds that this im¬

plies a diversity of parts or modes of the soul's activity.

It would be contradictory to maintain that the same thing can

act or be acted upon in two opposite ways at the same time, in

relation to the same object, and in respect to the same part

of itself. In the examples glvertwe can distinguish two prin¬

ciples: irrational appetite, associated with pleasure and the

replenishment of physical needs, and reason, which exercises

a guiding and inhibiting influence on the other parts. Finally,
there is a passionate element, whereby we feel anger and indig¬

nation. As it later develops, this element, the 'spirit*, is

the seat of pride and ambition as well. It cannot be identified

with appetite, for it is often in conflict with it. For instance

we are often angry at ourselves for doing something wrong. Nor

can this element be identified with reason, although it is rea¬

son's natural ally; for it is found in children and animals as

well as men.

"The nature of these three pax-ta or principles of human

activity Plato would describe somewhat as follows; the lowest

parish, She eplthumetikon, the aomatoeides, consists in the
animal appetites and lower emotions. The activities of hunger

and thirst to begin with, and later sexual desire and fear,
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1
are expressions of its nature. Plato finds in it a multifarious

mass of desires and inclinations, warring with themselves and

with the other parts, so diverse as barely to be subsumable
2

under a common name. He usually calls it the 'gain-loving part',

for its desires are bound to the tangible and material, and

money is the vehicle of their satisfaction. If left to itself,

this part would be as prodigal of the ei^gies of the soul as a
sieve is of water; the appetites are insatiable, and if given

their head, know no satisfaction.
At a higher level stands the spirited part, the thumo-

eides: at its first appearance it seems to he that part which

answers to the feeling of righteous indignation, but its use

broadens to become a principle of internal authority within

the soul, whose function it is to correct and restrain the ap¬

petites at the command of reason. Reason itself, the wisdom-

loving part, stands under rightful conditions in the position

of governor. It alone can know where the good of the whole
4

soul lies, and legislate in such manner that it he obtained.

The soul can perform its proper function only when each

of its parts functions as it should, in due subordination to
6

the whole. Virtue consists in establishing these parts in their

proper order of control and subordination, with reason leading

the way to goodnees^ and the spirited part, obedient to tt, con¬

trolling the appetitos. Plato analyses virtue Into four elements,

whfcfch since his time have come to be called the 'cardinal vir¬

tues', wisdom, courage, temperance and justice. The first two

are the peculiar excellence of the two higher parts. The latter

1. Republic IV 439d, cf. Philebus 45a 2. ibid. VIII 553c-d

3. Gorgias 493a-b 4. Republic IV 44le ff., 442c 5. ibid. VII 555



are twin virtues which order the whole soul. Plato distinguishes

between temperance and justice on the ground that the former or¬

ders each part in relation to the whole, whereas the latter
1

enables eaoh part to perform its own proper function. Yet the

two are not really distinot, for the function of each part is

precisely determined by its function within the whole soul. The

two virtues express different names for the same thing, a prin-
2

ciple of harmony and concord within the good man. Virtue is not

a matter of external behavior, but an internal order of soul,

from which right action, Plato thought, necessarily follows. It

is, as it were, a principle of identity in difference, whereby

the soul is bound into a proportioned unity in which it yet main-
3

tains a diversity of functions. It s opposite, injustice, is a

state of stasis, of faction and discord; its effect, wherever

it occurs, in family, state or individual, is to make united ac¬

tion impossible, to set whatever it resides in at enmity with
4

itself. It is equivalent to disease in the body, just as jus¬

tice is the health of the soul. Within the just soul, each part

will be positively better off in respect to its own satisfaction;

our lower nature is not to be crushed in a false and unhealthy
5

asceticism:

each part of the soul will not only do its own work and
be just when the whole soul, with no inward conflict,
follows the guidance of the wisdom loving part, but it
will also enjoy the pleasures proper to it, and the best
and truest of which it is capable; whereas if either of
the other two parts gains the upper hand, besides fail¬
ing to find its own oroper pleasure, it will force the
others to pursue a false pleasure uncongenial to their
nature.

1.Republic IV 441d 2. cf. ibid. 432a 3. ibid. 443d-e

4. ibid. I 351d ff, 352a, VIII554d 5. ibid. IX 586e ff.
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Popular virtue, tlie virtue associated with the tripar¬

tite division of the soul, is not so much an adjustment of

parts', in any abstract sense, as it is a harmonia of desires.
1

In the Republic Plato distinguishes between necessary appeti¬

tes, which either cannot be got rid of or whose fulfillment

Is beneficial, and unnecessary appetites, which he hopes to

see removed by discipline and education, since they do no good

and may do harm, being often harmful to the body and prejudi¬

cial to intelligence and self-restraint. This emphasis on the

discipline of desire is explained by another passage, in which
2

the movement of desire is likened to the flow of a stream:

When a man^s desires set strongly in one direction, in
every other channel they flow more feebly, like a stream
diverted into another bed. So when the current has set
toward knowledge and all that goes with it, desire will
abandon those pleasures of which the body is the instru¬
ment, and be concerned with the pleasure which the soul
enjoys independently.

This passage assumes two things. The first is that the current

of desire may be directed along various channels toward vari¬

ous objects - a point developed in the discussion of the lad¬

der uf Luve' in the Greater Mysteries of the Symposium. Tho

second is that the fund of desiro is limited, and cannot be

be expended indiscriminately. Like running water, the desire

directed into one channel must be withdrawn from another.

Here again the ladder imp,ge is significant, for in climbing

we leave the lower rungs behind, as do we leave the higher

when descending. Similarly, the soul is likened to a fabulous
3

monster, part hydra, part lion, part man. To say that injus¬

tice pays is to say that it pays to feed up the lion, or worse,

1. Republic VIII 558d ff., cf. IX 571b ff. 2. ibid. VI 485d-e

3. ibid. IX 588b ff.
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the hydra, and to starve the man until he is so enfeebled

that the other parts can drag him about at will. Here again

the conception of a limited fund of desire directed into

Varying channels of expression, is implicit. F.M. Cornford

writes in this connection:

Virtue of the ordinary kind, the harmony of desires
in the complex nature, is effected by the readjustment
of natural impulses. During this life the energy must
flow along all channels in due measure, some pari must
go to preserve mortal life. The pleasure attached to
bodily functions attracts the necessary force, and is
innocent, if controlled and not mistaken for the end
of:life. Another part must go into the interests and
duties of civic life. So the love of power is satis¬
fied and rewarded with the honours bestowed by socie¬
ty. And the love of truth and goodness will be satis¬
fied in the exercise of prudence or practical wisdom.
The harmony of the three elements will be achieved by
a right distribution of the available energy.

In the Symposium, Diotima argues that desire is always

implicitly desire for immortality. Her doctrine is prefaced

by a description of Eros as a generic term. Love had previous¬

ly been defined as desire for the possession of the beautiful
2

or good. Diotima now enquires why it is that, although we say

that all men love the good always, for they all love happiness,

we say that some men love and some do not. She points out

that we have picked out one specific kind of love, sexual

passion, and given to it the name of the whole. ♦Eros* has

been treated like 'polesis'. Creation takes many forms\ the

productions of all the arts are creations, and their producers

creators. But the word'poiesls* has been marked off to stand

for one single bfanch of creation, that in music and meter,

1. The Unwritten Philosophy, p. 73 2. Symposium 205a-d
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♦poetry*. The same is true of Eros. Generically 14 is every

desire for good things and happiness. But those who turn to

it in various ways other than the sexual, in money-making,

or in love of athletics, or of wisdom, are not said to love

or be lovers. Those who assiduously pursue one special kind

of love obtain the name of the whole.

Diotima proceeds to draw an implication from the fore¬

going. Since men love the good and desire to possess it, they

desire to possess it forever. Thus Eros desires to possess
1

the good forever. From this it follows that men desire im-
2

mortality with the good, i.e., that love is love of immortality.

This seems a surprising conclusion, but it does in fact

follow from Plato's premises. All men desire to be happy. This

they can gain only from the possession of good things. Since

they can never desire to cease to be happy, their wish must

be to possess good things always, i.e., forever. And this is

to desire continued existence with the good. Plato's conclu¬

sion can also be justified at a more metaphysical level. The

peculiar evil of a thing is that which tends to destroy it,

or prevent it from fulfilling its proper function, while the

good of a thing is that which maintains it in existence and
3

enables it to do it3 work well. Therefore to desire the good -

the human good - is to desire what will benefit us and pre¬

serve us, maintain us in existence.

This description of Eros, however, raises a problem.

Eros is love of immortality; we love only what we lack. It

follows that we cannot be immortal. Yet this conclusion di-

1. Symposium 205e-6a 2. ibid. 207a
3. Republic X 608e ff.
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rectly contradicts the attempts If the Phaedo, Republic and
1

Phaedrus to prove the immortality of the soul.

But it does not. The immortality which Eros, in the

Lesser Mysteries, strives to attain, is an immortality in

time. Plato defined 'death* in the Phaedo as 'the separation

of soul and body*. Eros desires immortality in the strictest

sense: it desires to prevent that separation. The objects of .

Eros are described as sex, nutrition, honour, fame, poetic crea¬

tion, lawgiving and education. As the examples show, Eros

plainly aims at the self-perpetuation of the organism, or,

where that is impossible, at the perpetuation of such aspects

of the organism as can maintain themselves in the face of

perpetual change - a kind of vicarious immortality. Plato's

Eros is, in this respect, closely similar to the conatus of

Spinoza, an impulse which attempts to maintain the organism

in the face of disturbing influences from the world in which

it lives. The immortality which Eros desires, then, is the

immortality of perpetual existence in time for the organism.

This immortality is different in kind from the immortality,

or, more strictly, the indestructibility,of the soul which

Plato was concerned to establish by proof.

In the Greater Mysteries, immortality bears a second

meaning. The man who has laid hold on (ephapteln) Beauty

1* Prof. Hackforth has argued, on this basis, that Plato had
'lapsed into skepticism*,when he wrote the Symposium, on
the subject of immortality. (Classical Review, lxiv, 1953,
p. 43 ff.) Ho has boon effoctively answered by J.V. Luce,
Classical Review N.S. ii, p. 137 ff. R.S. Bluck, Plato's
Phaedo, London, 1955§ p. 28 n. 1, has an excellent dis¬
cussion. In light of the work of Luce and Bluck, with which
I broadly agree, I have not thought it necessary to dis¬
cuss Hackforth's position in greater detail.



itself comes to possess * true virtue', and in so doing be¬

comes ,beloved of god*; and "he, if any man does, becomes im¬

mortal." The notion that the philosopher has a greater share
2

than other men in immortality is reflected in the Timaeus:

Now if a man is engrossed in appetites and ambitions
and spends all his time upon these, all his thoughts
must needs be mortal, and, so far as possible, he can¬
not •fall short of being mortal altogether, since he has
nourished the growth of his mortality. But if his heart
has been set on the love of learning and true wisdom
and he has exercised that part of himself above all, he
is surely bound to have thoughts immortal and divine, if
he shall lay hold on (ephapteln) the truth, nor can he
fail to possess immortality in the fullest measure
that human nature admits.

These passages have led some scholars to hold that Plato be¬

lieved immortality to be, not a natural endowment of the soul,

but the attainment of a chosen few. Since this doctrine is

patently irreconcilable with the character the soul assumes

in his proofs of immortality, we must seek elsewhere for an

explanation. The truth is, I believe, that the terms *mortal*

and 'immortal* are here meant metaphorically, rather than in

any literal sense. For the Greek, to be immortal is to be di¬

vine, and Plato associates mortality, naturally enough, with

the world of transiency and perpetual change. Now in the Theae-

tetus, Plato describes the ethical task as that of 'becoming
3

like god*; one can offer many reasons for this doctrine, but

the most pertinent is this: Plato felt that the ultimate ful¬

fillment of human nature is an intellectual fulfillment; and
4

it is a law of the intellect that 'like knows like*. In order

1. Symposium 212a 2, Timaeus 20b-c 3. Theaetetus 176b

4. Timanus 37a-c; this dogma is assumed at Phaedo 78b ff»,
whoro tho soul is proved to be 'most like* the divine forms,
of. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, London, 1952, p. 94; Taylor,
Commentary on Plato's TlmaeuaT Oxford, 1928, pp. 158-9;
Biuck, op. cit.. p. 32, cf. supplementary note 3} FestAgiere,
Contemplation et vie Contemplative salon Plation, Paris, 1950
pp. liO-22.' " ' ~



to know god, we must become god-like; and this is a matter,

not alone of the intellect - for the intellect does not exist

in a vacuum - but of the whole man. Only through the practice

of virtue and the right direction of desire can we lay hold

on the truth. Only by being good can we know good. Accordingly-!

progress in virtue, progress in the philosophical life, is a

continual assimilation to the divine nature; which is to say

that, as we approximate to the nature of god, we approximate

to the nature of the immortal. And by parity of reasoning, the

man who can never lift his gaze from earth, who 1 feeds upon

the food of semblance,* nourishes the growth of his mortality.

We may remark, before passing on, that Eros is always implicit¬

ly love of this kind of immortality too; for in it is to be

found the fulfillment of our nature and the only true happi¬

ness; to lay hold upon the truth is to realise fully our 'true

wish.*

Diotima proceeds to describe the reason for love and
1

desire. The mortal nature seeks to be ever existent and immor¬

tal. It can achieve this only in begetting, by leaving a new

creature behind in place of the old which will pass away. This

process of continual generation occurs, not only In the species,

but also within the individual; for our bodies and those aspects

of our souls associated with them, are continually dying. It

is ohly for a time that an animal is said to live and be the

same. And even though he is called the same, he is not so, for

he does not at any time possess the same properties; the new ia

ever replacing that which is continually lost. This applies,

1. Symposium 207a ff.



not only to the body, but to the soul; habits, customs, opin¬

ions, desires, pleasures, pains - all are continually changing.

Stranger still is the fact that even our knowledge is contin¬

ually coming to be and passing away, so that we are never the

same persons even in what we know. Every mortal thing is pre¬

served, not by remaining forever the same, but by substituting

another like it for what departs or becomes aged. It is in this

way that the mortal nature has a share in immortality.

It is a little surprising to be told that knowledge

(episteme) is always coming to be and passing away, never

refining the same. That would indeed be 'atopoteron* , if
♦knowledge* were to be understood in its full Platonic sense.

1
Change is denied of this kind of knowledge in many places.

But the term is not here need in this strict sense; it has the

connotation of 'experience* or 'acquaintance with*, and as

such signifies the same state of mind as does 'ppinion* in

the Republic, a kind of cognition whose objects are all said

to have an ambiguous character in the twilight realm of non-

being, with the result that we can form no stable conception
2

of them.

The argumont of this final part of the Lesser Myster¬

ies turns upon a subtle transformation. Earlier we were told

that Eros, arising in lack, seeks the kind of object which

will fill that lack. But now we are led to see that the di¬

rect object of Eros is only a kind of matter, which the soul

uses as a vehicle in creation. The desire for food, for example,

arises from hunger; and in the most obvious sense, the desire

is merely for food. But JEft we consider the reason for the

l.e.g. Meno 97d ff., Timaeus 50e 2. Republic V 479c



desire, the role which it plays in the economy of the organ¬

ism, we recognise that it has as its raison d'etre the susten¬

ance of life. And in view of Plato's doctrine that bodily

existence is one of perpetual change, it is not straining
1

words to call that which sustalns>a creator, in this way, we

must regard Eros as,at one level of discussion, desire for

beautiful things, ta kala; and at another as desire to create

in beautiful things, en to kalo. The relation between the

latter interpretation of its object and the doctrine that

love is always of immortality is obvious.

But if this interpretation is correct, all that strict¬

ly follows from saying that Eros is love of creation is that

Eros desires to replenish those parts of our mortal nature which

are continually passing away. Plato passes directly from this

limited sense of 'begetting* to a more general one: he affirms

the doctrine of a vicarious immortality gained by bfinging to

birth in another medium aspects of one's own nature. But the

desire for continued existence with the good is by no means

the same as a desire for vicarious immortality* Plato's point

is that Eros is not ego-centered or selfish. The desire is

implanted in us for creation; and so desire passes beyond the

demands of the narrowly existing self. The point is not devel¬

oped dialectically; rather it is an insight into the way in

which men do in fact behave.

Diotima goes on to point out the various forms of vicar-
2

ious immortality which men strive to achieve. All men are preg¬

nant, both in body and mind, and long to beget. It is possible

to beget only in the boautiful, for Beauty is a birth-goddess,

1. cf. Symposium 207d, Phaedo 87d 2. Symposium 208c-9e
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suffusing the man who is hearing the pangs of pregnancy with

gentleness and happiness, and enabling him to bring forth.

The first form of begetting she mentions is that of fame, and

the hope of memory in after time. Again, those who are preg¬

nant of body express their love in sexual ways, and procure

immortality through their offspring. Others are pregnant in

soul rather than body, and beget the virtue and prudence which

order cities rightly. Finally, the soul of the pregnant man

may reach out toward a beautiful youth, and take in hand his

education, rearing virtue and friendship in common with him.

In discussing marriage regulations in the Laws, Plato
1

says:

It is a man's duty to marry, remembering that there is a
sense in which the human race partakes of immortality -
a thing for which the desire is implanted in man in all
its forms; for the desire to be famous and not to lie
nameless in the grave is a desire for immortality. The
race of man is twin-born with all time and ffollows its
course in a companionship which will endure to the end;
and it is Immortal in this way - by leaving children's
children, so that the race always remains one and the
same and partakes of immortality by means of generation.

To the immortality gained from perpetuation of the species and

the memory of future generations, Plato in the Symposium adds

a third kind, tho immortality gained by generating phronesls,

in soul or state. And this activity is educational: both states¬

man and friend should be teachers: this is the highest form

of generation to which the mortal nature may attain.

The doctrine that Eros is love of immortality provides

the link of transition between the Lesser and the Greater Mys¬

teries, where Eros is considered as the force of aspiration.

Eros desires the permanent possession of good things, a poss-

1. Laws IV 721b.
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essionjwhich it can in no way gain from the world of changing
things. The possession of a particular nan never be constant;

bound up as it is with time, it quickly passes. The true object

of desire can never be found in the world of becoming; we are

necessarily drivin beyond in our quest for happiness and spiri¬

tual peace. The Los3er Mysteries point beyond themselves to

the higher revelation which follows.
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Appewdix to Chapter I

Desire in the Symposium and Republic

It will be evident to the reader that I have assumed

that the treatment of desire in the 3ymposi\im and Republic

is the product of a single doctrine. The validity of this

assumption rests on two things: the strength of evidence in¬

dicating an identical analysis, and the abs^ence of discre¬
pant doctrine.

In a sense, this essay may be regarded as itself an

argument for the soundness of this assumption, for I have

continually sought to elucidate the doctrine of the Symposium

with material drawn from the Republic and other dialogues.

Plato was not a light-hearted poet, but a serious philosopher
1

with a system of his own; and it is therefore not surprising

that such eluoidation whould be possible. But let me briefly

feview some of the more salient similarities between the dia¬

logues. In both the Republic and the Symposium, desire is ana-
2

lysed as a relative term. In both, it is generic, found in

all parts of the soul and directed toward every kind of object
3

which man can come to possess. In both, desire always seeks

the good; as the Republic says, the good is that which "every
4

soul pursues as the end of all her actions^" - though, as we

have seen, this does not prevent our desiring things which are

actually bad. Again, both dialogues conceive Besire as capa-

1. On this point, compare Robin*s wise words, Platon, Paris,
1935, Avant-Propos.

2. Symposiuml99e-201c; Republic IW 438b ff.

3. Symposium 205a-d; Republi* IX 580d 4. Republic VI 505d
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ble of movement, o^ being withdrawn from certain objects and

focused on others; the Greater Mysteries, which exhibit desire

as a continuity, progressing through ordered stages to its

ultimate object, presuppose this. The stages of Love's passage,

furthermore, are mirrored, as we shall see, in the various

levels of education in the Republic. And the force of aspira¬

tion, the theme of the Greater Mysteries, appears also in the

Republic, where the soul is said to have a horme which can lift •' T
—r

from the physical world and carry it to heaven. These examples

are by no means exhaustive of the parallels between the two

dialogues, but they are perhaps sufficient. There is also a

consideration of a different order which should be mentioned.

There has been recent speculation that the Phaedo and the Re¬

public, though written separately, were planned together in
2

advance. The relative chronology of the Phaedo and the Sym¬

posium is a vexed question; but they were written very close
3

together, and we may expect that if the one were planned in

this manner, so was the other.

As to discrepancies in doctrine, so far as I know, there

are none. It has been held that, while the Republic affirms

the immortality of the soul, the doctrine of desire in the

Symposium implicitly <3enies it; but as we have seen, this

rests upon misunderstanding. And while it is true that the

Republic has nothing to say about desire as creative, nor of

its object as immortality, to urge this »s an objection would

be a mere argument from silence. Plato does not tell all be

1. Republic X 611e

ef. Robin, La Theorle Platonicienne de l'A^our, ch. ii

X?"cf. Stenzel, op.cit. p. 12; Bluck, op.cit. pp. 3, 198
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knows egery time he writes.

Tho most striking difference between the dialogues is
that the word '©ros* is used for 'desire* in the Symposium,

while 'eplthumia' is generally so used in the Republic. But

this is merely verbal. It is a well recognised fact that Plato -

fortunately for his readers - was loath to use the technical

terms which have since tended to turn philosophy into a seman-
1

tical jungle. It is true, however, that when, in the Republic,

'epithumia' is used in the more restricted sense of bodily de¬

sire, it carries a derogatory connotation which * eros*. in the

Symposium, does not bear. Rut that connotation la attached to
2

the word in other dialogues, and represents an evaluation of a

certain kind of desire, not a judgment of desire itself.

1. cf. H.C. Baldry, "Plato's Technical Terms", Classical Quar¬
terly. 1937, no.3, p. 141

3. of. Phaedo (5002* Phaedrus 237d3, £38b-c (whore area is taken
as purely sexual passion); Timaaus 42a7, 69d5
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Chapter II

The Greater Mysteries of Eros: Eros as Aspiration

The Lesser Mysteries of Diotima offer a general ana-

lysis of dd3ire; but in them, the lover moves always within

the realm of opinion: his object is tajcala, not to k&lon,
beautiful things, not specifically Beai ty itself. The lovers

who have been initiated into them are the 'lovers of beauti-
1

ful colours and sounds' of the Republic:

When people have an eye for the multitude of beautiful
things or just actions or whatever it may be, but can
neither behold Beauty or Justice itself nor follow a
guide who would lead them to it, we shall say that all
they have is belief... Those who contemplate the reali¬
ties themselves as they are forever in the same unchang¬
ing state... have not mere belief, but knowledge.,, Fur¬
ther, their affection goes out to the objects of knowledge,
whereas the others set their affections on the objects
of belief, for it was they... who had a passion for the
spectacle of beautiful colours and sounds, but would not
hear of Beauty itself being a real thing.

2
The Greater Mysteries describe the ascent of the soul

to Beauty as a progress of Eros up an ordered ladder of Being.

They take their starting point, roughly, from that love of

the spiritual and physical beauty of the person which marks
3

the culmination of primary education in the Republic. In the

love of a beautiful persun the realms of belief and knowledge

seem to touch; the loved one is the bridge over which the

energy of desire may be redirected to the possession of the

ultimate object of love, Beauty itself.

1. Republic Y 476c ff. 2. Symposium 2l0a-2l2a

3. Republic III 402c ff.
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The ascent has two important aspects. On the one hadd,

it is marked by systematic method and regular procedure, by

which Eros mounts, as by a ladder, to the ultimate reality.

But the ascent is an ordered progress of reason as well; Eros

is dependent upon Nous throughout the process. The final revel¬

ation is open only to those who have the requisite intellectual

ability: that facility in discursive reasoning which enables

them to discern the one in the many and the many in the one,
1

to identify and generalize.

The ascent begins by detaching Eros from the particular

and concrete, so that it comas to recognise and prefer the

universal element of beauty exemplified in things, ratht* than

one of its manifestations; the lover comes to realise that
2

all physical beauty is cognate, and so ceases to overvalue

the beauty of any single thing. Santayana has described well
3

the point which Plato has in mind:

The passions, in so far as they are impulses to action,
entangle us materially in the flux of substance, being
intent on seizing, transforming, or destroying something
that exists; but at the same time, in so far as they
quicken the mind, they are favourable to the discern¬
ment of essence; and it is only a passionate soul that
can be truly contemplative. The reward of the lover,
which also chastens him, is to discover that, in think¬
ing he loved anything of this world, he was profoundly
mistaken. Everybody strives for possession; that is the
animal instinct on which everything hangs; but possess¬
ion leaves the true lover unsatisfied; his joy is in
the character of the thing loved, in the essence it re¬
veals, whether it be here or there, now or then, his
or another's. This os3«nce, which for action was only
a signal letting loose a generic animal impulse, to
contemplation is the whole object of love, and the sole
gain in loving.

The soul which has been freed of its enslavement to the

particular and individual will come to cherish beauty of char-

1. Symposium 210b 2. ibid.
3. Santayana, The Realms of Being. New York, 1942, p. 16
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acter and soul above physical beauty. We here reach the level

which those who have passed through primary educatiuu in the
1

Republic will have attained. To them, the most beautiful spec¬

tacle of all is the coincidence of a beautiful body and a nob¬

le soul, and this is the object of their love; but it is not

the beauty of the body they care so much for, but that of the

soul. It may be noted that at this level, and its cognate

described below, the lover is still within the realm of opin¬

ion; knowledge has not yet been attained.

From beauty of soul, it is but a short step to recog-
2

nising the beauty of laws and practices, for the same principles

provide both soul and society with their beauty and proper
3

order. Plato is convinced that character and custom, in so

far as they are good, evince an aesthetic element, an element

which is intensified at the next level, where the soul leaves

opinion behind as it comes to contemplate the beauty and or¬

der of mathematics and exact science. Bertrand Russell has

expressed the feeling which must often have come to Plato in
4

his study of mathematics:

Mathematics, rightly viewed, possesses not only truth,
but supreme beauty - a beauty cold and austere, like
that of sculpture, without appeal to any part of our
weaker nature, without the gorgeous trappings of paint¬
ing or music, yet sublimely pure, and capable of a stern
perfection ouoh aa only the greatest art (tan show. The
true spirit of delight, the exaltation, the sense of
being more than man, which is the touchstone of the
highest excellence, is to be found in mathematics as
surely as in poetry... Real life is, to most men, a
long second best, a perpetual compromise between the
ideal and the possible; but the world of pure reason
knows no compromises, no practical limitations, no
barriers to the creative activity embodying in splendid
edifices the passion of aspiration after the perfect
from which all great work springs.

1.Republic III 402c ff. 2. Symposium 2l0b-c

3. cf. Republic II 368e ff., IV 435e ff., VIII 544d ff.
4. Mysticism and Logic, Penguin, 1953, p. 62.
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In grasping the beauty of the sciences, the lover is

impelled noward the ocean of beauty, the beauty attaching to

logical relations, made manifest in dialectic, the ultimate

knowledge to which discursive reasoning can attain. At this

level he must remain until he has gathered strength to attain

to the intuitive knowledge of Beauty itself, the goal of all

his efforts, a goal which transcends the physical, moral and

intellectual beauties which he has already experienced, and

lends to them their essential character.

Thus it is Beauty, or perhaps better, ultimate reali¬

ty, which is the supreme object of desire - eternal, free from

relativity and change, absolute in its simplicity and grand¬

eur. It is revealed to the eye of the soul 'suddenly* (exaiph-
1

nes). as the sacred objects of the mystery religions were

revealed to the wondering eyes of the worshippers. And, as

in the mysteries, the culmination of the worship is described

as a marriage, the sacred marriage of Eleusinia, the marriage

of the soul and Beauty. In the Republic as well, the ultimate

intuition is likenBd to a marriage, There the true lover is
2

described as:

One born to strive towards reality, who cannot linger
among that multiplicity of things which men believe to
be real, but holds on his way with a passion *hat will
not faint nor fail until he has laid hold upon the es¬
sential nature of each thing with that part of the soul
which can apprehend reality because of its affinity
therewith; and when he has by that means approached
real being and entered into unity with it, the offspring
of this marriage Is intelligence and truth; so that at
last, having found knowledge and true life and nour¬
ishment, he is at rest from his travail.

1. Symposium 210e; cf. Epistle VII 341c

2. Republic VI 490a ff.
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In the Symposium too the marriage signifies a begetting:

"there is will befall him, in seeing Beauty in the (only)
manner in which it can be seen, that he will beget, not a

phantom (eidolon) of virtue, tor he does not touch a phan-
1

torn, but true virtue, for he touches the truth." The 'true

virtue' of the Symposium and the 'intelligence and truth*

of the Republic are at bottom the same thing: philosophic

virtue, the virtue which is Wisdom. And the marriage in

which Wisdom was conceived involved, not alone the intellect,

but the whole soul; at this ultimate level, intellect is

fused, how we know not, with passion and desire. Eros* home

is Being, and that is why it is the impetus which fires the
2

soul awakened to its own need.

The desire for ultimate fulfillment and self-perfection

is universal among men, but that desire is too often thwarted.

The failure of most men to realise their own good is the re-
3

suit of ignorance, and of something more. In the Phaedrus It

is said that souls, in their passion to attain the heights

and to follow the gods, come into conflict with one another;

their wings are broken in the struggle, and they fall to earlfch

to feed upon the food of semblance. This conflict, in its soc¬

ial context, is treated at length in the Republic. In a society

falsely ordered, man is a wolf to man, and those who have the

natural talent for pursuing wisdom are more often than not de¬

moralised and corrupted. The great criminals of the world are

men of generous promise and ability, corrupted by the society

1. Symposium212a 2. of. Festugiere, op. oit, p. 322 ff,

3. Phaedrus 248a-b
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1
on which they prey. The fact that the very greatness of a

man's capacities enables him to accomplish the greatest wlelc-

edness indicates that human reason has no innate grasp of

truth; intellect alone, without proner training of character,
2

is without power to find the good;

You must have noticed in dishonest men with a reputa¬
tion for sagacity the shrewd glance of a narrow intelli¬
gence piercing the objects to which it is directed.
There is nothing wrong with their power of vision, but
it has been forced into the service of evil, so that
the keener its sight, the more harm it works... And yet
if the growth of a nature like this had been pruned
from earliest childhood, cleared of those clinging under-
gfowths which come of gluttony and all luxurious plea¬
sures and, like leaden weights charged with affinity
to this mortal world, hang upon the soul, bending its
vision downwards; if, freed from these, the soul were
turned around towards the true reality, then this same
power in these very men would see the truth as keenly
as the objects it is turned to now.

Callicles, objecting to Socrates' ethical doctrine in
3

the Gorgias, says: "Socrates, if you are serious, and what

you say is really true, our human life would be turned upside

down; we are doing exactly the opposite, it seems, of what we

should." In Plato's eyes, Callicles for once was right; Soc¬

rates had turned life upeide down, or perhaps more accurately,

rightside up, and Plato devoted his life to propagating this

reversal of values. He sought to discover the true goals of

life in the manner which Socrates had indicated, arid, having

found them, to reform both individuals and society in conform¬

ity to his ideal. His desire, like Socrates', was to wean men

from the false selfishness and meaningless pursuit of power

which they practiced, and from the conventional life which

1. Republic VI 487b-97a. Plato, when he wrote this passage,
doubtless had in mind the tragic and strangely winning
figure of Alcibiades.

2. Republic VII 518e 3. Gorgias 481c
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they did not understand and therefore could not justify; to

place them in a society in which even tho dullest could live

the truth, even if they could not sufficiently euxixprehend it,

and in ithich the more talented men would be enabled, by right

nurture, to ascend to thn highest knowledge. This goal required,

Plato thought, an educational frameworft which would impart to

men in their youth a character which would allow them to seek

truth in their maturity. It is paradoxical, but Plato believed

it true, that before one can recognise and understand goodness,

one must be good. Therefore, education is concerned, not with

a single faculty, but with the whole soul. Before the qre of

the soul can turn to seek its proper object, the force of de¬

sire must be redirected and disciplined to seek the highest

and truest fulfillment of which it is capable. We must love

what we ought to love and hate what we ought to hate before
1

we can ever understand the reason for our disposition.

Education is training, but not, in the usual sense,of

the word, teaching. The most important things we know are not

the things that are 'taught* us, but the things we come to see

for ourselves, and the true teacher is not one who attempts

to transfer facts and theories, readymade, from his own head

or the dry leaves of books, into the heads of his students,
2

but rather a 'spiritual midwife', In Plato's penetrating phrase,

who lead3 men to see things for themselves. As he says in the
3

Republic:

Education is not what it is said to be by some, who
profess to put knowledge into a soul which does not
possess it, as if they could put sight into blind eyes.
On the contrary, our awn account signifies that the

1. Laws I 653b 2. Theaetetus 149a ff. 3. Republic YII 518b-d
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soul of every man does possess the power of learning
the truth and the organ to see it with; and that, just
as one might have to turn the whole body around in or¬
der that the eye might see light instead of darkness,
so the entire soul mu3t be turned away from this changing
world until its eye can bear to contemplate reality and
the supreme splendour whioh we have called the Good.
Hence there may well be an art whose aim will be to ef¬
fect this very thing; not to put the power of sight inte
the soul's eye, which already has it, but to ensure
that instead of looking in the wrong direction, it is
turned the way it ought to be.

Education is an internal process, a process by which the organ

of knowledge, and with it the whole soul, is turned from the

false images of sense to contemplate the perfection and order

of true being.

In its early stages, education will provide the nurture

required to develop good character. The early Platonic dia¬

logues had tended to stress the 'Socratic paradox' that virtue

is knowledge. If we really know what is good, we cannot help

but do it. But knowledge of ethical value is difficult, if not

impossible, to acquire if it must overcome the ignorant and

perverted misconceptions of earlier training. Therefore the
primary education of children, who are too young to apprehend

the reasons for their actions, must be accomplished through

the inculcation of good habits.

Plato's recommendations for primary education are not

revolutionary; they are based on Athenian tradition, "which
1

long experience has worked out," of oultiaating mind and body

by training in gymnastics and musike, a word which designated

both what we call music, and literature. This was the edueatioh,
2

as Plato tells us, that Socrates himself had received. Late in
3

life, in the Laws, Plato explained the effect which this train-

1. Republic II 376e 2. Crito 50d g. Laws II 672b ff.
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ing has. The child is always in frenzied and disordered motion;
its only sensations a chaotic welter of pleasures and pains.

Since it is through these that good and evil first penetrate

the soul, thi3 disordered motion must he reduced to proper pro¬

portion, so that pleasures which are bad will be rejected even

before the reason for so doing can be understood. Education

accomplishes this by instilling grace andrhythm, harmony and

self-restraint. The soul of a child is an imitative thing;

it takes the oharactor of its surroundings, and that character

soon becomes second nature. Therefore, "the beginning is al¬

ways the most important part, especially in anything young

and tender. That is the time when the character is being

moulded and easily takes any impress one may wish to stamp
1

upon it."

But although Plato accepted the general form and pur¬

pose of the traditional education, he did so with a difference.

The music and poetry which should form the basis of early

training often had the opposite effdct from that desired.

Ugly and morally reprehensible stories were introduced to the

child with all the authority of famous poets, ^hile education

must begin with fictions, with stories which appeal to the
a

emotions and the imagination, there is a vital distinction

between true fictions and false, between stories which contain

a core of spiritual guidance and stories which cannot hut de-
3

grade. One cannot justify the use of the latter by pointing to

some allegorical meaning, as the apologists for the poets

were wont to do in Plato's time; "the child cannot distinguish

1. Republic II 377a-b 2. ibid. 376e ff. 3. ibid. 377b
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the allegorical sense from the literal, and the ideas he takes

in at that age are likely to become indelibly fixed; hence the

great importance of seeing that the first stories he hears
1

shall produce the best possible effect on his character."

Plato therefore recommends a sweeping censorship of Homer,
2

Hesiod, and the other poets, and lays down certain rules

which any poet who would like his work recommended for use in

schools must follow. The fundamental themes of education at
3

this early age must be moral and religious. Stories of the

gods must represent the divine nature as good and true, free

from change, not responsible for the manifold evils we find
around us. Death must not be represented as an evil; heroes

must never stoop to cowardice or lamentation. Qualities of

truthfulness, courage, self-control and self-restraint must

be portrayed, and their opposites excluded. The children are

to take part in dramatic recitation only if the characters

they represent are worthy of imitation. Music, which Plato

regarded as a direct expression of emotion, must also be
censored, since a child should lend himself only to such emo¬

tions as are proper and morally strengthening. Everywhere the

child must find the beauty and harmony of proportion. Gymnas¬

tics too must contribute to this ideal by instilling strength

and grace of movement. Earlier Plato had accepted tho tradi¬

tional distinction: gymnastics for the body, muiike for the
4

soul; but he later modifies this. All education is for the

soul: musike tends to cultivate and nourish the mind, rii.ile

1. Republic II 378d ff. 2. cf. Laws II 656c

3. Republic III 386a ff. 4. ibid. 410c
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gymnastic tames and harmonises the spirited part of the soul.

The two branches of education serve to bring these two ele¬

ments in our naturo into harmony with each other by adjusting

the tension of each to the right pitch, as a man tunes a lyre.

Excessive cultivation of the first leads to softness and effem¬

inacy, of the second, to hardness, brutality, and stupidity.
Care of both parts in proper proportion offsets the bad conse¬

quences of excessive and one-sided development of either, and

the child develops into a person of poise and grace.

The growing child is to be filled with the desire for

the truly beautiful and good, and this can only be accomplished

by lending to his soul a likeness of the proportion and harmony

deep within the nature of every good and beautiful thing. His
1

whole environment must be such as to contribute to this end.

Not only the poets, but all the craftsmen of the state must

express the image of noble character in their art, so that the

young will grow in an atmosphere of beauty rather than moral
2

deformity,

so that our young men, dwelling in a wholesome climate,
may drink in good from every quarter, whence, like a
breeze bearing health from happy regions, some influence
from noble works constantly falls on eye and ear from
childhood upwards, and imperceptibly draws them into
harmony with reason, whose impress they take... Rhythm
and harmony sink deep into the recesses of the soul and
take thefatrongest hold there, bringing that grace of body
and mind which is to be found only in those who have
been brought up in the right way... Approving all that
is lovely, he will welcome it home with joy to his soul,
and nourished thereby, grow into a man of noble spirit.
And when reason comes, he will greet her as a friend
with whom his education has made him long familiar.

The person who has passed through this primary training

will have the 'popular virtue' of the good olt.iv.en. The parts

1. cf. Timaeus 19d, Laws I 643b ff.

2. Republic III 401e-402a, cf. 401a
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of his soul will function together in harmonious attunement.

Hie rational part will have acquired its specific virtue, wis¬

dom - not, at this stage, the full synoptic vision of all time

and all existence, but still a thorough working knowledge of

good and evil based on right opinion. The spirited part will

be courageous, fearing what ought to be feared, evil, aid

steadfast in the face of dangers which the good man must en¬

dure. The appetites will fulfill those functions necessary for

health and the sustenance of life. The soul will be temperate

in virtue of the unanimity and concord within it as to what

part should rule and what obey. Finally, the soul will be just,

with each part fulfilling its proper function, reason fuling

with the aid of spirit, and the appetites submitting to their

governance. The elements of the will have thus been established

in their natural relations of control and subordination; in

this harmony of interests each part will have achieved its own

form of pleasure and its own peculiar desire. The individual

has become one, not many; he is no longer divided against himself.

But the ultimate conversion which it is education's aim

to produoe has not yet beon achieved; reason has not yet come.

Primary education ends with the perception of images of the

moral Forms, not the true realities of which they are but a
1

dim likeness. So far, the soul has received, not knowledge,

but the discipline of desire which will enable it to accept

right opinion, a sufficient, though not an abiding, gull e to
2

action. Belief is always an insufficient guardian of virtue,

1. Republic III 403a ff.; cf. Oornford, The Republic of Plato.
Oxford, 1951, p. 86

2. cf. Meno 97a-c, 98a, Republic VI 506c, Timaeus 51e
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and the person who holds it never really knows whether he Is

right or wrong; his conviction lacks stable foundations: it

can only be made fast by knowledge. Trimary education points

beyond itself to a discipline which will give us that knowledge.

The distinction between primary and advanced education

corresponds to that between belief and knowledge in Plato's

symbol of the divided line, between the Cave and the out of

doors, and roughly, to that between the Greater and Lesser

Mysteries in the Symposium. The training which those who qual¬

ify for advanced education will receive is a rigorous ground¬

ing in the exact sciences. Plato's recommendations would have

been no innovation in Athens, though the spirit which motivated

them was certainly new. Protagoras, in a dialogue set tin the
1

fifth century, criticises certain of his collegues because they

insist that their students apply themselves to the 'arts' (tech-

nai), arithmetic, geometry, astronomy, literature and music.

These represented the form of education which many of the soph¬

ists endeavoured to supersede in the name of practical training

in rhetoric and politics, a movement which culminated hn the

school of Plato's riv&l, Isocrates. Plato, however, reinstated

the arts on a new basis, with additions in keeping with the

scientific advances of his time. Literature and music, as we

have seen, are to be used to mould the character; the sciences

will discipline the mind. Thoy will be studied, not for their

own sake, but because theyprovide a means by which the mind
may be detached from the particular Impressions of sense, and

enabled to mount to the universality of the intelligiblo. Tho

mathematical training is designed to habituate the mind to ab¬

stract discussion before it advances to properly philosophical

1, Protagoras 318e



questions; it must not be plunged untrained into the discussion

of moral and metaphysical issues.

The training which Plato recommends is essentially math¬

ematical, for he regarded that discipline as preeminent in de¬

veloping facility in discursive reasoning, and as leading the

soul to the contemplation of true Being, rather than becoming.

Furthermore, it not only sharpens the wits and redirects the

gaae of the soul, it reveals something of the proportionate

and harmonious attunement of the universe itself. The training
1

begins with arithmetic (arithmetlke. the science of numbers, not

logiatikq. the art of calculation), a science which enables us

to understand the nature of unity and the properties of number.

Part of its value, as with the other sciences which follow, lies

in its abstractness: since every unit is equal to every other

and has no parts, it can be conceived only in thought - an exer¬

cise which helps convert the soul. More important, perhaps, is

the fact that it helps us to apprehend the basis of the number

system, the unit, as a purely intelligible object. Unity is al¬

ways presented to the senses in a contradictory manner: for

what seems one is always also many. This confusion in sense

stirs the mind to isolate, distinguish, and define the object

of intelligence involved, the Form of Unity, from the thing

given in perception, and so to pass from Becoming to Being.
Arithmetic is also the key to understanding the physical world,

for it deals with the basic element of Becoming, the point.

From arithmetic and the study of the point, the student
2

advances to geometry and the study of the plane. From this he

1. Republic ¥11 524d-6c 2. ibid. 526c-7c
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passes to solid figures and the science newly discovered by
1

Theaetetus, * stereometry* or solid geometry. From ateroometry

he goes on to astronomy, the study of solids in perfect, that

is to say, circular motion about a fixed axis, as exemplified
2

by the movement of the heavens. This is to be studied, not by

empirical observation, but through mathematical problems; other¬

wise its educational value would be lost. The final study on

this mathematical level is Plato's projected science of harmon¬

ics; the counterpart of the harmonious motion of the heavens is

the harmonious motion of concord which effects the human ear*

As with astronomy, the good of this study is derived, not from

a sensory comparison of audible tones, but from the determina¬

tion of what numbers and proportions are consonant and what not.

At the conclusion of the mathematical program, the most

promising students will go on to be trained in the science of

philosophical enquiry, Dialectic. Mathematics is only an intro¬

duction to knowledge; certain assumptions are accepted as first
3

principles, and, since the mind cannot rise above them, it trav¬

els downward, deducing consequences by the use of sensory mo¬

dels and images for its demonstrations. It cannot give an ac-
4

count of its own premises. Dialectic*destroys* the assumptions

of the special sciences by using them as stepping stones toward

a synoptic vision of reality, in which they are viewed in the
5

context of the structure of being itself. Dialectic is progress¬

ive, genetic in character; although its truths are new, 'syn¬

thetic,* they grow out of truths already in some 3on3e known.

1. Republic VII 527«-d 2. ibid. 527d-8e

3.Republic VI 509c-lle, cf, Phaedo 100a ff., Meno 86e ff.

4. Republic VII 538c 5. cf. ibid. VI 509d-e
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The mind no longer resorts to the physical models which mathe¬

matics is accustomed to uae; its reasoning proceeds from Forms,

through Forms, and ends in Forms, as it isolates each essence

from, and grasps its connection with, all others} it sees the

one in the many and the many in the one. Its method is intui¬

tive: it simply sees connections; it cannot, like the deductive

sciences, prove them. Hie special sciences are based on analysis;

they discover the many in the one. But although Dialectic uses

this technique, which Plato afterward called the method of div¬

ision, it also uses the method of collection: the synthetic,

intuitive apprehension in which it finds the one in the many.

The prolonged training in this technique is designed to strength¬

en the soul's vision. Robinson has expressed Plato's position
2

well:

The whole educational process is one of strengthening
the vision of the soul; it does not prove or demonstrate
the higher realms from the evidence of the lower. The
prisoner released from the cave goes through a series
of objects graduated in brightness before he can look
at the sun, which is the brightest of all. But the series
of preliminary objects does not demonstrate the existence
of the sun; it only enables him to see it. The prisoner
by this process gradually strengthens his eyes. By prac¬
ticing on effects ha gains the power to see tho cause of
these effects. So the dialectician on the upward path is
gradually strengthening his mental vision until he has
apprehended not merely the effects with which he had to
start, but also the cause of these effects; but he is
not demonstrating the existence of that cause except in
the sense in which raising the curtain demonstrates the
existence of the stage. The upward path is an intellect¬
ual discipline that results in knowledge, and yet does
not prove anything.

The culmination of this discipline is the ascent to the

Good, that ultimate principle of reality which Plato describes,

perhaps metaphorically, as 'beyond being, surpassing it in dig-

1. Republic YII 531c-5a, cf. Symposium 210b

2. R. Robinson, Plato's Earlier Dialectic, Oxford, 1953, pp.173-4
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nity and power.* Discursive thought, trained by Dialectic to

use intuition, ends at last in pure intuition - an intuition

which effects tho final conversion and purification of the soul.

Philodophic virtue has been engendered: education has reached

its goal. And here, on this ultimate level of human achieve¬

ment, to know the good is to do it. Our infallible apprehen¬

sion of tho truth infallibly determines us to act in keeping

with it. For the conversion of the whole soul has been attained.

The Good has a dual significance for human life; for it

is both the ultimate object of knowledge, and the ultimate ob-
1

ject of desire. It lends to objects their truth and intelligi¬

bility and the mind its ability to know, and at the same time

it is the one possession which will genuinely fulfill our nature

and satisfy our true wish. The intuition uf this supreme princi¬

ple of being and value transforms, not only the intellect, but

the whole soul. It enables us to evaluate with perfect accuracy

the objects of mortal striving, and determines that we shall act

in keeping with our knowledge. At this ultimate level of aspir¬

ation, man has become most truly man; and in so doing he has

become as god, knowing good and evil.

The roots of Plato's doctrine of the Good as the ultimate

explicans, the ultimate object of knowledge, may be traced to

the Phaedo. There Socrates, commenting on Anaxagoras' doctrino
2

of Nous, says:

I was delighted with this 'cause', and it seemed to me
to be somehow appropriate that mind should be responsi¬
ble for everything, and I supposed that if this were so,
the ordering Mind ordered everything and placed each
thing severally as it was b03t that it should be; so if

1. cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics XII 10?2a 25-b 3, and Festugiere,
op. cit. p.323 ff.

2. Phaedo 97c-d
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anyone wafiAed to discover the cause of anything, how it
came into being or perished or existed, he simply needed
to discover what kind of existence was best for it, or
what it was best that it should do or have done to it.
According to this line of reasoning, the only thing that
man needed to consider in regard to that particular ques¬
tion or any other was simply what was best.

1
But Socrates, fearing that he might be blinded by too much light,

despaired of knowing the good directly; he therefore had recourse

to a dauteros pious (literally, a 'second sailing*, the use of

oars when a sailing ship was becalmed), an alternative method,

investigation by hypothesis. This method has a dual character.

Socrates recommends that, when we seek an explanation for some¬

thing, we choose the most likely hypothesis and, passing down¬

ward, check the self-consistency of its implications and (though

Plato does not explicitly say this) its coherence with the limit¬

ed set of facts it is supposed to explain. If, after being proved

logically and factually consistent, it is still challenged, then

we must pass upward in order to validate it, deducing it from

some more ultimate hypothesis. This process must continue until
2

'something sufficient' (ti ikanon) is reached.

The 'tl lkanon* may simply mean 'something sufficient for

present purposes', that is, a hypothesis which everyone agrees

to accept} but it may mean something more. The language and the

context show striking similarities to the Good in the Renublic,
3

the 'unhypothetical first principle* of knowledge and Being.

The Phaedo makes it quite clear that, like the Republic, it

regards goodness the ultimate explicans of everything that

is. And the logical method required for reaching 'something

sufficient' parallels the description of the philosophical

method of enquiry in the Republic, which culminates in knowledge

1. Phaedo 99d 2. ibid. lOle 1 3. Republic VI 510b 7,511b 6-^
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1
the unhypothetiaal first principle* And we must remember that

the metaphor of the 'second sailing* indicates a more lengthy

and arduous, but no less certain, method of reaching one's goal.

It is true that the element of sac-redness and religious awe

which attaches to the Good in the Republiciis largely lacking

in the Phaedo's account of the good and the ti ikanon; But

that element is surely present in the account of Beauty itself

in the Phaedo's sister dialogue, the Symposium. For these

reasons, I believe that when Plato wrote the Phaedo he had

already formulated a doctrine of an ultimate object of know¬

ledge which was also an ultimate principle of Being; and if,

contrary to all appearances, he had not, he was at least far

on the way toward it.

The conception of an ultimate object of desire is first
2

put forward in the Lysis. There ifc is argued that, if we en¬

quire into the sources of friendship, we shall find that a

thing is 'philon' for some reason, "for the sake of something".

But this implies that the things we call 'philon* are nothing

of the sort; they are mere means to something else. Plato

assumes that this means-end progress cannot go to infinity,

that sooner or later we must come to a stand in something

which is dear, not as a means, but as an end in itself. There

must, that is, be a proton philoa, intrinsically valuable in

itself and the source of value in derivitive objects. Plato

identifies this, naturally enough, with the good.

The nature of the proton phi.Ion, however, is left largely

unspecified. It is assumed that there is but one; but no argu¬

ment is offered to show why thero 3hould not be a plurality of

intrinsic goods, or why thoy 3hould not be different fur dif-

1. Republic VI 510b ff. 2. Lysis 218b-20d
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ferent people. Nor is any intimate connection between the

proton philon and knowledge indicated. We must ask, therefore,

how Plato came to equate the ultimate object ofdesire with

the ultimate object of knowledge.

The reason, I believe, is provided by the Phaedo. There
the soul is conceived, in her own proper nature, as essentially

rational and, since 'like knows like*, as akin to true being.

Her desire for objects other than knowledge is regarded as a

perversion of her proper goal. The identity of the ultimate

object of desire and thought is implied, then, by tho dootrine

of the divine, rational character of the *true self*, the im¬

mortal soul. And the Ultimate object of thought and desire,

the Beauty of the Symposium, the Good of the Republic, is the

ultimate ground and explanation for everything that is.

In the Republic, Plato's doctrine of virtue and the good

life for man undergoes a transformation when he turns to con¬

sider man's aspiration toward the Good. Wisdom, and the search

for it, becomes the whole of virtue, and the earlier ethic of

psychical adjustment becomes an ethic of spiritual aspiration.

The ethic of Justice, associated with the tripartite soul and

the goals of primary education, conforms to the traditional

injunction 'nothing too much*. It is an ethic of balance, pro¬

portion, harmony, of orderly adjustment of desires. But the

ethic of Wisdom in seme sense violates these principles. For

it is one-sided; it overthrows all other concerns, sacrifices

every care, demands that we put aside everything which will

not teach us what it is most needful to know. "Wisdom is dif¬

ferent from those ordinary virtues, as they are called, which

are not far removed from bodifcy qualities, in that they can be
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produced by habituation and exercise in a soul which ha3 not

possessed them from the first. Wisdom, it seems, is surely

the virtue of some diviner faculty, which never leses its

power, though its use for good or harm depends on the direc-
1

tion towards which it io turned," The virtue of the ordinary

citizen, the virtue which it is the goal of the primary educa¬

tion to instill, is later dismissed as 'popular virtue', the

virtue of those who spend their lives in a well ordered com¬

monwealth and become virtuous from habit, without pursuing wis-
2

dom.

These two ethics are not opposed to each other, but sup¬

plementary. The ethic of Justice is the precondition of the

ethic of Wisdom. For without proper training of character, rea¬

son, as we have seen, is without power to find either virtue

or truth. When, by happy fortu^, wisdom is sought as it should

be, the other virtues still maintain their existence, though

less prominently than before, a3 consequences rather than con¬

ditions. For the love of Wisdom entails all other excellences:

"when truth takes the lead, we may look to find in its train,

not a whole company of defects, but a sound character, in which
3

temperance attends upon justice."

The passages in which Plato extolls wisdom remind us in¬

evitably of the Phaedo and its implicitly bipartite ethic. There

the distinction is drawn, not between appetite, spirit and rea¬

son, but between body and soul. 'Body' is conceived, not as a

lifeless element, dead matter, but as a principle of irrational
4

appetite and sensation which hinders the soul, conceived essent-

1. Republic "VII 518d-e 2. ibid. X 619c, cf. Phaedo 68e ff.,82b

3. Republic VI 490c 4. cf. Phaedo 64d-e, 66b-e et pasalm.
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ially as reason, in her attempts to escape from this world into

the realm of the intelligible and permanent. For this ethic,

virtue is not an adjustment, but a katharsis, a purgation-o*-

or purification which separates the soul from the body and
1

teaches it to collect itself into a unity. The desire to sep¬

arate the soul from the body is closely akin to the desire for

death itself, where this separation is completed utterly, and

therefore philosophy and philosophic virtue may be called the
2

•practice of death', in Plato's striking phrase. It is the

philosopher's object to divorce himself from the body, which

continually opposes his true desire by its demands for sus-
3

tenance, its diseases and its passions, in order to allow his
4

soul to enquire 'alone by itself. Then, and only then,

it departs into the realm of the pure, the everlasting,
the immortal and the cnangeless, and being akin to these
it dwells always with them whenever it is by itself and
is not hindered, and it has rest from its wanderings and
remains always the same and unchanging with the change¬
less, since it is in communion therewith. And this state
of the soul is called Wisdom.

Plato, when he comes to discuss philosophic virtue, abruptly

shifts from an ethic of adjustment to this world to an ethic

which is to enable us to storm the citadels of the next.

The description of virtue as a katharsis in the Phaedo

is accompanied by the puzzling metaphor of 'collecting' the
1

soul from the body:

Purification (katharsis)... (consists)... in separating
soul from body and teaching it to collect (athroizefm)
and bring itself together (synageiresth&A) from all parts
of the body.

This metaphor has, I believe, a dual significance. It indicates

the withdrawal of desire from the multiple channels of bodily

1. Phaedo 67c, 83a 2. ibid. 64a, bOe 3. ibid. 66b ff.
4. ibid. 79d 5. ibid. 67c



expression, -co focus on the goals of the rational soul. That

is, it indicates the upwara movement of desire in aspiration.

But the progressive unification of the soul in aspiration is

a matter, not only of desire, but of intellect as well. The
1

metaphor is used, to describe the progress in the philosophic

life which can only come from witdrawing from the senses to

pure thought. The relation of particulars to the Form in which
2

they partake is that of a Many to a One. Since •like knows

like', it is probable that Plato regarded the soul as itself

progressing in exact correspondance to the objects of its cog¬

nition, moving from the multiplicity of sensation to the unity
3

of thought.

1. Phaedo 83a 2. cf. Symposium 211b

3. This view is supported by ?Epinomis 992b, cf. 986d, and by
?Alcibiades I 129b et. seq. So faijas I know, there is no
explicit reference to this form of the soul's unification
in the Republic; there the unity of the sail gained thhough
virtue is the unity of harmonious cooperation of parts,
associated with the tripartite ethic. Further support for
this view may be derived from Phaedrus 249b (t>, if we read,
against the manuscripts, iont'modifying anthropon, rather
than iormmodifying eidos. Prof. Hackforth, Plates Phaedrus.
Cambridge 1952, p. 86 n.l, gives convincing reasons for
this emendation. Mr. A.C. Lloyd has suggested to me in cor¬
respondance that ion may be supported by Epinomis 991c 2.
It rather appears to me to support iont', since the second
verbal adjective prosakteon impMes an agent. Thus the Loeb
translation is correct: "one must refer the particular thing
to its generic form in our various discussions." This sup¬
ports Hackforth's rendering of Phaedrus 249b 6-c 1: "man
must needs understand the language of Forms, passing from
a plurality of perceptions to a unity gathered together by
reasoning," as against the Loeb'3 rendering: "a human being
must understand a general conception formed by collecting
into a unity by means of reason tho many pereepfcions of the
senses."



We have reviewed the stages through which the soul

passes in its ascent to Beauty and the Good. Rut a question

remains: Why do men aspire to knowledge at all? Ihy are we

not satisfied with the state we are in?

One reason is the element of disinterested curiosity

which is so characteristic of man. Philosophy begins in won¬

der. The objects of sense, for example, present a contradic¬

tory character. I look at my fingers. One is longer, the other

shorter, a third between them in length. Thus the one in the

middle is both long and short. How can this be? When perception

indicates two opposite qualities of equal clearness, reflection

is driven to isolate and distinguish the essential nature mani-
1

fested in them, and in so doing, to pass from belief, whose

object is the shifting and ambiguous images of sense, to know¬

ledge, wwhose object is the real.

Again, there is a purely practical motive. To be deceived

about the truth is, from the standpoint of personal happiness,
2

the greatest possible evil. Men crave knowledge, for it only

can gaurantee that the goals of their striving are the goals

proper to their nature, the goals in whose possession they will

find happiness.

But the deepest reason, perhaps, is one which is never

in so many words expressed: the religious one. Plato, like

many religious men, viewed human life as a journey, and men

as strangers and pilgrims on the face of the earth. He would

have agreed with Augustine that "our hearts are restless till

they rest in Thee"; with Pascal that "there exists in the heart

of man an infinite abyss, which can only be filled by an in-

1. Republic Til 523b ff., Cf. V 477a ff. 2. ibid, in 413a-b
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finite and immutable object." The soul is estranged from the

eternal by its incarnation, and from the body by its divine

origin; its striving for knowledge symbolises its attempt to

overcome that alienation, to regain the purity of its first

being.

To sum up, the reason why men aspire to knowledge is

that the fulfillment which the highest knowledge brings provides

us with greater happiness than we can attain on lesser levels
1

of achievement. But though this tells us why we desire to pass

upward, it does not tell us how it is possible that we do so.

For Plato, growth in the spiritual life is a matter of transi¬

tion to successive dimensions of awareness, dimensions which

are discontinuous one with another. Plato, I feel certain, would

havd recognised great truth in Kierkegaard's doctrine of the

♦stages' along life's way. For to pass from the life of sensa¬

tion to the life of thought requires a 'conversion' (peristrophe)

of the soul.

Christianity, which for the most part accepts the doctrine

of discontinuous stages in the spiritual life, has usually ex¬

plained how progress is possible in one of two ways. It has held

that the upward journey is made possible by an act of divine

Grace, or revelation, breaking through into the personal center

of man and leading him to fuller awareness of the truth. And it

has also been beld that the ascent is poooiblo only through a

total, blind commitment of the will, a 'leap of faith' into a

dimension utterly unknown until after the leap has been maae.

Plato, I feel, would have rejected both: the first because it

introduces an element of caprice into the divine nature (he would

have regarded the attraction of God to the soul as constant),

1. Republic IX 576b-588a 2. ibid. VTI 521c 5, cf. 518b-d
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the second because his trust in reason would have made such

a thing as a blind leap of faith wholly unintelligible. His

own solution is orovided by his doctrine of Anamnesis. In the
1

Meno, Socrates states what was in all probability a sophistic

paradox, that no one ever seeks to leam anything. For either

he already knows what it is he is to enquire about, in which

case he has no need to enquire, or he does not, and therefore

has no notion of what it is he is seeking. Socrates points out

that the antithesis is false; man has neither the wisdom of a

god nor the ignorance of a brute beast. He overcomes the diffi¬

culty by appealing to the doctrine of 'wise men and women who

told of things divine,* including Pindar and ancient priests
2

and sages:

They say that the soul of man is immortal, and at one
time comes to an end, which is called dying, and at
another is born again, but never perishes. Consequent¬
ly one ought to live ail one's life in the utmost holi¬
ness... Seeing then that the soul is immortal and has
been born many times, and has beheld all things both
in this world and in the nether realms, she has acquired
knowledge of all and everything; so that it is no wonder
that she should be able to recollect all that she knew
before about virtue and other things. For as all nature
is akin, and the soul has learned all things, there is
no reason why we should not, by remembering one single
thing - an act which men call learning - discover every¬
thing else, if we have courgge and faint not in the
search; since ... learning and inquiry are wholly recol¬
lection.

The remainder of the Meno dramatically illustrates the first

proof given for Anamnesis and the pre-existence of the soul in
3

the Phaedo: *

When people are questioned, if you put the questions
well, the answer correctly about everything; yet if
they had not within them some knowledge and right rea¬
son, they could not do this. And that this is so is
shown more clearly if you take them to mathematical
diagrams or anything of that sort.

1. Meno 80e ff. 2. ibid 81b-c, cf. Symposium 204a
3. Phaedo 73a
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1
The second proof of Anamnesis given in the Phaedo, that partic¬

ulars are merely symbols of the true realities, symbols which

we understand only when we understand that for which they stand,
2

is echoed in the Phaedrus. There physical beauty and Anamnesis

are found to have a peculiarly intimate connection. F.M. Corn-
3

ford comments:

Of these three aspects of the divine (beauty, wisdom,
goodness), the Republic was concerned with goodness
and with wisdom or truth. In the Phaedrus, as in the
Symposium, the significant aspect is beauty. We learn,
more explicitly, that beauty is that aspect of the di¬
vine which is manifest, though dimly, within or through
the world of sense. The perception of beauty which
comes through the bodily eyes and causes the distrac¬
tion of love is also the first occasion for the awak¬
ening of Anamnesis - that mysterious memory of truth
once seen by every human soul before it became incar¬
nate. And the Awakening of anamnesis is the begining
of philosophy.

We are goaded into search by the desire for happiness and the

contradictory character of the objects of opinion; but even

more important than the goad is the lure of beauty, and the

reminder it bears the restless soul d>f its divine origin.

Plato explains how it is possible to aspire to know¬

ledge and true being by his doctrine of Recollection. Yet a

problem remains. He is emphatic that there is no such thing

as an uncaused volition, a desire which has no object. To de¬

sire is to desire something, and that object must in some sense

be specified by cognition. Desire arises in lack, but as we

have said, that lack would be mere dumb emptiness, not desire,

were there no apprehension of the kind of thing deeded to fill

it. This analysis, wherein, in Aristotelian terms, desire sup¬

plies the efficient cause of action and cognition the final,

suffices to explain all desires but one, and that the most im-

1. Phaedo 73c-76e 2. Phaedrus 249b ff.

3. Principlum Sapientiae. Cambridge, 1952, p. 81



portant: the desire to know. In this one case there is a dif¬

ficulty involved: one must know in order to desire, yet desire

in order to know. The discontinuity between belief and know¬

ledge can be overcome only by a conversion, a conversion which

turns the soul from the love of physical beauty to the love

of thought and true reality. Yet to aspire to know being, to

'touch the truth', in Plato's phrase, would seem to imply a

prior knowledge of the goal of aspiration - precisely what we

are striving to attain.

This is once more the problem of inquiry, which, as we

have seen, Plato tries to solve by Anamnesis. We are neither

wholly ignorant nor completely wise, but in a median state, that

of recollecting truth already known. Having grasped certain

truths, we may infer others, and thus eventually come to poss¬

ess full philosophic knowledge. There are degrees of knowledge

and certitude; it is not a question of all or none. But this is

but to transfer the paradox to a different plane. Plato's Good

is like Augustine's God: "I would not have sought Thee had I

not already found Thee". The very fact of aspiration after know¬

ledge implies, for Plato, that we already possess, somehow in a

different sense, the object of our longing. It is paradoxical,

buq one must already possess what one aspires for before one can

aspire for it. That which we seek is already within us, guiding

our search. And it is by this mystorious connection thai man

attains to true being - and salvation.

1
Festugiere has raised the question whether we love the

Good for our own sake, for the sake of our own happiness, or

1. op. cit. p. 333



whether we love it in itself and for itself alone. This ques¬

tion, under the heading "Can man love God more than himself?",

was a popular one in medieval theology, but there is no indica¬

tion that Plato ever asked it of himself. It may be worthwhile,

however, to briefly indicate his probable answer, ha4he known

of this controversy. It is this: we love the Good both in itself

and for ourselves. Our love of the ultimate reality is motivated

(though not necessarily consciously so) by two reasons. We love

it because it is the final fulfillment of our true selves. In

this sense it is a means to an end. But we also love it because

it is intrinsically valuable, lovable in itself and for its

own sake. There is no conflict here unless we hold that what is

a means can never at the same time be an end in itself; and such

an argument falls as soon as we consider, for example, health

or sight.

An associated problem is this: the possessiveness of

Eros in the Lesser Mysteries seems to link it to a selfish,

repellent atom of individuality. But in its creative aspect,

especially in the creative love of one man for another, a new

element is introduced, an element of concern for the loved one,

arising, not from the lover's lack directly, but from that of

the loved one. Creative desire issues, not so much from a lack

in the lover as from a kind of fullness in him, which leads love

to go out into the other and provide for him. And so the tension

between possession and ei-eatiou leads us to a problem which has

long vexed the modern mind, the relation between self-love and

other-love, between 'egoism' and 'altruism*.

Plato would have agreed that love may be selfish; this,

as wo shall presently see, is one of the meanings of skaios eros,
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fsinister love*. But in the love of the good man, the just man,

the demands of self and other are reconciled without conflict.

Ultimately this is possible through the mediation of the Good.

To love the Good is to love the pattern, the cosmic and social

order which it entails, and to love one's own place in that

order, to love 'my station and its duties'. There is a pattern

of justice ordering the affairs of men, a pattern to which those

who have attained Wisdom conform through knowledge, and those

who possess merely 'popular virtue' through habituation and

training. And that pattern entails the fact that the antithesis

between possessive and sacrificial love, between self-love and

other-love, is ultimately false. Both selfishness and foolish

sacrifice are perversions, violations both of the cosmic order

and of our own true selves.

In his reflections on Dialectic in the Phaedrus, Plato

considers the logical relationship between the two doctrines

of Eros expounded in his earlier speeches, after a 'reoanta-

tion' of the view of Eros presented in his first speech, he

had turned, in his second, to consider that aspect of Eros

now thoroughly familiar to us, its 'daemonic' character, its

capacity to bring the soul into communion with the uttermost

depths of Being in aspiration. Socrates' first speech had pre¬

sented Eros in a wholly different light; it had defined it as
1

a sppcies of hubris, wantonness:

When irrational desire, pursuing the enjoyment of beauty,
has gained the mastery over judgment that prompts to right
conduct, and has acquired from other desires, akin to it,
fresh strength to strain towards bodily beauty, that very
strength provides it with its namei it is the strong pass¬
ion called Love.

1. Phaedrus 238b-c
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1
Socrates now refers to this love as skaios eros, ♦sinister*

or (to trace the metaphor underlying both the Greek and Eng¬

lish words) 'left-handed* love.

The first spwanh of Socrates gives us, in effect, a def¬

inition of sexual passion; but the notion of a sinister love

is relevant beyond its immediate application. The speech of
2

Lysias, where cold, calculating lust, unredeemed even hy the

generosity of passion, is extolled as a proper basis for human

relationships, is surely an example of it. And, ranging beyond

the Phaedrus, we find it once more in Republic YIII and IX.

There the progressive perversion and corruption of the philo¬

sophic nature is analysed in its social contest, as a degener¬

ation of constitutions. Plato points out, moreover, that for

each kind of constitutions there is a corresponding hu$an char-
3

acter. Corruption introduces into that character the seeds of

its own destruction, and unless it is corrected, both state

and individual tend to sink to the governance of their lowest

elements. In the individual, this entails the growth of a single

master passion, a passion which enslaves our other impulses

and inverts the just and natural order of the soul. This pass¬

ion is the mirror-image of aspiration, aspiration turned upside

down and perverted. Eros, though capable of leading us to the

highest level of jpruman achievement, if deprived of proper direc¬

tion makes life a hell on earth.

1. Phaedrus 266a 2. ibid. 230e-34c 3. Republic YIII 544d ff.
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Chapter III

Eros and Psyche

The task of relating Eros to Psyche is by no means easy:

the thicket of difficulties associated with the Platonic doc¬

trine of the soul sometimes seems almost to baffle interpre¬

tation. My aim, in this chapter, is to skethh briefly and ten¬

tatively a view of the soul which will make intelligible the

place of desire in it. Ultimately, the final word on the soul -

if there is a final word - can be uttered only after a thorough

and systematic study of the later dialogues; and this lies be¬

yond the scope of this essay.

We begin with the unity of the soul and its division.

In both the soul of the tyrant and the philosopher, a single

master passion has developed, a passion nourished by energy

usually diverted to other sources. The philosopher's love is

strong because he cares no more for sex or honour; the tyrant^s

because he cares no more for knowledge* The fact that the stream

of desire may be diverted into varying channels indicates a

fundamental unity in the embodied soul. But how may this be

reconciled to Plato's various divisions, the division between

soul and body in the Phaedo, the division into appetite, spirit,

and reason in the Republic? There the elements distinguished

often seem to function as metaphysically distinct principles.

Accordingly, in our attempt to relate Eros and Psycho, we mus I

deal first of all with a form of the problem of the One and the

Many.



Plato's division of the soul represents an attempt to

solve a problem which Western moral philosophy has long found

fundamental: the problem of the divided self. How is it poss¬

ible to lov4 what we also hate, to long for what we fear, to

pursue what we would moot liko to avoid? The conflict between

body and soul in the Phaedo is part of the eternal dialogue

between flesh and the spirit, between the good will and inclin

at1 on, A.nd when read in ito othical context, the difficulty of

reconciling body and soul so that they in some sense form a

unity, is greatly eased. The distinction between them actually

corresponds to that drawn between the rational and the irra¬

tional soul in the Timaeus. As we have already said, •body'

is not conceived as dead matter, but as a principle of irra¬

tional appetite and sensation which hinders the soul in her

attempts to gain salvation. At only one point, to my knowledge
1

is the term used in the Phaedo of the oorpse; and the corpse

is dismissed as a mere instrument of the soul in the Republic.

'Body* in this sense, the clay, is passive, patient to the
3

soul. For the most part, the term indicates, in the Phaedo,

Eros in its lower channels of expression, together with the
4

organs and functions correlated therewith. As such, 'body' is

actually an aspect of soul, taking that term in a broader

sense than that indicated by the Phaedo; fox* we know that the
6

soul, not the body, is the seat of desire. Similarly, 'soul'

is understood in the Phaedo in a restricted sense, designating

what is usually termed but an element (though that the most im

1. Phaedo 80c 2. Republic Y 469d, cf. ?Alciblades I 129e ff

3. Phaedo 105c, Phaedrus 245 c ff. 4. cf. Phaedo 64d-e, 66b-e

5. Gorgias 326a, Timaeus 69c, Philebus 35c ff.
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portant) in the psychical life. These considerations lead me

to conclude that the distinction between •body* and 'soul* must

be understood functionally; the terms designate activities which
1

the soul performs in mortal life. And through these diver30

functions there runs the common bond of Eros, desire.

A similar analysis throws light on the doctrine of the

soul in the Republic. It is obvious from the care which Plato

has devoted to the tripartite account of the soul, and from

the role it plays in his interpretation of the proper nature of

civic organisation, that this division of the soul represents

an important element in his psychology. Yet there are diffi¬

culties in accepting it as an ultimate description; for man is

one, yet the 'parts' of the soul seem often to assume a quasi-

substantial status, to function as bloc-faculties.

There are clear indications, however, that Plato regarded

the tripartite psychology as a merely provisional explanation.

Socrates, when he comes to discuss the question of whether the
2

soul is actually tripartite, says:

It is my opinion that we shall never reach the eaact
truth in this matter by following our present methods
of discussion; the road leading to that goal is longer
and more laborious.

He mentions this 'longer way' again in connections with the

Good and the advanced education of the philosophers. There he
3

notes that:

We deduced the definitions of temperanco, justice, cour¬
age and wisdom, but we were warned beforehand that to
get the clearest possible view of these qualities we
would have to go around a longer way, although we could
give a supBBficial account in keeping with our earlier
argument. The way we travelled was not sufficiently
exact. The virtues so far given are but a rought outline
of the truth.

1. cf. Archer-Hind, Phaedo of Plato. London, 1894, p. xxxv

2. Republic IV 435d 3. ibifl. VI 504b
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1
This same hesitation prefaces the great myth of the Phaedrus:

To tell what (the soul) is would be a matter for utterly
superhuman and long discourse, but it is within human
power to describe briefly in a figure; l*t us therefore
speak in that way. We will liken the soul to the com¬
posite natue|£ of a pair of winged horses and a charioteer.

There follows the famous mythical account of the tripartite

soul. Again, we find expressions of doubt accompanying the
2

tripartite account of the soul in the Timaeus.

In the Phaedrus, the essence and definition of the soul

is said to be 'that which moves itself*, self-moving motion,

and this definition implies the fundamental unity of the soul.

That Plato felt tripatftition and self-moving motion to be con¬

sistent with each other is certain. For the activity which is

self-moving motion is construed in terms of the tripartite div¬

ision; though the difficulty of understanding the relation be¬

tween the soul's unity and its complexity remains, even after

we admit that relation to be a fact. The charioteer and his hor-
3

ses are described as sumphuton, "grown together into one," as

Taylor translates it. He adds, on the strength of this passage,

"we are to think of the driver and his horses as a single or-
4

ganism," and this is surely correct, though we might better say,

"as aspects of a single activity."

The tripartite division of the soul ia certainly provis¬

ional, for it cannot account for the soul's unity..But we may

find new light on how this unity is to be explained and recon¬

ciled with diversity, by examining tho analysis by which Plato,

in the Republic, arrives at the division.

1. Phaedrus 246a 2. Timaeus 72d 3. Phaedrus 246a 6

4. Taylor, Plato, Hew York, 1934 p. 307, n.l



The object of the Republic, the definition of justice,

is sought first in society, for there Socrates hopes to find

it writ^ in bolder letters than in the individual. The analysis
of society is presented in a manner cognate to the Timaeus;

what is in fact a logical analysis of elements is presented in

a genetic or historical form, a development from the simple to

the complex. The resultjcf this analysis is that justice, on the
social and economic level, consists in the division of labour

according to natural apptitudes, and the association of the

resulting variety of functions for the common good. This prin¬

ciple is the foundation of civilised society.

It is important to note that the guardians are intro¬

duced on the same plane as that of any of the other crafts or

professions. When the state becomes luxurious, it will need an
1

army. On the principle of division of labour, no one man can

practise many arts successfully. Therefore the task of defend¬

ing the state will fall to a group of citizens who will spec-
2

ialise in military affairs exclusively. The guardians, then,

on their introduction, exercise one more function among the

many others which society (and by analogy, the individual soul)

performs. And by parity of reasoning, since the philosophers

are at first merely members of the guardian class, they too

are in a similar situation. In a distributive sense, then, the

guardians and the philosophers are on the same level as the

other crafts and professions in the community, and viewed in

this way, the state (and the soul) is not tripartite, but rather

indefinitely diverse. That this is true of the individual soul

1. cf. Phaedo 66c 2. Republic II 373d ff.
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reference to the epithumetikon as 'multifarious*. The soul

contains an indefinite number of desires and capacities for

attaining those desires; and as more desires and capacities,

they are all on the same level, whether they be for wisdom

or honour or food.

If, in a distributive sense, the 'parts' of society

and the soul are indefinitely many, in what sense are they

but three? The answer becomes clear when we consider that

the functions of the soul and the state differ with respect

to each other; they are hierarchically arranged, and regard¬

ing this arrangement we may say that there are three (or if

we identify the functions of the spirited part with those of

appetite and reason, two) parts, livery activity of the human

soul other than those of spirit and reason has as its function

the continuation of bodily existence, whether by reproduction

or self-perpetuation; that is why, one supposes, Plato grouped

them under the common heading 'appetite*. The two higher parts

represent authority and wisdom. Their function within the econ¬

omy of the soul is internal rather than external; they are di¬

rected toward ordering and governing the other desires, and

all lower activites are naturally subordinate to them. In a

word, we may say that the lower part of our nature, and the

state's, contributes to sustain life; the higher to order it.

So far, we have followed a peculiar road; for in order

to show how the soul can be a unity, we have reduced it to an

indefinite number of parts. The reason for this will become

clear as we examine the tripartite division in the light of

the psychology of the Symposium.
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We have seen that Eros is generic in character, and

that it is defined in terms of its objects. Broadly speaking,

these objects may be divided into three classes: material
1

goods, social goods, and intellectual goods. To these three

classes correspond the three parts of the soul, which, in

this light, are to be regarded not as separate blocs or 'fac¬

ulties', but as channels of desire, with the requisite form

and structure for obtaining their objects implicit in them.

I would suggest that the three parts of the soul are actually

so many expressions of a life force which remains fundament¬

ally the same, the force of desire, and that they are defined

in terms of the objects which the soul, under material condi¬

tions, seeks. If we were to press the point hard, we would

have to speak, not merely of three, but of an indefinite nume

ber of parts. But since their objects may be divided into

three classes, we may also speak of three parts of the soul.

And because the organisation of the psyche is adapted to the

functions which it must perform, we may speak meaningfully of

the parts as arranged in a natural order of control and sub¬

ordination. Eros is one and continuous, although it is chan¬

nelled and organised in a variety of ways.

If the foregoing argument is sound, we may confidently

assert that it is Eros, in this life at least, which binds

the soul into a unity. At the basic level of the self, the

soul is not three, or two, but one in Eros.

We hav^Leen that Eros provides a bodd of unity in the
soul which, in virtue of its embodiment^, performs a diversl-
of functions. May we go farther, and say that Eros is the soul?

that Eros and Psyche are one? Such a step is indicated by
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by the proof for immortality from self-moving motion in the

Phaedrus. The fact that this particular proof occurs in a dia¬

logue largely devoted to Eros tends to indicate an intimate

connection between Eros and Psyche. F.M. Cornford has given

an additional, and I believe compelling, reason for holding
1

that the two are one:

In the Phaedrus... the emphasis falla at first on the
moving power of the soul in the living creature. The
soul is defined as the only thing capable of moving
itself, and hence the source and fountain of all mo¬
tion in the universe. The whole context seems to im¬
ply (though this is not explicitly stated) that the
moving force in the soul is desire, Eros; for desire
is the type of motion which reaches forward to its
object, and is not pushed from behind by an antece¬
dent mechanical cause.

2

Similarly, Leon Robin writes:

Love was conceived in the Symposium (e.g. 203d) as
an impulse which is always either in action or ready
for action; for love always desires something other
than what it hass it is ceaselessly in chase, cease¬
lessly moving forward. Thus love is mover and moved;
itself, but at the same time all the rest, soul as
well as body, since it is only through love that both
flesh and the spirit have a share in immortality through
generation. Now this double motion is transferred to
the soul in the Phaedrus. The desire to make itself
immortal, to perpetuate itself in other souls or bodies,
is, according to the Symposium, the fundamental express¬
ion of love; in the Phaedrus it is transformed into an
essential immortality of the soul, without which even
love itself would be unintelligible. Thus it is the soul
which moves itself, and everyting else. But this move¬
ment is love: the soul loves itself, and it is this
which causes it to accomplish its celestial rotations,
moved by the desire to contemplate those true realities,
the vision of which provides sustenance for what is
best in it. Again, the soul governs and admins tex-s e
everything deprived of soul; it is thus the desire by
which it moves itself which moves everything to which
movement is communicated... Finally, it is this desire
which, awakened in the soul by Anamnesis, arouses an
enthusiasm from which will spring that philosophic love
from which the soul will find the force that will lead
it to its natural place.

1. Cornford, Prlnclpium Saplentlae, p. 80

2. Robin, Phedre, Paris, 1933, p. exxxviii-ix
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If we identify Eros with Psyche, we must ask what

status cognition occupies within the soul. We may feegin an

answer by pointing out that desire is cognitive by its vary

nature: for to desire is to apprehend the kind of object which

*111 satisfy dosire. The notion of a wholly blind desire is a

contradiction in terms; and it i3 precisely for this reason
i

that Plato, in the Philebus, argues that there can be no such

thing, strictly, as bodily desire; the soul is conative 4nd

cognitive in one.

Considering the soul abstractly, both the character of

its cognition and its conation is indeterminate: both are

fused in a primitive, undifferentiated activity. Hegarded in

this way, the soul is very much like Aristotle's matter: it

is potentially all things, and actually nothing. And, again

like matter, we never find it actually existing in the way

in which we conceive it; for any particular, existent, soul

has a specific character, ordered and structured, just as

any particular matter exists only in relation to form.

The internal indeterminacy of the soul is specified and

made determinate by the objects toward which its motion is di¬

rected. This is the real meaning of*like knows like.'Basically,

(and this leads me to suspect that it is the bipartite divisioh

that is fundamental for Plato) the objects of the soul fall

into only two classes: Being, and Becoming. The self-moving

soul finds nurture and sustenance in varying degrees in these

two classes, producing within t|iself the motions proper to
thought and to sensation. And it is not perhaps straining words

1.,Philebus 35c-d



79.

to describe the activity of thought as an activity of love

for intelligible objects, the activity of sensation as an

activity of love for particulars. The oharactor of the soul*a
1

motions will correspond tot; the character of its objects;

and the soul will be in its best state when its motions, so

far as possible, approximate to the nature of the motions of

intelligence; for the motions which accompany sensation are

turbulent and disordered, while those of thought are harmon¬

ious and orderly, and therefore good. Ik* motion of reason,

when initiated, acts as a daimon, drawing the rest of the

soul upward in invitation of it. Thus Plato writes, in the
2

Timaeus:

As concerning the most sovereign form of soul in us,
we must conceive that heaven has given it to each man
as a guiding genius (daimon) - that part which we say
dwells in the summit of our body and lifts us from
earth toward our celestial affinity, like a plant whose
roots are not in the earth, but in the heavens... Now
if a man is engrossed in appetites and ambitions and
spends all hi3 pains upon these, all his thoughts must
needs be mortal and, so far as possible, he cannot
fall short of becoming mortal altogether, since he
has nourished the growth of his mortality. But if his
heart has been set on the love of learning and true
wisdom... he cannot fail to possess immortality in
the fullest measure that human nature admits; and be¬
cause he is always devoutly cherishing the divine part
and maintaining the guardian genius in good estate, he
must needs be happy above all. Now there is but one way
of caring for anything, namely to give it the nourish¬
ment and motions proper to it. The motions akin to the
divine part in us are the thoughts and revolutions of
the universe; these therefore everjpan should follow,
and by correcting those circuits in the head that were
deranged at birth, by learning to know the harmonies
and revolutions of the world, he should bring the in¬
telligent part, according to its pristine nature, into
the likeness of that which intelligence discerns, and
thereby win the fulfillment of the best life set by the
gods before mankind both for this present time and for
the time to come.

1, Timaeus 89e-90a may be compared

2. Timaeus 90a-d
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1
In the Timaeus, the soul is said to be compounded of

Existence, Sameness and Difference of a kind intermediate be¬

tween that of Being, which is indivisible, and that of Becoming,

which is divisible. Proclus connects this, the intermediate
2

nature of the soul, with the soul's ability to know both realms:

Since the soul consists of three parts, Existence, Same¬
ness, and Difference, in a form intermediate between the
indivisible things and the divisible, by means of these
she knows both orders of things; for all knowing is ac¬
complished by means of likeness between the knower and
the known.

3
Commenting on the nature of the 'intermediate, Procius says:

That by indivisible Existence Plato means the intelli¬
gible Existence which, in its entirety, partakes of eter¬
nity, and by divisible Existence in bodies the Existence
whioh is inseparable from corporeal bulk and has its
being in the whole of time, he himself makes plain by
speaking of the former as 'unchanging*, of the latter
as 'becoming*, in order to call the soul not only at
once indivisible and divisible, but also 'intelligible'
and 'the first among things that become* (at Timaeus
36e 6). There is a difference between the everlasting-
ness which is eternal and the everlastingness which is
spread out along the infinity of time; and there is yet
another, composed of both, such as belongs to the soul.

4
To this Cornford adds:

If this statement is substantially correct, the World-
Soul and all individual souls belong to both worlds and
partake both of being and of becoming. As immortal and
imperishable, the soul is 'most like the divine, immor¬
tal, intelligible, simple, and indissoluble (because
incomposite); whereas the body is most like the mortal,
multiform, unintelligible, dissoluble (because composite)
and perpetually changing* (Phaedo 78b). To that extent
the soul is akin to the unchanging Forms in the eternal
world. But the soul is unlike the Forms in that it is
alive and intelligent, and life and intelligence cannot
exist without change (Soph. 248e). All souls, therefore,
must paftafce also of the lower order of existence in the
realm of change and time.

1. Timaeus 35a 2. quoted by Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, London,
1952, p.94

3. ibid. p. 63 4. ibid. p. 63-64
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The soul, as an intermedia to, performs an important

ontological function: standing athwart tho gulf separating

being and becoming, with a foot, so to speak, in both camps,

it draws them together, lending to becoming by its purposive

action - an action, be it noted, both cognitive and conative -

a likeness, however dim, of true being. Thus the soul performs

the function assigned to Eros in the Symposium: because it is
1

intermediate, it is able "to bind to pan into a unity", for,

as Plato remarks (in a discussion of proportion, however, not

of soul), "two things cannot be satisfactorily united without

a third; for there must be some bond between them, drawing
2

them together."

Before passing on, we must enquire more closely into

the soul^ function in bodily life. Plato often passes from

a high moral sense of 'life* to its biological sense with no

apparent consciousness of transition; it seems apparent that,

to his mind, there was no genuine ambiguity. An example of

this is the proof of immortality in Republic X, where the

ambiguity arising from taking psyche, now in a biological,

now in a moral or spiritual sense, seems to vitiate the proof.

The ambiguity is even clearer in an earlier passage of tiie
3

Republic, where the function of the soul is said to be to

live, and the fulfillment of that function to consist in

living well*. If we insist on clear and unequivocal meaning,

the argument would seem to establish that virtue, so tar from

being a moral quality, consists in mere physiological vigour.

But Plato regarded virtue as the proper adjustment of the

1. Symposium 202e 6-7. That the soul is an intermediate is
clearly indicated in the Phaedo and Phaedrus. cf. Robin,
Phedre, p.cxxxvii, and Platon, Paris, 1935, p.176.

2/ Timaeus 31b-c 3. Republic I 353d ff.
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various channels of the soul's - Sros's - expression, and thus

physical life and the structure of psychical life which is

virtue are intimately connected - witness the doctrine that

the just soul has the power to make the body as healthy as
1

possible; the physician is needed only where there is no jus-
2

tice in the soul, and therefore the citizens of the just state,

who have all been properly educated, will have no need of

doctors. Similarly, the Timaeus tells us that "the god made

soul prior to body and more venerable in birth and excellence,
3

to be the body's mistress and governor•" But it also tells us

that disease may be introduced into the soul through either
4

bad nurture or bodily malfunction, and that the soul may intro-
5

duce disease into the body. Plato recognises that there is a

continuity present in all aspects of life, that in the soul

the loftiest aspirations of the human spirit and the physical

functions of organic life find a common ground and are bound

by a common and pervasive unity. Life is one and continuous

in whatever functions it performs.

The intimate connection between the physical organism

and the soul leads us to ask a further question: is it possible

for a soul to be wholly without body, to stand, auto kath auto,

apart? And the answer must be, I think, that it is not possible.

It is of the very nature of soul, if our interpretation has

been correct, to reach outward in desire. And the presence of

desire implies the presenco of (to use an appropriate anachron¬

ism) matter. For, to bogin with, desire implies the possibility

of change, and matter, or objects in the realm of becoming, is

the condition of "that possibility. Again, desire implies lack,

1.Republic III 403d 2.ibid. 405a 3.Timaeus 34c 4.ibid. 86b ff.
5.ibid. 87b ff.
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1
and it is matter which supplies the conditions of lack. It

follows, if we identify Eros and Psyche, that the soul has

an intimate and necessary relation to the physical world, and

that apart from that relation, apart from 'body*, it would not

be a soul at all.

This conclusion may be supported by calling attention

to the fact that the soul is an intermediate, that, in Corn-

ford's words, it "has a sort of existence which is not simply

identical with the real 'being' of immutable and eternal things,

nor yet with the *becoming* of the things of sense, but has
2

some of the characteristics of both these sorts of existence."

The relation of ♦intermediate* is peculiar. To be intermediate

between A and B, is to be neither A nor B, and for this reason

the intermediate must be regarded as in a sense ontologically

independent of A and B. But it is dependent upon them as well;

for just in so far as a thing is intermediate, jfct owes its

nature to the relation it bears to those things between which

it stands. Kow it is of the essence of soul to be intermediate

between Being and Becoming. It follows that soul stands in

essential dependence upon both realms, that it bears a strict

and necessary relation both to the eternal and to things which

come to be and pass away. It is natural to suppose that, in the

latter case, this relation is the relation of embodiment; we

cannot confidently assert this, sinoe it is possible that those

respects in which the soul is intermediate might persist inde¬

pendently of embodiment. But since the soul is by nature 'erotic*,

desireful, such independence seems highly unlikely.

1. cf. Philebus 35c ff. 2. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, p. 62
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If we accept this interpretation, tho eschatologioal

myths of the Phaedo, Gorgi»s, and Republic must be regarded
as protreptics, introduced for purposes of moral exhortation;

for there cannot literally be a heaven or hell inhabited by

disembodied souls. Hie question of the role of myth in Plato's

philosophy is one which requires patient and thorough investi¬

gation; but it is surely a plausible view that, though these

eschatological myths doubtless contain features to which Plato

would have subscribed en logo, they are intended to be read as

poetry - intended, that is, to produce through symbolism emo¬

tional effects which will propell the reader into depths which

he has not rationally penetrated. Plato's doctrine of Hell^ I

believe, was that, for the unjust man, "Hell is not bounded nor
1

circumscribed in one self place, for where we are is Hell." How¬

ever, Plato would surely have found it unobjectionable had these

myths induced some of his readers to believe that the penalty

for an unjust life was to have one's flesh carded like wool in

an after-life. The doctrine of the Roman Church provides an

analogy on this point: the hellishness of Hell is caused by the

total deprivation of God's presence; but few objections are

raised if simple believers chose to represent by more picturesque

torments the sufferings of the damned.

One objection to regardtakg the soul as necessarily em¬

bodied might be based upon the Phaedo. There immortality is

affirmed, and the soul is described as departing, alone by it¬

self, from communion with the body at death. However, I hfepe,

1. Spistle VII 335a, in a non-mythical context, maintains that
"Truly it is necessary always to believe those ancient and
sacred doctrines, which remind us that the soul is immortal,
and has judges and pays the greatest penalties, whenever a
person is released from his body." gut one may well wonder
whether belief in Hell and disembodied life is a logical or a
moral necessity.
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in the concluding portion of this chapter, to provide a satis¬

factory meaning for this doctrine which will support, rather

than rebut, the view of the soul here recommended.
A second objection is at first sight more serious; it

is that the soul is asserted, over and over again, to be prior

to the body. But how can soul be prior to body if it in an es¬

sential sense depends on it for its very aature? In order to

provide an answer to this question, we must distinguish between

what one might call •ontologieal* and •functional* dependence.

Soul and body are ontologically interdependent; that is, the

formal character of each is in part determined by its relation

to the other: soul depends upon body for its intermediate char¬

acter, body on soul Cor its structure and process. Functionally,

however, soul is prior to body, for body is passive, and soul

is an active agent which moves it. In the Republic, the soul

is said to have the function of deliberating, ruling, and having
1

care (epimeleisthai). This is echoed in the Phaedrus, where ii

is said that **all soul has care (epimelela) of that which is

soulless." It is the priority of the soul^s providential activity

to the purely physical changes of the body which Plato is con¬

cerned to affirm, the priority of rational causes to physical
3

ones^ which are mere concomitants. This priority, whioh we hare
called functional, implies ontological dependence: for it is of

the very nature of soul to go out into body and order it. The

•care* which soul exdrcises over body can only be a result of

Bros, Bros regarded as creative and productive; it should per¬

ils be regarded as a kind of amor descendens, a kind of Grace.

1. Republic I 353d 2. Phaedrus 246b

3. cf. Laws X 889a et seq., Timaeus 46c-e, Phaedo 95b-99d, et
passim.
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If this analysis is substantially correct, then the priority

of soul to body would seem to imply the embodiment of soul.

We have so far considered soul as an immanent principle,

closely bound up with the realm of becoming, and directly active

in that reqlm. But we must consider also whether soul may not

be a transcendent principle, associated with perfection and the

realm of eternal things. Does Plato, like many later theologians,

regard the soul as exhibiting an essential duality between im¬

manence and transcendence1?

Before attempting an answer to this question, we ought

first to consider in greater detail Plato's argument for the

immortality of the soul from self-moving motion. The introduc¬

tion of the proof in the Phaedrus is remarkable, in that its

form And style seem curiously out of place. The Phaedrus is

one of Plato's great artistic masterpieces. Its style is 'cop¬

ious', and filled with a wealth of metaphor and imagery. Yet

the proof itself is short and succinct, almost spartan in its

stylistic simplicity and logical rigour. It impresses one as

being a very precise logical analysis, reminiscent more of the

lecture room than of a dramatic dialogue of this period, espec¬

ially a dialogue with the poetic oharactor of the Phaedrus. The

context in which it occurs seems odd aa well, in as much as a

far less rigorous analysis would have sufficed. The proof serves

to introduce, by establishing immortality, one of Plato's great¬

est myths, that of the charioteer and his horses. It is strik¬

ing to find one of the greatest flights of Plato's mythical imag¬

ination preceded by one of his most rigorous analysis, when a

simple assertion of immortality would, in the context, have been



87.

sufficient. Such considerations as these lead one to believe

that the proof represents exactly Plato*s views on the soul,

and that he expressed himself in this manner in order that no

one might misunderstand his meaning, or mistake the force of

his argument. No one was better able than Plato, when he chose,

to conceal the bare bones of logic beneath the delicate struc¬

ture of aft; but when he came to write the Phaedrus, he had

found an argument of precision and exactitude, which expressed

the true nature of the soul. And he eschewed his own great art

to put that argument with the greatest possible clarity and

force.

The germ of the argument seems to have lain in his mind

for some time. He first mentions self-moving motion in a dia-
1

logue of the early period, the Charmides, but only th question

whether such a notion is contradictory. Plato there may have

had in mind Alcmaeon*s doctrine that the soul is divine because
2

it is always in motion. I suspect that he was thinking of self-
3

moving motion when, in the Republic, he discusses the motion of

a spinning top, and establishes that circular motion on a fixed

axis is not contradictory, for the image of axial rotation is

one which often occurs in the later dialogues to describe self-
4

moving motion and the motion of Nous; and it is pecularly apt,

in that the spinning top - or the star* in their orbits - are

both completely in motion and completely at rest: their motion

is both multiform and simple. This is surely the finest physical

analogue for activity that one could findl It would socm, then,

1. Charmides 168e

3. Republic IV 436d

2. cf. Aristotle, de Anima I 405a 29,
Physics III iv-viii

4. e.g. Laws X 897d-98b
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that Plato played with the idea of self-moving motion for some

time before he finally found in it a proof for immortality which

satisfied him.

The proof of the immortality of the soul falls into two

parts: a) the proof of the proposition that to auto kinoun can

nieth?** be generated nor destroyed, and b) proof that psyche is

autotclneton. The conclusion then follows, that soul is immortal.

Plato's argument for the first premise is, in part at

least, an example of one of the methods of his later logic, that

of division. The class of things in change is divided into two

parts: that which moves itself, and that which is moved by some¬

thing else. The latter, when it ceases to move, ceases to live;

the former,"since it does not leave itself, never ceases to move,

and this is the source and fountain of motion for all other

things which have motion."

In.establishing^the existence of an arche tes kineseos,

Plato tacitly assumes a line of reasoning which has had a long

and honourable history: the argument to a first cause. However,

the cosmological argument has usually been supposed to demon¬

strate a being uncaused and unohanging; Plato accepts the first

qualification, but not the lasT. i^r if the first cause is to

initiate motion, it must be an efficient cause; and Plato rightly

holds that an efficient cause, in initiating motion, must itself

move.

Plato goes on to establish two things about the arche:

a) the arche cannot itself have been generated; this follows

by definition, for had it been genoratdd, it would not hage been

the a££h$# b) the arche cannot be destroyed, for "if an arche

were to be destroyed nothing could come to be out of it, nor
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could anything bring the arche itself back into existence, since

a first principle is needed to bring anything into being...

(were it destroyed) the whole universe, the whole of that which

oomes to be, would collapse into immobility, and never find an¬

other source of motion to bring it back into being. The argu¬

ment here is obscure; it assumes that it is impossible for the

universe to collapse into immobility. This is ar^assumption
which may be traced to the first proof of immortality in the

1
Bhaedo, where it is argued that, without soul, the change be¬

tween opposites (a form of circular motion, be it noted) would

cease, and the whole universe come to a stand; but the roots

of the assumption lay deep in pre-socratic philosophy, and even

perhaps in pre-philosophical speculation, in the association

of the image of the circle with the divine and the eternal.

Aristotle repeats a position which must have seemed almost self-
2

evident to him:

The cause of this perpetuity of coming-to-be... is cir¬
cular motion: for that is the only motion which is con¬
tinuous. That, too, is why all the other things - the
things, I mean, which are reciprocally transformed in
virtue of their 'passions* and their 'powers of action'...-
imitate circular motion. For when water is tranformed
into air, air into fire, and the fire back into water,
we say that coming-to-be 'has completed the circle*,
because it reverts again to the beginning. Hence it is
by imitating circular motion that rectilinear motion is
continuous.

The physical world is eternal because its motions are cyclical,
and cyclical motion is eternal,- and a product of soul.

Plato plainly regards self-moving motion, not as the

first term in a linear series, but as a sustaining cause, a

1. Phaedo 70c ff.

2. Aristotle, de Gen. et Corr. II 336b 37 ff., cf. 338a 15 ff.,
and A.L. Peck,Aristotle's Generation of Animals. Loeb Lib¬
rary, 1953, Appendix A, p. 075.
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cause which is at every moment contributing to keep 'becoming*

becoming, a cause above the series, rather than in it. Plato

gives no satisfactory reason, however, why the archo should not

be conceived deisticly, like Anaxagoras* Nous, why it should

not start the world rolling on its merry way and then retire.

Why should the continuance of cyclical process depend upon

the sustaining and conserving activity of soul? Plato has no¬

where answered this question directly, but we may reconstruct

his position by inference. We know from the Timaeus that the

sustaining function of self-moving motion issues in providen¬

tial activity, ordering things for the best, whereas Necessity,

the 'errant cause*, obstructs vthat activity and introduces

an element of chaos and disorder - that is to say, evil - into

the universe. Should reason be wholly withdrawn, the result

would be perhaps wholly evil, and evil corrupts and destroys.

Without rational providence, Plato would say, there can be no

ordered world.

Having established that to auto kinoun is aeiklneton,

Plato goes on to call self-moviig motion the very ousia kai

logos of psyche; for "any body that has an external source of

motion is soulless; but a bofy deriving its motion from a

source within itself is animaw and ensouled." We face here

a question to which Plato has given no unambiguous answer:

whether the soul JLs self-moving motion, or has self-moving
motion. That is, is the existent soul identical with self-

moving motion, or does it have it as an essential predicate.

If we take the latter alternartive, the analogy of this proof

to the final proof for immortality in the Phaedo, where souls
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1

partake by nature in the Form of Life, is obvious. In that

very difficult proof, Plato seems to be using a rudimentary

form of the ontological argument, passing from essence to the

necessary existence of that which has the essence. In the

Phaedrus, the cosmological argument holds the fore; and if

soul has self-moving motion, we may well regard this proof as

a synthesis of the first and final proofs for immortality in

the Phaedo: as in the final proof, the soul owes its nature

to participation in the Form of Life (or the Form of Self-Moving

Motion); while the proof that soul can never oeaso to so parti¬

cipate, by perishing, is rendered, as in the first proof in the

Phaedo, from the eternity of the order of the world and the need

for soul as an eternal sustaining cause of that order.

The nation that life is spontaneous and self-initiated

motion would not have been foreign to Plato*s contemporaries,

for living animals, * ensouled things*, manifest precisely this

power. Hie equation of life with psyche would have been familiar

as well; indeed, psyche often meant* life*. and Plato often uses

the term in this sense. Thus Plato*s often repeated doctrine

that self-moving motion is the essence and definition of life
2

and soul would probably have been acceptable to the common

sense of his time, though the plain man might have thought it

odd to call what initiates motion a motion, and have admitted

that the idea that this definition faftplied the immortality of

soul had never occured to him. But the idea of *that which

moves itself* would have been nothing strange.

1. cf. FTutiger, Mythes de Platon. p. 138, n.l

2. cf. Laws X 895d ff.
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What is the specific character of self-moving motion?

"That which moves itself, since it does not leave itself, never

ceases to move." Self-moving motion is a motion which is not a

change, for it does not depart from its own form (here once more

the image of the spinning top is helpfpl). It i3 a motion which

perpetually sustains itself, which is not dissipated and renewed.

Plato has in mind motion of a very peculiar sort: it is non-

transitive^ or non-terminal. It is a motion which is not a change,

for no distinction or differentiation exists within it: it is

activity, energeia. Activity is unchanging and immortal, and

as such, divine.

It is revealing to note, in this connection, the fact

that Aristotle bears witness to the association of activity with

motion. At Metaphysics IX 1050a 22 he says, "the term 'activity*

(energeia). with its implication of 'complete reality,* has been

extended from motions, to which it properly belongs, to other

things. For it is agreed that activity is properly motion." But
1

he is uneasy with this identification. In de Anima he criticises

the doctrine that the soul is self-moving motion by asserting

that all movement is terminal (a quo - ad quern) and physical.

This implies, he argues, that the soul is a physical thing

(note that, since he is criticising them, the Platonists must

hold that it is not physical). W.D. Ross takes note of the dif¬

ficulty Aristotle had in determining the relation between activ-
2

ity and motion:

At one time Aridtotie includes energeia in kinesis (Hhet.
1412a 9); at another he includes kinesis in energeia
(Physics 201b 31, de Anima 431a 6, 31.if. 1154b 2); at
another he sneaks of the two as mutttHlly exclusive
(Meta. 1048b 28)..."

1. 406b 2. Aristotle's Metaphysics. Oxford, 1948, vol. ii,
p. 251
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This is exactly the sort of vacillation one would expect if

Aristotle were adapting a Platonic notion to his own purposes*

or raising problems Plato had not solved.

After digression, we may now return to the question we

previously raised: is soul transcendent, as well as immanent?

Professor Hackforth, in a penetrating article, "Plato's Theism*,

has argued that Nous, in Plato*s dialogues of the later period,

is a transcendent principle. He points out that in Philebus

23c-30e, Nous is described as the 'cause of the mixture' (and
also as 'the Demiurge* and 'the Agent*), combining Limit and

Unlimit into the mixture which is called genesis eis ousiani

correspondingly, in the Timaeus the Demiugge, the 'bestjof causes'
3

brings order into chaos by introducing Forms and number. In the

Philebus the universe has a soul, distinct from the Nous which
4

ceu ses it; similarly the Demiurge in the Timaeus fashions the
5

soul of the world as well as its body* Hackforth draws two con¬

clusions from these passages: a) that the Demiurge of the Tim¬

aeus is to be identified with the Nous of the Philebus, b) that

Nous is a more ultimate principle than the world-soul. He goes

on to point out that soul is often said, in the later dialogues,
6

to be or to have genesis, and as a generated principle, it must

be derivative:

Soul, then, is a gegonos or genesis, or 'participates in
birth*. That does not of course mean that it is created
in time, that there was ever a time when no soul was, any
more than the emphatic gegone of Tim, 28b means that the
Universe was created in time, The meaning in both cases
is that they are derivative existents, things whose being
depends upon something more ultimate.

1. Classical Quarterly, XXX, 1936, p,4 ff, 2, Timaeus 29a

3. ibid. 53b 4, Philebus 30b 5, Timaeus 34c

6. cf. Laws X 892a, c; 896a; XII 967d, Timaeus 90a, ot passim.
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I agree with Professor Haokforth that Kous is an ultimate and
transcendent reality principle, and that psyche in the later

dialogues often designates a derivative principle - derivative

because it applies to immanent soul. But I am convinced that

Nous cannot he separated from self-moving motion: Nous is trans-

cedent soul. For Nous is a motion, and who can doubt that it is

self-moved? 5\irthermore, the metaphor of axial roation, associa¬

ted with self-moving motion, is used repeatedly to describe the

motion of Reason. Thus in the Laws, Reason is likened to the

motion of a spinning globe, for "they both move regularly and

uniformly in the same spot, *ound the same things and in rela-
1

tion to the same things, according to one rule and system." Sar-
2

lier on, Plato had said of axial rotation:

We perceive that motion of this kind, which simultaneously
turns in its revolution both the largest circle and the
smallest, distributes itself to small and great propor¬
tionally, altering in proportion its own quantity; whereby
it functions as the source of all such marvels as result
from its supplying great and small circles simultaneously
with harmonising rates of slow and fast speeds - a condi¬
tion of things that one might have supposed impossible.

This description is echoed in the discussion of self-moving mo¬

tion, "that motion which moves itself and another, and which is

harmoniously adapted to all forms of action and passion, and is
3

termed the real change and motion of all that really exists."
4

We may contrast this with the Philebus, where Socrates asks:

Shall we say, Protarchus, that all things are governed
by irrational p^er and mere chanoe, or, on the contrary,
as our forefathers said, are ordered and directed by
Nous and marvelous wisdom?

1. Laws X 898a

4. Philebus 28d-e

2. ibid. 893e-d 3. ibid. 8fl4c
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To which Protarchus replies:

The statement that Nous orders all things is worthy of
the appearance of the world, of sun, moon and stars, and
the whole revolving universe.

The conclusioiwfseems inescapable: Nous is a form of solf-moving
motion; and we must regard self-moving motion, or 30ul, as both

immanent and transcendent. That Nous should be a kind of kinesis

is quite compatible with its status as an ultimate principle or
1

reality, for the Sophist assures us that reason, life, soul, and

motion all are present in to pantelos on; Aristotle Plaionises

when he says, "life pertains to God; for the acifcuality of nous
2

is life, and God is that actuality."

It is a much vexed question whether transcendent Nous

should be identified with the realm of Forms. It is impossible

here to deal thoroughly with this question, but I would like to

indicate briefly why I think it should. The primary support for
3

this doctrine lies in the Sophist. There the Stranger asks:

But tell me, in heaven's name: are we really to be so
easily convinced that change, life, soul, understanding
have no place in that which is perfectly real - that it
has neither life nor thought, out stands immutable in
solemn aloofness, devoid of intelligence?

Theaet. That, sir, would be a strange doctrine to accept.

Str. But can we say it nas intelligence without having
life?

Theaet. Surely not.

Strl But if we say it contains both, can we deny that it
has soul in which they reside?

Theaet. How else could it poasess them?

The plain conclusion to be drawn from this passage is that to

pantelos on is alive and rational; and the refusal of so many

shcolars to admit this is due to the fact that it is a patent

absurdity to attribute life,and thus change, to a Platonic Form.

1. Sophist 248e ff. 2. Metaphysics XII 1072b 27 S.Sjfcphist 248eff
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But the passage in question does not do this; it does not say

that we must predicate life of a Form, but merely that w® must

predicate it of to pantelos on. of reality. The changelessness

of the Forms remains untainted, if we regard the motion attri¬

buted to reality as activity^ energela, and the Forms as the

essential structure of that activity, the pattern of its func¬

tioning. Here again the image of the spinning top is instructive;

for it is in motion, yet its motion exhibits a constant and

unchanging pattern. And though we can distinguish,between activ¬

ity and its structure, as we can between the motion of tlee top

and the form of its motion, it does not follow that theysare

ontologically distinct. Analogously, we can distinguish between

what a thing is and that it is, even though 'whatness* and 'that-

ness are merely distinctions within the unity of a single being.
1

In a similar vein, Aristotle argues, in the Metaphysics,

that the activity of thought and the object of thought a»e ident¬

ical; and we find clear indications of this doctrine in the

Timaeus. At 37c 1 the term logistikon is used, not for the sub-
2

ject, but for the object of thought. Again, Plato says of the soul:

The soul, having part in reason and harmony, is the best
of things brought into being by the most excellent of
things intelligible and eternal.

Here the agent of creation, the Demiurge, is described as intell-
4

igiblo (nooton). indicating its identity with the realm of Forms.

Furthermore, this passage seems to me to support the reading

poietou at Timaeus 92c 7, for if the Demiurge is intelligible,

1. XII 1072b 18 ff., cf. 1075a 1 ff.

2. cf. Cornford, Plato's Cosmology, p. 95, n.l 3. Timeus 37a 1

4. cf. Archer-Hind, The Timaeus of Plato. Cambridge,1888,p.115;
Taylor disagrees: Commentary on Plato"'s Timaeus, p. 176
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the world may well be regarded as a likeness of it3 maker; and

were were previously told it was a likeness of the Fom, Animal
2

Itself. I do not mean to imply that these passages settle the

issue; they do not. But theyjprovide at least a partial justifi¬
cation for the position here assumed: that Nous (or transcendedt

soul) and reality are one and the same.

We must now ask why Nous, reality, should pass downward

in creation; for reality is perfect, lacking in nothing, utterly
3

self-sufficient. Plato's answer, in part, is as follows:

Let us, then, state for what reason becoming and this
universe were framed by him who framed them. He was good;
and in the good no jealousy in any matter can ever arise.
So, being without jealousy, he desired that all things
should come as near as possible to being like himself.
That this is the supremely valid principle of becoming
and of the order of ttoe world, we shall most surely be
right to accept from men of understanding. Desiring, then,
that all things should be good and, so far as possible,
nothing imperfect, the god took over all that is visible -
not at rest, but in discordant and unordered motion - and
brought it from disorder into order, since he judged that
order was in every way the better.

The god, then, is without phthonos, without jealousy. Taylor
4

comments:

So just because God is good, He does not keep His blessed¬
ness selfishly to himself. He seeks to make something elwe
as much like Himself in goodness. It is of the very nature
of goodness and love to 'overflow*• This is why there is a
world, and why, with all its defects, it is 'very good*.

The god "desired that all things should be good, so far as might

be, and nothing imperfect," and we are thus led to conclude that
5

desire, or 'wish* (boulesls) is present in transcendent as well

as immanent soul. Thus Nous passes downward in desire, as an amor

1. So Aroher-Hind, op. cit. p.344; Cornford, op. cit. p. 359 n.l,
and Taylor, op. cit. p. 646, disagree.

2. Timaeus,39e, 30c ff. 3. ibid. 29d-30a

4. Taylor, op. cit., p. 78 5. Timaeus 29e 3, 30a 2
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1
descendens, a kind of Grace, This love differs, however, from

ordinary Eros; for it springs not from lack, but from rullness,

plenitude.

Amor descendens may be also interpreted, however, as a

form of logical necessity, entailed by the formal nature of good*

ness. Plato t«lls us that "it can never be permitted that the
1

fcork of the supremely good should be anything but what is best."

Again, the Demiurge commissions the created gods to fashion morf"*-t

creatures, for "if theBe be not born, the Heaven will be imper¬

fect; for it will not contain all kinds of living being, as it
2

must if it is to be perfect and complete," These passages seem

to imply that goodness determines what is really possible, and

that anything really possible must be actual, on pain of imper¬

fection, Thus the world may be regarded as constituted by the

logical necessity inherent in goodness, a necessity for which

amor descendens is merely another name, emphasising activity

rather than structure. It will be noted that reality, as perfect

aid complete, implies by it^rery nature a realm of being which
fcs imperfect; the eternal implies the temporal, the absolute the

relative, the permanent the transient. The paradox inherent in

this has troubled philosophers and theologians throughout the

history of Western thought,

Mtfved by the desire that all things should be as good as
3

possible, Nous passes downward:

Taking thought, therefore, he found that, among things
tthioh are by nature visible, no work which is witjput in¬
telligence will ever be better than one that has'intell¬
igence, when each is taken as a whole, and moreover that
intelligence cannot be present in anything apart from
soul. In virtue of this reasoning, when he framed the
universe, he fashioned reason within soul and soul within
body, to the end that the work he accomplished might be

1. Tlmaeus 30a 2,ibid. 41b-c 3, ibid, 30b-c
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by nature as excellent and perfect as possible. This,
tlion, is bow we must say, according to the likely ac¬
count, that this world came to be, by god's providence,
a living creature with soul and reason.

Creative delire, passing downward, initiates a movement in the

contrary direction, th^noveanent of aspiration on the part of
created things toward the Perfect to which they owe teir being®

There is a side to this aspiration which may also be regarded

as a kind of amor descendens; for immanent soul, in seeking its

home, bears with it to goodness, in so far as this is possible,

the body in which it dwells, and to which it As inextricably

related® But it should %gain be noted that this love is the re¬

sult, of logical necessity, the necessity inherent in the trans¬

cendent creator.

If this interpretation is substantially correct, it fol¬

lows that self-moving motion - soul - exhibits & profound duali¬

ty. Perfection and aspiration, fullness and lack, are bound to¬

gether in the unity of a single activity. Nous, in its perfection

and completion* is the goal of striving. Immanent souk is that

striving, initiated strangely by its goal, a striving by nature

transitive in character, proceeding frcm lack to fulfillment®

The unity effected by Plato is in truth full of tension - the

same tension found in Bradley and Hegel, between two selves, one

of whiohjiia finite and imperfect, the other perfect and complete,
two selves which are yet - one self. Aristotle destroys the ten¬

sion by destroying the unity: for him, God is purely a fiAal

cause, an object of love, not a lover. Plato's Eros finds its

place within his system as the innate nisus Af matter for form.

But for Plato, the soul in its perfection goes out of itself,

has care for what is soulless, and, passing into bodily life,

strives always to return unto itself in aspiration. Because of
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its embodiment, and the irrational element of 'Necessity* which

it involves, that aspiration is sometimes thwarted and perverted;

but eve* at its worst, it bears the mark of the fullness of real¬

ity from which it sprang- Professor Hackforth has well expressed
1

the point in question:

Plato's God (noiss) is external ..., in the sense that
he is the perfect spiritual aetivityimpliodby, but no¬
where fully revealed in, the Universe: at the same time
he is immanent, in the sense that the life of the Universe
is his life just because his activity is necessarily
(unlike Aristotle's God) one that goes outside himself,
is necessarily a projection of himself. To identify him
with psyche would bevto deny his transcedence or extern¬
ality, since psyche is a principle operative ohly in the
realm of kinesis and genesis.

Provided 'psyche* is understood as immanent soul, this interpre¬

tation is sound.

It remains only to indicate the bearing of this discuss¬

ion on Plato's ethical philosophy and his doctrine of immortali¬

ty. Immanent soul is an intermediate, and as such, though it has

a share in body, it participates in Nous. The presence of trans¬

cendent Nous to Immanent soul was foreshadowed in the middle

dialogues by the doctrine of Anamnesis, that impersonal and uncon¬

scious memory of a truth once seen by every living man; and, as

we have said, it is Anamnesis which explains how the soul is ab¬

le to pass from becoming to being, a passage which implies that

we strive for what we already have. Again, because the immanent

soul is an intermediate, its immortality exhibits a dual aspect:

through generation it attains a temporal and vicarious freedom

from death. But in so far as it becomes like God, it departs

auto kath auto from the body; it assimilates its motions and Mar¬

gies to the nature of that which is highest and so becomes one

1. Hackforth, "Plato's Theism", p. 9
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with the divine; in so far as it thinks, it becomes identical

with the objects of thought, and with Reason itself. The immor¬

tality achieved by thought is in no sense personal or individual:

it is identical with the eternal, and universal, activity of

Nous.

This essay began with the doctrine of firos in the Sympos¬

ium; but the attempt to relate kros end Psycho has carried us

far afield, to the latest dialogues of Plato's pen, I have en¬

deavoured to outline a view of the soul which would make intell¬

igible the place in it of desire. That outline is necessarily

fragmentary. Important questions have been largely ignored: the

terrible problems associated with evil and Necessity, the role

which the soul may play in bridging the chorlsmos between Form

and particular, the status of individual souls in relation to

the World-Soul, the question of whether souls are hierarchically

arranged - all deserve treatment they have not received. Again,

highly debatable positions, which require patiaat, painstaking

argument and analysis, have been treated all too briefly. I have

often been acutely conscious That many a sentence demanded a

page, and many a page a chapter. But my aim in this chapter has

been to pro-^de a sound hypothesis for further inquiry, and if
that has been accomplished, it is sufficient.




