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Reflections on Plato’s Coenception of Soul

F-have’ saved this chapter for last because of its speculative. character. The
preceding discussion is independent of any partionlar theory about the ultimate:
nature of soul for Plato (apart from the general'associations of that conespt for
the Greeks), and while what is said here may be applied to- what bas Beem said
above, there is nothing in the earlier chiaptersthat presupposes what iadiscussed
in this one. What T said in chapter & about the overview of the: theory of forms
applies here as well: first , that in presenting a unified'overview T do notintendite
soggest that Plato’s undogmatic and: unsystematic approach to philosophy can:
be reduced to a systematic dogma, The model I develop is meant tobe takennot
dogmatically but instrumentally, as a basis for mclating to one another the
various things that Plato says about the soul. Second; thisinterpretationis based:
on a conviction that the progressive development of Plato’s conception of soulii:
the course of the dialogues was a matter of extension and refinement, rather thar
recantation, so that the conception of soul' does not change i principle, at least
after the Phaedo. T will argue later that this is trie even of the considerable
difference between the way that the sout is spoken of i the Phaeds and: the
Republic.

1
MIND AND ENERGY

Botk: traditienally and in contemporary discussion of the mind-body relation-
ship, the Platonic position is taken to-be aninstance of interactionism, the view
that mind'and body interact as two entirely separate substances. This interpreta-
tion is certainly the most obvious.one ands sanctioned'by many passages irrthe
dialogues but there are also some passages that leadiinadifferent direction. Sout
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i frequently defined as the principle of motion that imparts motion ta badies.
(Phaedrus 245¢, Timaens 89¢, Lows 394W), for example, and it is difficuls to
concetve on: the one hand how the principle: of motion can ever existin absokate.
separation fram body, since motinn entails bedy, or on the other hand how
Bodies cam go through the motions of desompesition when soul ix ne longer
present to them. As JR. Skemp observes with regard to the distinetion in the.
Phaedrus (implicit in the Phaedo as well, as we saw in the first and fouriby
-arguments, and as Skemp too shews subsequeritly): between the seli-moving

(soul) and that which is meved by it (bodyk ‘I spite of what seems = sheer

dichotomy between that which can: move itself and that which revsives and
transmits motion, it is clear that Plate thinks of the two as conjoined in reality
and implying one another’ {p 6). In the Phaedo’s thirdargument also there is the
gaggestion that apart from bedy the sou) cannot be conceived in tenms of
motion: we aze told thet soul when abselutely distinguished from body mmust bre:
congeived as resembling what is unchangeable (79c2-25, 80210-b5):. We shallsee
i what follows. that there is gpod reasom to regard Flato da.conseiving the soul
and'bady to be not eatively separable {altheugh: distine; in natare), in wiichcase
the interpretation of Plato as an ummmmm can Be longer be as straightfor-
wardly maisined,

As T have argeed above, especially in chapter 6, T would regard Plato®s
interactionistic way of putting thinge. as an example of ks frequent use of
metaphoss taken from popelar religior, which he/may not have taken serionsly
except as metaphors. Fhosewhe have not beenpersuadedby the argnmmés that
Plato did not take seriousky the dectrine of personal immortality may prefer to:
regard him as an interactionist whose position: sinply rens inte. difficuitics. (as
interactionism generally does); rather than to-regard: him: as being deliberately
misleading at times. Indeed, many people consides itfar more insultingtocharge:
someone with insincerity, regavdless of the circumstances, than with incansis-
tency. The doctrine of the noble liz, however, and related passages: show that
Plato believed atherwise.

Either way, a concepiion of the mind-body relationship: is implicit in Plato:

that is quite different from the interactionistic one. This implicit theory deserves:
attention oot only because of the distepute ito which interactionists kus: falleny

but also because it proves.to be interestingin s ownright, Moreoves, it provides-

a basis for reconciling several of Plato’s conceptions.of the soul that axe: often:
held to: be incompatible:? eg soul as enerpy, soul as life-fores, soul as the-seat of

sensation, and soul as rationalisy. In the absence of any explicit development of

this view by Plate, the most that one can claim for it is that on ifts basia the
apparent disharmony. of Plate’s various ways of speakiig about the seukcanbe
shown to be harmonious. But frem the point of view of the method: of hypothe-
sis this is enough o make it worth exploring.
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These four.conceptions of soul may be subsumed under two more general
ones: ‘emergy® {which would include lfe as a special case) and: mind fwhich
would include both sensation and: reason— although we shall see that reason
characteristic of both energy and mind). 1§ we consider that encrgy isan external
phienemenen loeated in the spatiad world, while: mind denotes 2 pusely internal,
subjeetive phenomenon, it would'be possible to-unify these twe general coneep-
tions of soul by showing that they might be regarded as inner and outward

. manifestations of the same thmgg. On: thiz hypothesis, to-every system of encrgy

would correspend a certain inwardness at an anatogous level of sophistieation.
Thus, to human physiology, witls fts sephisticated' central nervous systers,
correspends a highly developed sclf conseiousness. Gther animals display pro-
gressively Iess sophisticated levels of consciousness corresponding to the devel
opment of their physfology, whils in the case of plants whatever sort of
inwardness corresponds to thelr muely simipler onganic systems would be too
rudimentary to beusefully describedby termssuck as consiousness, the connota-
tiens of which come fram our ewn experience. Fhis weuld be true in other ways
of the energy systern of the wosld as a whole, whick: & knoven in Flate as the
weorld-soul, and of systems. of artificial intelifgence. To alf these examples itiznct
the body, but what [ kave called the systems of energy, te which da inwardness
corresponds.. Although body may be inseparable from such an energy system, it
isnevertheless different in natore, as willbe seeninwhatfollows. fn-other words,
although the view that I am putting ferward' is: not an interactionism, it is st:ll?a
duatism.

The analogy between Flato’s coneeption of soul and! the modern coneeption
of kinetic energy lies, as we have seem, in the sonl's being the principle that
impasts motion to: matter, 2 principle that, as the first asgument showed, Flate:
conceived as being continuous rather thaw only 2 first meover. With regard te
soul as that which brings not only motion: but §fe to body, as in the final
argument, the ‘entry” of soul inte bady might be coneeived as: the point at whicl:
a-guantity of matter becarnes orgavized it suel:a way as to be a self sustaining.
system of energy with an: intrinsic source of metion, iz as to be alive. Conversely
death: would mean a bedy’s loss of #s ability toinitiate motion as an organism.
The ‘entry’ and ‘departore’ of the soulwouldthvstefer tathe polnts at which the
enexgy becotmes or ceases to be intrinsic to the meatertal gnantum.

While the characterization of soul in terins of enexgy arises from observation:
of the external, physical world, its characterization as mind arises from ebserva- |
tion of cur internal experience, in which there is a distinction parallel to that
between energy and maiter. This distinetion-isusually characterized in terms of
mind and body, although it has also- been chazacterized by various. philesophers.
in terms of suckh dichotomies as consciousnssrandits objects, perceptionand the:
perceived, thought and extensien, apperception and intuition, time and space,
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the  and the pot-I, the for-itself and the in-itsclf, care and the world, appetition
and perteption, will and representation. ¥n teems of the lnst tweo, especially, this
inwardness is comesived as someéthing metive, a principle of change, which:
alteady suggests a correspomdence to the: earlies enerpy-matter dichetomy. But

we shall have to consider the two basie dishetembes- the phiysical dichotomy of

- engrgy and matter and the psychologital dicketomy of mind and body-in
greater detait before we can comsider properly the question of their
carrespondence.

‘They are in fact not as straightforward asmayseem: The ontologicalstatus uf
energy with respeet to matter is faz Kons elear; and the conception: of mind or
consciousness that one contrasts with bedy is equally so. When: we feel hot or
cold; sick or well, these feclings are manifestations. of the body and yet are as

intimately a part of consciousness as are our thoughts, Thebodyis alive asmuch

agthe mind and is as mucks a pavt of ous conscious experience as.is onr thinking,
The distinetion of conscionsncss fiom its objects thus reflects not the sout
(anima) as opposed to the body but the animate bedy as oppesed to what iz
other than it. From this it may scens that there arenapsychologicat grounds te
support a dualistic position after all and that even the non-interactionistic
dualism that ¥ am propesing cannet resist reduction to a neutral monisms.
For Plato, however, there is-a criterion for presesving the distinetion between:
the soul and body, ope thit is not based en 3 supposed differsnce between: pur
aental experience and our corporeal experienee, The distinetion is made instead
in tezme of rationality. As the Pheed argues {18h-80b), soubexhibits the natire
. of the intclligihle for a. way thet corpereality does pot. Pure mind or soul is by
nature rational whereas magier iv the souree- of ierationality* We discover withi
owmselves two irreconcilable and therefore discrete: (of Repudlic 436b ff)y souress
of motivation, which may be referred to as reason and passion and may be
distinguished— although more easily in theory thas in: practice sinee they so
thoroughtly intertwine—in terms of interest. Rieason in its purest form: has its
interest not i its subjeet, the person thinking, Ybut in its object, that whick iy
being theught about (cf Republic 341d ff), while passion expresses an egaeentric
moativation, a need or desire of the subject himself. Reasen in its pure form

conearns itself with what js true regardless of how i affects us, while passion

concerns. itself precisely with how we are affected - although because we so
frequently use reason in the service of oy passions, in catculation and rationali-
zation, we cannot atways identify the sourees of our motivation and confidently
distingnish our reasons from our eyguses.

Since reason concerns itself with disinterested,, tramspersonal truth, itappeszrs

as grounded net in our finite nature, wherein weare-distinguished from other -

- dividuals, but in some realm that is impersonal and timeless. Passions, however, -
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are rocted precisely in our individuality, embodying as they de our pm!u
scnal gratifications and frustrations. It is thus natural to identify our passions

" with our body, which being physically separate from otherbodies is the outward

sign: of our individuality; and to: regard reason: by contrast a5 something rans-
cendmg our body. Fhis daes mot imply that they are physically separate, for
reason isnot physical. Rathier, like forny and'matter in Avistotle, theyavedmtmsﬁ
in- nature but not in fosation.

The psycholegical dichotomy, then, s not tamtamount to a distinetion
between pure mind {consciousness) and pure body. The body we experience:
directly is not divoresd: from eonseiousness but i, on the contrazy, an ensouled,
animate,, sensitive body. The distinction we experience is rathes betwsen twer
manifestations of eonselousnesss consciousness fu its: relatwn maheratxmak anch
if its relation to the corperzal.

Just as the psychological dichotomy is ne$ betwesn two separate entities but
between twe poles withie consciousness, so oo the physical dichotomy of
matter and energy is not. between separate: entities but between poles of corpo-
real nature. Neither & coneeivable without: the other, for energy iz the powsrto
set: matter in motion, while matter i conceived in terms of mess and moetion,
both of which imply energy. Plate too sesms tohave conceived of the world-sont
(energy) and the world-body (matter) as inseparable,” so that the dichotoms
between sout and corporeality is not beiween twosseparable: beings but between:
motion in- terms. of its sensible manifestation: (corporeality) and in tevms of ity
inherent rationality of patterreand purpose fsoul)in accordance with: the fvrms.
Here again Plate’s position does not imply interactionism i soul and corporeal-
ity are imseparable, tut neither does it imply moniem, since the rationality of
physieal motion would be amibuteé to the psychiv pole and #s ireational
qualities to: the corporeak, -

In both dichoternies, therefore, the distinction is not between soul and body
sisnply but betwesn soul in: its: relationship to: reason: (the intelligible) and i ite:
relationship (o corposeality: in the paychological dichotomy, a distinetion
Between rational mind and animate body; i the physicall dichotonty, a dstine-
tion between rational motivity and: kdnetic mattes. In nefther case i there am
sbsolate: scparations between: souf and corporeality. Rather, sout is identificd
with the rationat tendeney within the natural werld or wﬁhmeomcmusness;aad
cotporeatity with the firational tendenay. )

Aceordingly there is justification for our hypothesis that soul as mine and
soul as encrgy may be related as inner and outward manifestations of the same:
thing, for both have appeared as manifestations of reason, What Platomennsby
reason is no simple question but it is hinted at to some extent it terms of
teleclogy: according te the Phaeds, Republic, and Timacus, for example, not anly
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does human reason, the mind, operate instrumentally with a view to-what is best
but the physical world as well is conceived as a rational systeny based upom
prineiples in. accordance with the maximum aitainment of goodness. kn the
Phaedo, aceordingly, Socrates is atiracted by the Amaxagorsan dictnm that
everything, happens in accordance with vellg (reasom, mind)—which he takes
to mean- that everything operates teleslogically- evidently because he sees
onergy (motive sout) and mind (intelligent soul) as comespending principles, a
view most fully elaborated in the Fingens.

2
SOEL AND BODY

The conseption that mind and energy (but not body)correspondto-cachotheras
inward and outward manifestations of what may be calledt soul bears:a certain
resenblance to seutral menis such as Spinoza’s, and to idenlism such: as
Eeibnir's or Schopenhaner’s. There are, kowever, fandamental differences. For
Shinem: everything lias a parallel exdstence om both the physieal andideakplanes
so. that it is beth: & body and ‘idea,” and the idea of 2 sufficiently sophisticated
orgerim i3 o mind. But the ecunterpart of mind @Honght) for Spinoxa is not
energy~which he does not discuss and presumably regarded merely as a prop~
erty of bodies— but body, (extension), and so mind and body are parallel aspects
of entities; whereas for Plasait is mind and energy that are paraliel while bedyis.
fundamentally opposed te them by pature. Plate’s position, therefors,. is a
dualism rather than a monism, as was pointed oubabove. Acvordingly, while for
Spinoza there is an ‘idea’ forevery body, for Flato such subjectivity would: exist
enly for bodies that possess an internal principle of motion, ie that ave alive.
Moreover, since for Plato mind and body are distinet, e is not in: Spinoza’s
position of having to-deny that they can influence eactvother, Ta thisextent Plate:
may still be considered an interactionist but not when interactioniste is taken: to.
imnphy the separability of #s substances.

For Leibniz and Scheopenhaner, however, energy i8, as for Plate, the phrysical:
manifestation of the same principle that we experience inwardly as the: self:
‘appetition’ for Leibniz and ‘wilt’ for Schopenhauer. But for them, as for Eant,
the physical world, and therefore encrgy, has no reality in itself but iv merely the
mind’s representation of the in-itself in the forms of time and space. Only
appetitionr or will exists in-itself; the physical world exists only within our
censciouseess, a5 o way of representing the in-itsclf. For Plate, on the other

- hand,, the corporeal world, and therefore energy {the world-soul), has intrinsic
axistence inglependent of a perceiving conseiounsness.
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‘Fhe relationship between sowd and body may best be seen in the Timasns,
where rational form, cerporcalify, and sout are all posited'as primordial, priosin
nature to time (cf 52 with 37d). But although they are equally trans-temporabin
nature, they are distinguishable in terms of logical priority. Firse is puse form,
the forms being the obiects apprebended by divinereason, one of whickiservesas
the model for the ereated world: (30c) It i3 ambiguous, hewever, which istabe
taken as second in pricrity, for corporeality and soul are in fact inseparable.

_Both are impEcit in the chaos described earler (30a) since chaos ishatbmaterial

and i motion*; and later we are told; in  different context, that ‘for theretobe
what is moved, without the mover, ot the mover withowt what is meved, is

_ difficuls, or rather fmpossible™ {57). Accordingly one might considerbodyprior

because we cannof corceive of motionuntil we concetve of what is moved, or one
might consider sowl prior because we catnotunderstand the changing corporeal-
ity wntif we undesstand ity guiding principle, rational soul, This ambigpsity is
reflected in the treatment of the Fhmaens, for body iz discussed frst (30c) but we
are told later that although body comes fisst inthe order of discussion, sonbmust .
beconceived as ‘clder” since it iz to rule the other (34b—c)h. Soulandbodyarethus
inseparable ot neither is reducible to the other.

©One can see frony this why Hegel is so often compared with Plate. Flegel's
position-may be characterized similarky as beginning with pureform — the ‘ideas”
of his Logic—which thes externalizes itself into matérial nature, whick in ters
gives Fise to human consciousness, Geds? (Gpirt, mind); while the nlimate
principle of Geisr—- reasom—was the puiding force implicit in nature from the
beginning, Although in Hegelthese stages ave articulated in 2 way refated to the
form-bedy-sout triad i Plato, he toois distinguished frox Plato byansidealistic
pesition somewhat akin te that of Lelbniz and Schopenhaver, Fhe ‘ideas” of his
emtological Iogic are for him not objective as are Plato’s, bat are puve subjectiv-
ity, conceived ultimately on a model not unlike Kant's constitutive categorics:
they are within consciousness-as-absolute, which: is analogous te: Kant’s trans-
tendental unity of apperception and Fichic’s absolute self. Fhus although form,
natve; and spirit are logically (dialecticalty) distinet, they are ensbraced within
one absolute comsciousness; at first only implicitly but eventuatly, as spirit
asticulates itsclf progressively in the course of history, explicitly. For Plate,
howevep, although materiality and soul have their commen source (ogical
not temporal) in rational form, they are not within that source, either impli-
citly or explicitly, and so there is an ontological distinctior between. the
eternal and temporail, a dualism mere fundamental than that of mind
and bedy, which cannot obtaim i the ultimately momndstic idealism of
Hegek )
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3.
MATERTALISM AND REASON

‘Fhis view of the complementarity of mind and energy has relevance beyond
Plate’s werld. Anyone who.sees the universe a3 organized in a fandamentally
rvational way must attribute some anefogue of rationality to the motive forcs of
the universe, energy (which-may be conceivedas autonomeusrather thandivinely
controlled). While this way of putting it would be uncomfortably speculative for
mest scientists, the principle snevertheless presentintheivimplicituseof teleology
as a hemristic principle. It is often taken for pranied not only that natural
phenomena will cenform to rules commensurate with: the principles of our
understanding (logical, mathematical, andiagteological}and thus be imtelligible tor
usas coherentexperionce, butalso that theprinciples ef teleclogicalreasontoacan
beapplied to-natnre: we not only can discover that patural events ocour macertain
way, but also ean askwhy. Thereisatacit upposition thatnatmre doeseverything as
if for a reason and that there aze notonly patternz of regularitybutalso anessentiak
relationship ameong the patterns so that the forms of reality and patterns of events

- carrbe reduced to ever fewer and more findamental principles. Thisistosuppose.
that nature operates in accordanes with principles similar to thesebywhichreason.
measures value, such as “cconomy.”

In attributing reason to nature one is not necessarity making an anthropo-
orphit elaim, for one car impute reason in:the natural order without conceiv-
ing this reason as a personality or consciousness, And if nature can be said tobe
rational, this s in effect to ascribe rationality to energy, for thesystems of energy
are what instantiate the rational laws. Scienee’s conceptuat minimalism, whick:
goes back &t least to Ockliam’s Razor, militates against ascribing to enerpy any
but its mest empirically observable characteristics: motivity and its products.

This cautiousness is indispensable to. scientific method, but for philosophy,.

which seeks to place what is experienced within a synopme perspective, such
minimalisme would be self-defeating.
The suggestior of & correspendence. between soul and energy is nothing

unusual even i modeen times, and the very term used until recently for kinetic.

_energy, vis viva or ‘living force,” reflects the resemblance hetween theson!, o life:
farce, and physical energy. This correspondence, bowever, was interpreted quite:
differently by modern science than it had been by Plato. Instead of inferring that,
in view of its resemblance to soul, energy-might be a phenomenon with breader

implications. than physics tool it to be, the oppesite inference was drawn, that

soul was perhaps as narrow a phenomenoen: as energy was taken to be.
Such a view could consider itself materialism only if it could construc energy
merely as an attribute of matter. Since energy is a product of weight {ater, massy
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and motion, it was a question of identifying weight and meotion as attributes of
matter, Weight was taken to be an essential aitribute of matter, and since matter
could be moved, motion wastaken to be an accidentabattributeof it. However, if
motion is merely accidental, ity origin’ mrust somehow be explained. | was ter
explain motion that Anaxagoras, for example, was impelled to introduce his:
principle of ‘mind,’ which as Plato pointed eut is not easily reconeiled with lds
otherwise mechanistic position. Similarly i Plater and Aristotle, who alsotecks
rest to be ontologically prior to meticn, the attempt to explain the erigiy of
motion leads respectively to such unmaterialistic, indecd: spiritual conceptions

‘a5 the world-soul and the unmeoved mover. The difficulty of explaining the origin -

of motion could be avoided if one were to take motion as tnore primitive than

1est, s0-that motion, as the natural state of things, is simply given: atoms happens

by nature to be in motion. But in-that case, atoms must be undemtood a2 way
that entails motion, which would mean, however, that motion is not anaeciden-
tak but an essential attvibute of matter, and matter can ne bongsy be congeivedas
puse passivity, inert corporveality. Fa short, # is: not possible to account fov
motion mezely as an attribute — either essential or accidental—of passive matter,

Mote recently the relation s been reversed. Now it is matter that may be

teken to-be a kind of attribute orstate of energy: Shce this grew out of the earlier
view, it is not susprising that it still refers teitself as materialism, especially when
it denies the possibility of a separate immaterial substance; but it is questionable

 whether “materialism” is any longer an accurate description of it In moderm

terros, matter Is conceived as what fills space to the exelusion: of otler matter,
and materiaism properly means the derdak of any reality that docs not fibspace:
in this manner. To give this name equally to the view that the ultimate realityis
energy, which in fself does not fill up space, s to obscure some of the implca-
tions of the revised pasition. If energy is inirinsicafly reaf without filling any
partienlar space, then the reality of individual minds oz of a rationality that

governs natuge can no fonger bedepied merely o the grounds that theyarenet.

encounterable as occupying pariicular spaces.
I have been arguing that this Platonic pesition can acconnt for the fult range

of our experence of the physicat world more readily than caryanatrow matestals .

ism. Fe seems to-me to accerd mose with the dernands of morality as welh. K ilic
ulbitmate reality is matter, whether defined In modern tesms by spatial diserete-
ness and muinal exclusion or in aneient terms (whether as matter or body) asthe
principle of individuation, human nature tends to be conceived in the first
instanee in terms of discrete individuality: if my bodyis my primary reality and!
individual bodies are discrete and mutually exclusive, then we are fundamentaliy
different from one another and naturally ina state of competition. Matetfaliss,,

-which implies 2 nominalist or coneeptualist view of nniversals and a belief that
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the individuat is the only rcality, mest naturally leads to the view that the
fundomental moral principle &5 seli~aterest. While altruism mdy arise from
‘eplightened” seli-interest, for that very reasom it is vltimately not a value initself
but an instrament of selfishress. Itmay netbeinevitable that matena;hsm leadita:
egoisny but that iz the natural direction of its implications. -

O the present vieve Bowever, season ivot least asessential and primordiak as.
corporeality (move so, in faet, as Flato azpues elsewhers) and accordingly
provides #ts own criteria for conduct. Far Bom emphasizing the discretencss.of
individuals, reasonisees them in terms of whak is common to thermrather than in
tzrms; of their differences: the corporeal) senses pereeive individuals rather themn
universals, while reason perceives naiversals: rather thaw individuals. The Pla-
tonic pesition, oriented toward reason and univessatity, thus gives rise to-a very,
different view of “others” than that resulting from the materialistic position, one
that begins from our commmunity rather then our discreteness and io whicl,
therefore, aluism Becomges justified in iself, not merely for the sake ef
selfishness..

. 4
THE TRIFARTITE SOUL

Reasenis, aswehave seen, one pole within our mentalexperience, the etherbeing
inationalpassions. The relationship betwesnthemcanbestbeclarifiedby turning
our attention to the doctrine of thetripastitesoul. Plato.speaks of the soul bothas
reasont and as the principle of motion. The unity of these two very different
_ characterizations may beexpressed intermsofthefamousdefinitionoftimeinthe
Timaens (37d)as ‘the moving image of eternity,” for eternity here referstoreason
{29a);, and: the basis o whicl such metion i3 possible i souk (36e) Asbotl the:
principle ofmotion and aninstrument ofeternal reason, soufmay be deseribed in.
genieval as rationality set into motion. Butindtspurest ranifestation, aslogicaily
distines from body, seul wonld be purerationality since withoutreference to body
its character as the principle of motion ivmerely abstract andimplicit. Thisiathe.
rational clement of the tripartite seul,
¥ we next coneeive soul in itz Facticak state, ix relation to- Body, the pheno-
menon of life securs when corporead matter becomes ensouled, animate, as-we
discussed easlier. At this Yowest” (e most corporeal) level of soul oreuss; the
simplest stage of consciousness: the bedy responds to stimuli in terms of its
requivements for seif-preservation. What it cenducive to the bedy's mainte-
nance becomes an object of desize and s experienced as pleasant, while what is
theeatening Is feared and experienced: as painful. This is the appetitive level of
soul and it is-at this level that the soui is liable te breome ‘an accomplics in jts:
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own imprisonment’ (Phaeds 82e5-83al)by ministering to the body’s needs and
desires witheut sufficient regard for its ows distinetive vocation. B is alsw the
level it which the nature of the souk most closely cosrespondsto that reqnirediby
Simmias’ epiphenomenalism since consciausness here merely reflects what goes
on in the body. Here reason, the primary level, is: present ondy in: the implicit
forms of memory and calculation

If'the highest and Jowest elements of the tripartitesoul thnsreflect fhe rational
and corporeat poles: of animate being, respeetively, what of the-middle slement,,
spii*itcdn&s@ Since the Republic presents us with: ‘the soul'writ large’ (368d-369a)
in- the form. of a society, Iet us consider the genesis of the spititediclass. within b,
The: appetitive level of sout was. reflected im the ‘healthy™ eity (372e— nete the
corporgal adfective)-and the rational fevel will be reflected in the wise guardians.
‘The: spirited: level arises in the transitory state betweer these constitutions.

Glaucon Is dissatisfied with the healthy city because, he says, #s bare levelof
susténance makes it no better than a city of pigs. Socrates acknowledges that i
fact some people would be dissatisfied withs such a life and so loxuries must be
supplied in addition to the necessities, which will reguire an expansion of the:
state and therefore war. The warrios class is thus formed, corresponding to e
spirited element of the soul, and thus seems to arise in response o the mnsaviabil-

1ty of our nature. Rather than being content with what we have when it &

sufficient for ous needs, we always want something new if onlyas 2 testimony ta:
oup agcomplishment or superiority Glaucons remark suggests thas it is an:
impostant ebjection: for him. that the healthy ity fails to pay tribute to- the
superiority of humans to animals such as pigs. What is important is not the
absence: of the particular luxuries: that be happens to: think ef teouehes, tables,
delicacies), for Socrates easily adds to: this list (373a-c) and wé could as easily
extend: Soerates” list. The impostant thing is rather the sense of attainment, of
advancement, that suck acquisitions previde: Any luxury soon palls, leaving us.
with the desire for something new; and it is:the. desire for increment — the desive.
for something more than what we bad previously, and preferably more than
what ethers have as well- thatis the soureeefourlove of luxury. Fhisisafeature:
ofiour *pride,” the ambitious, competitive side of oug nature, the spiritedelersent
of our soul,

The spirited element is as fundamental ag the rationat and appetitive: sle
ments. The world as-a-whoie isconstitutedibetweenrational and corporeatpoles;
and: seul, which mediates them (of Fimuens 30b); accordingly comprises some-
tting of the character of each. But it is not reducibic to the sum of thoss two
characteristics since nefibier of themy by itself entails motion: reasonisthecternal
and: unchanging while corpereality is, by itself, inert. It is only through the
additional characteristic of moetion that a. ‘moving image of eternity’ cam come
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abont and reason and corporeality be mediated. Soulis, therefore, as a- third and:
mers distinctive chavacteristic, 2 pringiple of change: and it ks tlis characteristic
of never being completely at rest, of always seeldng anew state, that appearsin:
conssiousress positively as ambition and negatively as fiustration.andanger at
obstiaeles— the spirited element. The exercise af power i therefore essential to 12,
making it cager for recognition of its prowess; a lever of honour.

In: the soul;, reason is our desire for temthy, appetite our desire for physieal
gratification,. and spiritedness their commen denomintor, desire in and by
itself, Spiritedness may accordingly be considered the: most general aspect of
soul (a5 in the dactrine of eros) as reason is primary teleologically and-appetite
most immediately evident experientiaily,

There is 2 mutval dependence among the three, for not enly ate our reason:
and appetite permeated with spiritedness to the extent that they exhibib their
specific metivation and ambition, but spiritedness in tuss requites cur rationall
and corporeal’ nature av the instroments of its assextiveness: our attainments
must be in terms of inteflectual ar physical gonls. Whercas for reason: and
appetite it iv the geal that matters, for spiritedness the gpaliis important not.for
its ownsakee but as an oceasion-for striving. Ourrationaland eorporeatnatures,
too; ate not entively independent of each other, for appetite must make use of

learsing and caleulation to achieve its ends while reasen: in turn makes nse of

recoliection: and cerporeal eros in order o discern the rational forms that the:

material world displays.

- Thethescare thus interpenctrating and inscparable. This-ean be expressediby
conceiving soul generally as the agency of reasew i corporeality: the soul’s
tripartile structuye appears as one foeuses. in tuen: om eason, eorporeality, and
agency per se. Fhe threc parts, as well, constitute a micrecostd of the three
interpenetrating levels of reality: form (reasom), sonl (spiritedness), andi corpos

- reality (appetite)

From all thisit is clear that the Tower ls:wlk of the tripartite soul (appetitcand:
spiritecdhess) do not belong specifically efiher te the soul or to the body~for
neither a pure disembodicd soul (reasom) ner an inansnate bedy could suppost
thiem~ but only to the conjunction ef soul and body, iz te the living bedy:
Perhaps it is for this reason that in the Phaedy Phato can refer to: appetite and
spiritedness as fonctions of the body and in the Republic as finctions:of the soul.
Tiva dislogue deveted to proving the soul'vimmentality i weuldsimplify matters
to limit e notion of soul to the soul’s ‘cternal” part, reasen, and refer the lewer
levels of the body-suul compeosite to body, by comntsast; for if appetite and
spivitedness belong only to the conjunction of soul and body they may with
equal justice be treated as fimetions of either. Thus Timaens Yinks them fn one
place to the soul itself (42a-b) and in anothes to a sccondary and corporeat
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‘mortal soul:(69c-d).® It is usually supposed-that Plato.changed:his conception:.
afithe souk from:simple to-tripartite, between:the Phizedo and:Republic;buteven:
i the Repubiic, when the question-of immertality iz-raised; it seems thabthetrue:
soul'is:no:longer concelved: as tripartite-buti imitedita a. pure-and:simple natire

(6Fia-8120); iy which ease the paispective:ofi the Phasdiris retained; IF it is not
the whole tripastite soul that s takem-to-be-immortati{however we:interpret this}
i the. Republic,. but only reason;. and the other elements: pertain: only. to: the

embodied: soul; then there is-no imdamentak diffarence: between: the Republic
andithe Phaedo on:this point; fertlie Phaede’scharacterizationofmaterialidesive

anckspiritediess as motives-competibyg with-reasom-itv the: living person-(eg 68¢;

81b-82c, 94b, 94d):is: clearly the tripartite: soul: dostrine ins principle..



222 Notesto pp 178-203
2 See cspecially Geddes pp 263-7. Geddes also.suggests that the uge of the termy
PEEREROY 2% the only reference 10 the poison may be defiberately ambiguoussinge.
it means ‘medicine” or ‘owse” as well {p 263)

CHAPTER 12

¥ See, for example, T.ML. Rolinsan p 32, The duat concepiionof soubin-Grack

philosophy gencrally, as both encrgy and mind, is noted by Aristotle:inds Aninas

2. E use the term ‘energy,” despite its being an anachreonism, becanse it irapprop-
Fiate tothe conception of seulas the principle of metion.

2 Thiere is am apparant exception to this inbk 10 of the Zaws (B96e): Seebelown S
and context, ) ’

3 In addition to the refevence to Skemp at the beginaing of this.gseiion, sce Fimaeus
39&, 34b, and 57e (provided one teles the texaporality of the Fimoeus asa met-
phor for logical prierity rather than as.a lteral successtom of events)

4 It is sometimes argued that this motios i not due to soullsince s rrationalifep
Viastos DMT pp 393-6}, but, while the motiony of soabareational D2T 52, When
combined with andinfhreneed by the irrationst nature of the body insational
motion would result. This distinction between pure and embediedisoulis.casily

obscured i genetic myths soch as the Ttmafsmx, whese bedy mustbe spokerrof agif

it wete capable of selsufficient existence, ¥ is mot necessary io-suppese, however,
that Plate regarded soud and body as ever physically separatefrom each-ather,

5 This may be the peint as welk of the Laws® reference te twocontrastingsouls.
€896¢). Also see Rist EP pp. 105-0. ’

APPENDIX

& For simplicity’s sake it was transiated in the introduction as *art” but this is too.
generalfor khe purpeses.of the present more detailed: discussion.

2 The presence of all three themes in the for shows it tobe andmportant, theugh

- much neglected work for stndying Plato’s aesthetic theory;in-goneral. My article
on the Fon supplements mueh of the presers discussion, as welbag claborating the
Brief references here to that distegue, .

3 €ECRurmides 155¢, ¥58c, 176b; Gorgins 483e, 484a; Phaeds T30-TTa; Republic
G08a.

4 In aleatory music where random.or unplanned occurrences are substituted for any
imposed order, the music suceeeds in traditfonal terms when some such-order iz.
accidentally achieved and fails when it is not.

5 See Apel ‘church modes.’

& The legendary inventor of music

7 See for sxample Assagioli,



