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Note on the text

References to pages, sections, and lines of Plato’s Republic are based on Sling’s edition
whereas other texts of Plato are based on Burnet’s edition except for vol. 1, for which I use
the edition by E. A. Duke, W. F. Hicken, W. S. M. Nicoll, D. B. Robinson, and J. C. G.
Strachan. Translations of the Republic are generally loosely based on the translation by G. M.
A. Grube, as revised by C. D. C. Reeve, in Cooper (1997).

‘Cf. indicates that forthcoming references —whether texts or authors— express
views close to those found in the corresponding main text or passage. ‘Cf.’ is not used to
express a disagreement. [ use the colon symbol “:’ to introduce either a quotation or a list of

items or an explanation (e.g. replacing ‘for’, ‘because’, and the like).



Introduction

The aim of this dissertation is to gain a better understanding —both historical and
philosophical— of Plato’s views on early ethical education in the Republic. It argues for the
original thesis that this education involves acquiring a rational account or understanding. This
introduction first offers an overview of the interpretation defended. The second part looks to
situate its findings within the context of another debate central to Platonic scholarship,
namely Plato’s conception of the soul as divided into elements or parts in the Republic. The

third section offers a summary of the dissertation’s chapters.

01. Ethical training in Plato’s Republic

Early ethical education in the Republic has two components, beginning with musical training
—which includes poetry, stories, and music proper— followed by physical training; and it all
takes place while students are still young (i.e. children and youths) before the age of twenty
(R. 7 537 A 6-C 5). There are three standardly acknowledged achievements associated with
this education: the acquisition of laws and law-inculcated judgements (cf. TS), basically law-
abidingness; the acquisition of excellences such as courage, temperance, justice, etc. (cf. R. 4
441 E 3-444 E 5, respectively T3, T14, and 443 C 9-444 A 3); and the acquisition of a sound
ethical discriminatory faculty, namely the ability to perceive or recognize instances of
genuine excellences and vices (cf. T6 with T10).

There are two general ways to educate, either by force or by persuasion (cf. R. 8 548
B 4-C 2). At least one goal of early ethical education strongly indicates that well-trained
students ought to be educated by persuasion. For, it is highly unlikely that education by force
will produce truly law-abiding individuals: after all, imposed lessons hardly ever remain (cf.
R. 8 548 B 4-C 2 with R. 7 536 D 4-537 A 3; cf. T5: note ‘being persuaded
[reoBévteg]” (430 A 2-3)). (It is also a sign of little-to-no education to require having laws
imposed upon us (cf. R. 3 405 A6-B 4).)

Now it is noteworthy that being educated by persuasion need not mean being
educated by reason, reasons, etc.. For, Plato has a generous conception of persuasion insofar

as persuasive power is attributed to things such as: pleasure (cf. R. 3 413 C 1-4 with R. 7 538



C 6-D 5), sexual passion (cf. R. 5 458 D 5-7), prayers and sacrifices (cf. R. 2 365 E 2-366 A
5), and gifts (cf. R. 3 390 E 4). Plato could thus have in mind persuading students to be law-
abiding by means other than rational calculation. In other words, Plato could have in mind
achieving the goals of early ethical education by —call it— ‘non-rational’ persuasion and
thus without a rational account or understanding. This is a tempting view. Consider —for
instance— a passage (T6) articulating the motivations underlying a concern for a most proper
education in musical training. The passage suggests two stages in ethical education, before
and after ‘the account’s arrival [éA06vTog &€ T0D Adyov]’ (402 A 3), and it also focuses on the
good conduct in well-trained youths prior to the account’s arrival. The passage stresses that
well-trained youths experience disgust correctly, enjoy fine things, and hate base things (cf.
R. 3 387 E 10-388 A 4 with 388 D 6-8; cf. R. 3 395 B 9-D 4 with 396 C 6-E 5). The
impression is basically that good conduct can be achieved by cultivating pleasure and distress
at the right things, to be clear before the account’s arrival. Now if we assume that this good
conduct is a result of acquiring laws and law-inculcated judgements, then it is tempting to
conclude that being law-abiding can be achieved by training our —call them— ‘hedonic’
experiences without the need of a rational account or understanding.

It cannot be ruled out —however— that Plato does have in mind persuasion that
appeals to reason, reasons, etc.. Consider that very same passage (T6) dividing ethical
education into two parts, before and after ‘the account’s arrival [¢€A06vtog 0& ToD Adyov]’ (402
A 3). The passage only indicates that its arrival would take place after acquiring certain
character traits. The passage does not state that its arrival would take place after musical and
physical training. Recall also the view that imposed laws fail to bring about truly law-abiding
individuals. We may infer that being law-abiding requires not regarding laws as imposed.
Early ethical education should aim —then— at producing students who agree to laws and
law-inculcated judgements. If this is correct, then it is tempting to think that this agreement is
preferably achieved by reason. For, it is plausible to suppose that students who agree to laws
and law-inculcated judgements on the basis of their own reason will be more law-abiding
than those who agree without a rational account or understanding —for instance, in virtue of
being trained by habit. (We shall see that a compelling case can be made for the account’s
arrival during early ethical education precisely because the best means to securing or fixing

laws and law-inculcated judgements is by acquiring a rational account or understanding.)



These considerations show that we cannot outright rule out the possibility of Plato’s having in

mind an early ethical education that depends on the account’s arrival, on rational persuasion.

This dissertation is shaped by the main debate to identify the primary target or beneficiary of
this education. The phrase ‘the primary target or beneficiary’ is meant to pick out that
element or part of the soul that explains the achievements of early ethical education. (It is
noteworthy that the debate takes for granted a certain conception of the soul’s elements,
namely that they are psychological subjects or agents —more below in Section 0.2.) Two
reasons give rise to this debate. First, Plato introduces soul elements in Republic 3 (410 B
10412 A 3) writing that musical and physical training are designed for two elements of the
soul, the philosophical and the spirited (T1). Plato later divides the soul into three elements in
Republic 4 (436 A 8441 C 7), namely the rational, the spirited, and the appetitive —the latter
two deemed non-rational— by introducing the so-called “principle of opposites’ according to
which numerically one and the same thing cannot do or suffer opposites in the same respect
and in relation to the same thing all at the same time (cf. R. 4 436 B 9-C 2,436 E 7437 A 1,
and 439 B 5-6). This division is swiftly followed by an agreement that a correct mixture of
musical and physical training will make the rational and the spirited elements harmonious
(T2). The second reason giving rise to the debate gravitates around two observations. The
first is that musical training begins at an early age while the rational element is at best
inchoate, but spirit is very much present (cf. T12). The second observation is that the stories
told during musical training touch upon topics of characteristic concern for the spirited
element. These two observations allude to an imbalance in early ethical education’s impact
upon the rational and the spirited elements and thus they have motivated commentators to
single out a primary target or beneficiary, that soul element capable of explaining the
achievements of this education in light of these observations.

The standard view in this debate contends that early ethical education’s achievements
are explained by the soul’s spirited element, to be precise that this non-rational part is the
proper or ultimate subject of true ethical judgements and the soul’s ethical discriminatory
faculty. The standard view deploys two arguments on the basis of the aforementioned
observations pertaining to an imbalance in early ethical education’s impact upon the rational

and the spirited elements. The first —call it ‘the argument from content’— focuses on the



fact that stories told during musical training acquaint students with the honorable and the
shameful. Well-trained students are taught —for instance— to praise honorable things such
as excellences and to censure shameful thing such as vices (cf. T6 with T10). The argument
from content then observes that the honorable and the shameful are special to the soul’s
spirited element, (‘special’) in the sense that each soul-element has its own characteristic
concerns (T2) and the pleasure of honor is the single kind of pleasure belonging to the
spirited element (T11); it is natural to assume that the shameful too is special to spirit: after
all, the shameful ought to be at least avoided and arguably outright hated in the pursuit of
honor. These two paths meet to suggest both that true ethical judgements of musical training
focus on the honorable and the shameful plus that they are acquired by the spirited element
given their appeal to its characteristic concerns. The second argument —call it ‘the argument
from psychic development’™— invokes observations that have been universally understood to
express the view that a young student’s rational element is inchoate, in such a way that
disqualifies it from being a plausible candidate to account for correctly praising the honorable
and correctly censuring the shameful. One observation is that well-trained students will
respond correctly to the honorable and the shameful while they are still young and unable to
grasp an account or reason for this behavior (T6). Another observation is that there is an
evident imbalance in the manifestations of reason and spirit in children, namely that spirit is
fully present in children from birth whereas the same cannot be said of rational calculation
(T12). These observations meet to support the standard view that spirit explains the
achievements of early ethical education: musical and physical training take place while the
soul is young and its rational element is inchoate, but its spirited element is not inchoate; the
latter element is thus an attractive candidate to explain a young student’s correctly praising
the honorable and correctly censuring the shameful. The standard view could be said —in
other words— to regard early ethical education as foregoing any rational persuasion and
relying exclusively on non-rational persuasion.

A minority of scholars reject the standard view and contend that the primary target or
beneficiary of early ethical education is the soul’s rational or philosophical part. But —as far
as I know— no scholar of the minority view further claims that this education involves
acquiring a rational account or understanding. In other words, both the standard view and the

alternative agree on construing early ethical education as foregoing any rational persuasion



and relying only on non-rational persuasion. This dissertation defends the minority view that
the primary target or beneficiary of early ethical education is the soul’s rational part. It
arguably refutes the standard view by showing the latter’s commitment to threatening the
psychic integrity of the spirited part in multiple ways, especially since ethical training
involves the task of weakening or eliminating non-rational non-necessary desires and
pleasures. Now —however— this dissertation also takes a step further in favor of the rational
part as the primary target of early ethical education: it argues for a novel achievement of this
education, namely acquiring a rational account or understanding of laws and law-inculcated
judgements. In other words, this dissertation rejects the unanimous view that early ethical
education involves only non-rational persuasion and argues that it includes rational

persuasion.

What does Plato have in mind? Which method of education would plausibly achieve the
goals of early ethical education such as truly law-abiding individuals who preserve laws and
law-inculcated judgements basically at all costs? Plato probably has in mind education by
rational persuasion. For, this kind of education is arguably the best means to bring about truly
law-abiding individuals. This can be appreciated by reflecting upon —first— a likely
limitation of being trained by habit and —second— a likely advantage of relying on reason.
Plato repeatedly writes not only that desires or pleasures and aversions or distresses
are formidable threats to preserving laws and law-inculcated judgements, but also that they
can usurp our judgement and even change our psychic constitution for the worse (cf. threats
atR.3412E4-413E5, R. 4429 E 7430 B 6, R. 8 548 A 5—C 4; cf. change at R. § 553 B 7—
E1,R 8559 D 1-561 A5, R. 9 572 B 9-573 C 11).! These threatening and corruptive
experiences which basically are harmful to the soul’s well-being Plato calls ‘non-necessary’

and some among these ‘lawless’ (cf. R. 8 558 D 8-599 C 7 with R. 9 571 A 7-572 B 8).2

1T write ‘desires or pleasures’ since there is evidence of treating these interchangeably in
Republic 8 —for instance— 558 C 10-560 B 5; and I apply the same treatment to aversions
and distresses.

2 Plato explicitly applies ‘necessary’ and ‘non-necessary’ to desires and pleasures, but it is not
unreasonable to extend this distinction to aversions and distresses: after all, Plato surely
considers an intense distress to losing something valuable as non-necessary insofar as the
concomitant desire to weep and lament excessively ought to be eliminated (cf. R. 10 603 E 4—
604 D 10 with R. 3387 D 11-E 9).



Being truly law-abiding —then— requires weakening or eliminating non-necessary pleasures
and distresses (cf. R. 8 559 A 3-7 and 559 B 8-C 2 with R. 10 603 E 4-604 D 10).3 But how
do we manage these for the sake of being law-abiding? Do we learn only by habit or do we
need something more?

Habituation depends on the ability to repeat certain experiences or exercises
sometimes even on a daily basis. But there are exceptional or extraordinary events beyond the
domain of habituation, that is events that do no repeat themselves frequently and for which
we cannot completely prepare ourselves. For instance, I cannot train myself to lose someone
or something valuable such as a parent, home, etc.: the latter simply are not everyday events.
The basic point is that there is a difference between —on the one hand— learning to do what
is beneficial with respect to our diet and —on the other hand— learning to do what is
beneficial after losing someone or something valuable such as a parent, home, etc.. It could
be argued that we can train for exceptional or extraordinary situations to some extent: we
could train to resit the desire to weep and lament excessively upon losing something valuable
by being exposed to this loss and resistance at a distance —so to speak— for instance by
witnessing the experience in stories. But it should be stressed that there is a gap between
being prepared at a distance and experiencing the real thing, i.e. that the training cannot
prepare us completely for the real thing; and Plato seems sensitive to this point: it is one thing
to hear that death is not to be feared (cf. R. 386 A 6-388 E 3); it is another thing to be given a
taste of it by witnessing war from afar and training for it (cf. R. 5 466 E 1-468 A 1 with R. 7
537 A 4-8); and —surely— it is yet another thing to be actively engaged in the battlefield (cf.
R. 3412 D 9414 A 7). If we accept this gap, then it is not obvious that we shall be able to
ford or bridge that space between preparation and the real thing with only the help of
habituation. It is not obvious —then— that habituation is the best means to prepare us for —
call them— ‘difficult’ cases. The basic point is that difficult or exceptional cases pose a
veritable threat to our being law-abiding: after all, they present us with experiences such as
intense distress and our training by habit may very well not suffice to withstand and preserve

our laws and law-inculcated judgements.

3 Plato also writes about bringing measure or moderation to desires and these passages
together suggest that bringing measure or moderation is not substantively different from
weakening or eliminating desires, pleasures, etc..



Recognizing this limitation of habituation, we ask: ‘what should we do in difficult or
exceptional cases in order not to be overtaken or dragged by intense desires, aversions, etc.?’
One promising alternative is to rely on reason, e.g. deliberation, inquiry, etc.. For, reason has
the ability to give us a better perspective on things, a perspective that truly mitigates
challenging desires, distresses, etc.. The basic idea is that reason gives us the tools with
which —as it were— to treat the disease, namely the apparent magnitude of things, rather
than to treat merely the symptoms, namely the concomitant desires, distresses, etc.. There are
two ways for reason to give us a better perspective, namely deliberation and inquiry; and —to
be clear— these can work together.

The first way for reason to give us a better perspective can be appreciated by
reflecting upon the advantage of deliberating about what to do in the context of losing
someone or something valuable such as a parent, home, etc.. This loss can be very
destabilizing: not only can the loss itself be distressing, but also it can create great uncertainty
and with it intense fear, anxiety, etc. —basically more distress. (The phrase ‘thrown into the
deep end’ comes to mind along with the image of feet kicking about as there is no firm
ground upon which to place them.) The magnitude of distress can be so great as to take over
the mind, leaving little-to-no room for anything else. (The image of an overcast sky comes to
mind with no definition or end in sight.) The loss, the uncertainty, the fear, etc. is all that is
seen or experienced and we are thus left at their mercy. (The basic ideas here apply equally to
desires and pleasures.) Now deliberating about what to do can truly mitigate difficult cases:
the loss of someone or something valuable can introduce a change in our lives that elicits
uncertainty, a change that makes us question our abilities and control of the situation; (the
question ‘how am I going to [...]?” comes to mind;) now deliberating about what to do will
involve identifying problems and potential solutions; this activity will give us some
knowledge about the situation and thus some sense of control, all of which —for the most
part— introduces some calm to our minds and mitigates our distress. The basic idea is that
deliberating about what to do can truly mitigate difficult cases because it provides some
resolution to a part of the distress.

Now we may find ourselves unable to deliberate in difficult cases and this may lead

us to question its value.# Plato too seems to acknowledge the potential inability to deliberate:

41 thank Paolo Crivelli for raising this concern.



we are encouraged ‘to habituate [€0ilewv]” (R. 10 604 C 9) ourselves to rely on reason in
exceptional or difficult cases. It does not come to us naturally —presumably— because
deliberation requires rational calculation and we are not born exercising it (cf. R. 4 441 A 7-B
2 = T12). This explanation suggests an argument to show that our inability to deliberate in
difficult cases does not tell against the value of deliberation. There are two kinds of
alternatives to coping with distress, either rational or non-rational alternatives. We do not
have by nature access to rational alternatives because we are not born exercising rational
calculation (cf. R. 4 441 A 7-B 2 = T12). We do have by nature access to non-rational
alternatives to relieve distress such as tears, anger, etc. (cf. R. 10 604 C 7-9 with R. 10 606 A
3—7 —and T12). Since we are not born exercising rational calculation, our first experiences
of distress as children are relieved by tears, anger, etc.. (Now herein lies the crux of the
problem.) Since relief from distress appears pleasant and pleasure strengthens desire (cf. R. 9
583 C3-584 C2withR.3395C6-8,R. 8560 A9-B5,R.9573 A4-B 5, R. 10 606 A 3-7,
and 606 D 1-8), then our first experiences of distress as children will strengthen non-rational
coping mechanisms such as weeping and lamenting. If our education does not develop our
rational calculation from an early age —if it comes ‘quite late [dy€ mote]” (R. 4 441 B 1) to
us— and so we are not shown rational alternatives to coping with distress, then our inability
as adults to deliberate in difficult cases should be no mystery (cf. R. 9 584 D 1-585 A 7): not
only would we lack the motivation to resist the desire to weep and lament, but also —
persuaded by its pleasure— we are unlikely to calculate that weeping and lamenting threatens
our psychological well-being (cf. R. 10 606 A 3—C 1 with 606 D 1-8). In other words, our
inability to deliberate in difficult cases as adults is a consequence of poor education. That
inability does not tell against the value of deliberation as a rational tool to mitigate
challenging desires, distresses, etc..

There is another way —besides deliberating about what to do— for reason to provide
us with a better perspective on things that would truly mitigate exceptional or extraordinary
desires, distresses, etc.. This other way takes the form of inquiry or study into the very things
that elicit these exceptional or extraordinary experiences, things such as death, wealth, etc..
Consider —for instance— the lure and hold that material wealth can have over us, potentially
establishing itself as the goal toward which everything we do is aimed and even being the

way to construe a blessedly happy life (cf. R. 8 553 B 7- E 1, R. 9 591 D 5-9, and —with



these in mind— R. 6 466 B 4-C 4). This lure and hold of aquiring material wealth can be
effectively mitigated by rational inquiry (cf. R. 9 591 D 5-9 with R. 9 576 D 6-577 B 5: note
the recurring theme of ‘being dazzled [éxnAnttopevog]’ (591 D 7; cf. 576 D 8, 577 A 3) and
Socrates’ proposal to counter with thorough study). It could be argued that aquiring material
wealth without limit or measure would result in being left with little-to-no moderation or self-
control: the desire to aquire material wealth is insatiable, in the sense that it is strengthened
and multiplied by being satisfied (i.e. by pleasure); and satisfied without limit or measure, the
desire for aquiring material wealth becomes so pervasive and powerful that we come to be at
its mercy and under its control —rather than its being under our control (cf. R. 4 430 E 4-431
B3 withR. 4442A4-B4,R.9586A1-C6,R.9573 C11-575A8,R. 9577 B 10-578 A 3,
R. 9 588 E 4-589 A 5). It could be argued also that having little-to-no moderation or self-
control is harmful to our well-being: at the very least, we come to be possessed and harassed
by different kinds of distress —for instance— we are never truly satisfied, constantly
experiencing some lack, and —being overwhelmingly attached— we are ever fearful of
losing our acquisitions (cf. R. 9 586 A 1-C 6 and R. 9 578 A 4-580 A 8). Rational inquiry
thus reveals a side to aquiring material wealth easily hidden from sight by desires or
pleasures: it reveals aquiring material wealth as potentially dangerous —even catastrophic—
to our well-being.

This insight —in turn— should influence our desires or pleasures for aquiring
material wealth: realizing something as harmful generally elicits some kind of aversion from
us, e.g. fear, disgust, etc.; but here it does not seem to set up merely an opposite experience to
battle it out by force with the desire or pleasure for aquiring material wealth; the end result
seems to be that the desire or pleasure for aquiring material wealth undergoes a genuine
change: the splendor of acquiring material wealth dims and with it the intensity of desire or
pleasure wanes or weakens; the desire or pleasure for aquiring material wealth neither
remains the same nor is it merely suppressed for a while, lingering and incubating before
coming back with a vengeance (cf. —for a helpful contrast— R. 8 559 D 1-560 C 1,
especially 559 E 9-B 5). Acquiring material wealth no longer attracts us as it did before and
we now approach it in a more thoughtful and careful or measured way (cf. R. 9 591 B 3-592
B 5, in particular 591 D 5-E 5; R. 6 485 D 6-E 6: the basic point applicable here is that a

strong concern for something (e.g. psychic harmony) incompatible with something else (e.g.



aquiring material wealth without limit) automatically weakens any concern for the latter
thing). Anyone sincerely concerned about their well-being would become wary of
unquestioningly satisfying the desire to acquire material wealth. Reason in the form of
inquiry —then— gives a more accurate perspective on challenging experiences with potential
to overwhelm us and make us abandon —even if temporarily— our laws and law-inculcated
judgements; and this more accurate perspective in turn weakens or eliminates those
threatening factors such as non-necessary pleasures and distresses, thus assisting us to be
truly law-abiding.

We have surveyed some reasons for believing that a rational education would best
achieve the goal of early ethical education to bring about truly law-abiding individuals: at the
very least, reason in the forms of deliberation and inquiry can truly mitigate the desires,
aversions, etc. that are formidable threats to preserving laws and law-inculcated judgements.
Readers —however— may be wondering whether this interpretation has any exegetical basis.
We can appreciate an appeal to deliberation as a means for providing perspective that
mitigates non-necessary desires, distresses, etc. in the Republic —for instance— in Book 10
603 E 4-604 D 10. Plato there endorses the combination of law and reason in the form of
deliberation as the ideal response to intense grief. It is telling that Plato encourages us ‘to
habituate [€0ilewv]’ (604 C 9) ourselves to rely on reason in exceptional or difficult cases such
as the loss of someone or something valuable. (It is noteworthy that this discussion stressing
the value of reason in the form of deliberation to moderate our emotional reactions follows
immediately upon an argument (R. 10 602 C 4-603 B 6) highlighting the corrective role of
reason in cases of perceptual illusions.) We can appreciate also the appeal to inquiry as a
means for providing perspective that mitigates non-necessary desires, distresses, etc. in the
Republic —for instance— across Books 9 and 10. First, Plato writes that ‘we ought not be
dazzled [pun éknAnttopeda]’ (R. 9 576 D §; cf. 577 A 3) by the figure of the tyrant in judging
quality of life and proposes thorough study in order to get things right (R. 9 576 D 6-577 B
5). Second, it is plausible to think that Plato’s warning about being amazed by tyrants is
intimately linked to our potentially ‘being dazzled [ékmAnttopevocg]’ (R. 9 591 D 7) by an
unlimited acquisition of material wealth (cf. R. 9 591 D 5-9 with R. 5 466 B 4-C 4). It is
tempting to think —then— that Plato would propose here too the use of rational inquiry to

counter the overwhelming attraction of acquiring unlimited wealth. (It is noteworthy that the
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language of being ‘amazed’ or ‘dazzled’ brings to mind the discussion on being deceived out
of one’s convictions or laws by pleasure, distress, etc. in Republic 3 412 E 4414 A 7 with
Republic 4 429 E 7430 B 6.) It could be argued also that this view on reason’s power of
inquiry to assist with being law-abiding can be appreciated in Plato’s study of imitative
poetry in Republic 10 (cf. especially R. 10 607 E 4-608 B 3). We may even glean a way for
rational inquiry to weaken or eliminate the fear of death from Republic 6 485 D 6-485 B 2
and Republic 10 608 B 4-D 1. These observations —then— are promising evidence that
there is exegetical support for the alternative that Plato has in mind a rational education in
early ethical training.

There is another line of thought to motivate the idea that reason is the best means to
bring about truly law-abiding individuals. For, there are two features to acquiring laws and
law-inculcated judgements with a rational account that strongly suggest it to be the superior
means of becoming law-abiding. The first is that having a rational understanding very
probably inspires a stronger desire to preserve laws and law-inculcated judgements than
being trained by habit. The second is that having a rational understanding very probably
elicits a stronger sense of shame at abandoning laws and law-inculcated judgements than
being trained by habit. Now it should be uncontroversial not only that a strong desire to
preserve laws and a strong sense of shame at abandoning them produce truly law-abiding
individuals, but also that the desire to preserve laws as well as the shame at abandoning them
come in degrees and the stronger these are the stronger likelihood of being law-abiding. If —
then— having a rational account or understanding of laws brings about both a stronger desire
to preserve laws and a stronger sense of shame at abandoning them than being trained by
habit, it follows that being educated by reason brings about being law-abiding in the finest
way possible. Let us consider the above-mentioned two features in turn.

There are two basic ways to be educated in laws and law-inculcated judgements
relevant to our discussion, namely either by habituation or by acquiring a rational account.
Both ways arguably instill in students an appreciation of laws and law-inculcated judgements
as their own: those educated by habit internalize them, which would plausibly be said to
make the laws their own; and those educated by reason either accept or formulate accounts of
them based on their own reasoning, which would plausibly be said to make the laws their

own. The basic idea is that both kinds of students would consider laws and law-inculcated
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judgements as their own. This is important because we are by nature partial to that which
belongs to us and inspired with a certain kind of attachment or concern for them —a special
kind of love (cf. R. 1 330 B 8-C 9, R. 2 375 B 10-376 C 3). This special concern in turn
elicits an extraordinary interest or desire to protect and preserve the object of love. These
considerations together imply that students either trained by habit or by reason would have a
special kind of concern for their laws and law-inculcated judgements and so they would have
an extraordinary desire to preserve and not abandon them. But it is most likely that students
educated by reason would have a stronger special concern than students trained by habit.
Consider two ways for students to acquire an account of laws and law-inculcated judgements,
either it comes from an external source —such as an educator— or the account comes from
an internal source. Students who accept it from an external source presumably would go
through an account agreeing to its premises, reasoning, and finally its conclusion (i.e. the
law); and students to whom the account comes from an internal source, namely their reason,
go through basically the same process. Now both kinds of students could be said to invest
more parts of themselves, ‘parts’ such as assumptions, beliefs, reasoning, etc., than students
trained by habit. The basic idea is that students educated by reason probably see more of
themselves in (i.e. identify more strongly with) laws and law-inculcated judgements than
students trained by habit who do not invest those so-called ‘parts’. (This idea may bring to
mind Plato’s suggestion that we, as human beings, identify more strongly with the rational
part of the soul than with the non-rational parts (cf. R. 9 588 B 1-E 3): the idea suggests that
we identify more strongly with those assumptions, beliefs, etc. accepted by us upon reflection
than with assumptions, beliefs, etc. that have no such anchor.) Since it is plausible to suppose
that seeing more of ourselves in things strengthens the special kind of concern we enjoy
toward them, then —if these considerations are correct— we may plausibly conclude that
students educated by reason most likely would have a stronger special concern for laws and
law-inculcated judgements than students trained by habit. If this special concern translates
into a desire to preserve laws —and having a rational account or understanding brings about a
stronger special concern than being trained by habit— it follows that being educated by
reason would bring about being law-abiding in a superior way with respect to being trained

by habit.
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The second motivation to consider reason as the best means to being law-abiding is
that a rational account or understanding very probably elicits a stronger sense of shame at
abandoning laws than being trained by habit. It is arguably the case that students trained by
habit and students trained by reason develop a disposition to experience shame at abandoning
laws and law-inculcated judgements. Consider —again— the notion that both students are
able to see or appreciate laws as their own or as part of themselves. This notion may be
thought to capture a fundamental idea that recognizes a disposition to identify ourselves with
desires, beliefs, etc.; for instance, if I identify with a certain belief and the latter is criticized,
then I am very likely to take the criticism personally, that is as a criticism of me —to some
extent. The qualification ‘to some extent’ is meant to account for the fact that there are
degrees of identification, namely weak, strong, and anything in between. Some desires,
beliefs, etc. we are weakly identified with and suffer little-to-no distress when frustrated or
rejected whereas some desires, beliefs, etc. we are strongly identified with and suffer great
distress when frustrated or rejected. Now consider applying this line of thought to
abandoning laws and law-inculcated judgements. If we identify ourselves with laws to some
extent, then it is likely that we experience abandoning them as an act of self-betrayal. For,
abandoning them is tantamount to going against ourselves. Self-betrayal then introduces
shame into the picture: consciously betraying ourselves —especially due to some weakness—
is very likely to elicit an experience of shame (cf. R. 4 430 E 4-431 B 3 with R. 9 589 C 6-D
4; ctf. R. 8 560 A 4-8: it could be argued that the young man is aware of betraying a part of
himself from his upbringing). Now it seems certain that a sense of self-betrayal from
abandoning laws is stronger insofar as the degree of identification with them is stronger; and
it seems certain also that the sense of shame is stronger insofar as the degree of self-betrayal
is stronger. If this is correct and we agree that students with a rational account or
understanding enjoy a stronger identification with laws than students trained by habit, it
follows that the former will have a stronger sense of shame at abandoning laws and law-
inculcated judgements. Since a strong sense of shame protects us from abandoning laws (cf.
R.3388 D2-8, R. 5465 A 8B 5, R. 10 604 A 1-8), then there is a compelling case for the
view that acquiring a rational account or understanding of laws is the finest way to bring

about truly law-abiding individuals.
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There is an additional layer or nuance to being educated by reason that reinforces or
further strengthens the shame of abandoning laws and law-inculcated judgements. It is
generally agreed that reason is the best thing and the best part or aspect of ourselves (cf. R. 10
607 A3-B 1, R. 9 588 B 10-E 3, R. 8 549 A 9-B 8 with 560 B 6-C 1; cf. R. 9 590 C 7-D 7
and R. 10 604 B 1-D 6); and so laws and law-inculcated judgements made our own by
rational thought are thus an expression of the best thing and the best part of ourselves. It is
generally agreed also that submitting the better to the inferior is shameful —for instance—
that summiting the better part of ourselves to the inferior is shameful (cf. R. 4 430 E 4-431 B
3, R. 9 589 C 6-D 4). These agreements suggest that acquiring a rational account or
understanding of laws would add another perspective from which to be more ashamed of
abandoning laws. For, abandoning a law due to some desire or distress would be tantamount
to submitting our reason to that desire or distress; and since reason is the best part or aspect
of ourselves, then abandoning a law due to some desire or distress would entail submitting
the better to the inferior —which is shameful. In other words, it seems that acquiring a
rational account or understanding of laws would make us more sensitive to shame at
abandoning laws. Now if we assume —plausibly I believe— that being more sensitive to
shame basically amounts to a stronger sense of shame, it would follow that acquiring a
rational account of laws strengthens our sense of shame at abandoning laws and so students
educated by reason would have a stronger sense of shame at abandoning laws than students
trained by habit. If —once more— a stronger sense of shame at abandoning laws better
secures or fixes them within us, then there is again a compelling case for the view that a

rational education is the finest way to bring about truly law-abiding individuals.

This overview has sought to offer a philosophically inspired motivation for construing early
ethical education in the Republic as primarily targeting the soul’s rational part. We began by
acknowledging two general ways to educate, either by force or by persuasion, and we
supposed that Plato must have in mind education by persuasion since one goal of early ethical
education, namely to produce truly law-abiding individuals, hardly seems compatible with
education by force. But Plato —we noted— has a generous conception of persuasion, in the
sense that persuasion could be either non-rational or rational. We then focused again on the

goal to produce truly law-abiding individuals to determine which kind of persuasion Plato has
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in mind. It is arguably the case that the kind of indelibility of laws and law-inculcated
judgements at which Plato’s early ethical education aims is best achieved by rational
persuasion, that is by acquiring a rational account or understanding of laws and law-
inculcated judgements. If this is correct, then early ethical education in the Republic must
primarily target the soul’s rational part.

Readers may be wondering whether there is any exegetical justification for the basic
view that early ethical education must primarily target the soul’s rational part. Let us briefly
survey some passages. The first is Republic 3 401 D 4402 A 6. This passage (T6) could be
taken to divide ethical education into two parts, basically before and after ‘the account’s
arrival [éA0OvTOC 8¢ ToD AdYov]’ (402 A 3). All commentators —as far as | know— take the
arrival of ‘the account [AOyoc]’ to be after the first stages of early ethical education, to be
clear after musical and physical training. But it cannot be ruled out that the account arrives
during these early stages: Plato only writes that its arrival would take place after acquiring
certain character traits; Plato does not write that its arrival would take place after musical and
physical training. We have seen —moreover— that there is a compelling case to be made for
its arrival during early ethical education. We have seen that the latter’s goal of bringing about
truly law-abiding individuals is arguably best achieved by acquiring a rational account or
understanding of laws and law-inculcated judgements.

Readers may be tempted to dismiss the arrival of the account during early ethical
education because most human beings lack the ability to reason at an early age (cf. T12).
Consequently, they would not be able to acquire a rational account of laws and law-
inculcated judgements at that time during early ethical education. It should be argued —to
anticipate (cf. Chapter 5 §4, the main text after n. 24)— that the general claim about reason’s
late arrival is not a psychological necessity: we ought to acknowledge that the exercise of
rational calculation is something encouraged or facilitated by education. This
acknowledgement together with the evidence that Callipolian education will stimulate and
develop —thus exercise— students’ rational calculation from a young age should dispel the
above-mentioned objection.

There is further evidence to support the view that well-trained students in Callipolis
acquire a rational account or understanding during early ethical education. Let us examine —

next— Republic 8 548 B 4-C 2. This passage observes that honor-loving timocrats are not
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truly law-abiding because they have been educated by force rather than by persuasion. We
may infer that being law-abiding requires being educated by persuasion. But —as we have
seen— there is a generous concept of persuasion in the Republic including both rational and
non-rational persuasion. We should then ask: ‘which kind of persuasion is required for being
truly law-abiding?’ There is a passage shortly after Republic 8 548 B 4—C 2 and —read in this
context— it suggests that Plato has in mind rational persuasion. Republic 8 549 A 9-B 8
intimates that education by persuasion for the sake of being truly law-abiding involves
‘reason mixed with musical training [Adyov povoiki) kekpapévov]’ (549 B 6). These passages
together propose that that there is indeed a place for reason in educating students to be law-
abiding. Since —moreover— being law-abiding is a goal of early ethical education (i.e.
something to be achieved by it) and since there is compelling evidence that acquiring a
rational account or understanding best fixes or secures laws within us, then we ought to take
seriously the view that early ethical education primarily targets the rational part of the soul.
This —I believe— is confirmed in Republic 9 590 C 7-591 A 4. For, we may infer
from the passage (T42) that students ought to acquire laws and law-inculcated judgements by
virtue of their own reasoning. The passage advocates that we ought to be ruled by reason and
articulates two ways, either we are ruled by our own reason or we are ruled by another
person’s reason. The passage also states that early ethical education aims to have well-trained
students ruled by their own reason. Now the two alternatives to being ruled by reason hint at
two alternatives for well-trained students to regard the laws and law-inculcated judgements
imparted throughout early ethical education, either as their own or as imposed upon them.
The former alternative is arguably preferable: first, it is a sign of little-to-no education to
require having laws imposed upon us (cf. R. 3 405 A 6-B 4); second, we are unlikely to be
law-abiding insofar as laws are imposed upon us (cf. R. 7 536 D 4-537 A 3); third, it seems
impossible to reconcile the goal of well-trained students ruled by their own reason with
having laws and law-inculcated judgements imposed upon them. If this is correct, then it
seems certain that Plato would prefer to educate students such as to appreciate laws and law-
inculcated judgements as issued or accepted by their own reason rather than as issued and
imposed by others. If this is correct, then early ethical education must surely primarily target

the rational part of the soul.
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0.2 Psychic complexity in Plato’s Republic

This dissertation was motivated by the main debate on early ethical education in the Republic
to address the question of which soul-element or soul-part is the primary target or beneficiary
of education, meaning which soul-part absorbs or acquires laws, law-inculcated judgements,
etc.. This debate unfolds under the tacit assumption that the soul’s parts are psychological
subjects or agents, i.e. an assumption that views a person’s psychological acts, states, and
attitudes (e.g. judgements, desires, etc.) as derived from soul-parts that are their non-
derivative bearers, their proper or ultimate subjects. This interpretation is motivated by
apparent attributions of psychological affections and activities to the soul’s elements:
‘Plato characterizes each of these three parts in agent-like terms: each is treated as the
ultimate subject of psychological affections, activities, and capacities that are
normally attributed to the person as a whole. In particular, each part
(1) has its own desires (€¢mBvpiotr), and can wish and want (BobAesOBor and
£0éAev),
(2) has conceptual and cognitive capacities:
(1) each has beliefs,
(i1) each has practical goals,
(ii1) each can engage in some forms of reasoning, including reasoning about
what to do, and
(iv) each can communicate with the others: one part can persuade another and
they can all agree.

(3) has its own pleasures.’s

5 Bobonich (2002) 219-220. Lorenz (2006b) 25 n. 16 adds emotions to this list on the basis
of Republic 10 604 D 7-9 and 606 A 3—7. As evidence of beliefs, scholars generally cite:
Republic 4 442 B 5-D 4, Republic 9 571 C 3-D 6,574 D 1-575 A 8, R. 10 603 A 1-3, 605 B
5—C 4. As evidence of means-end reasoning, scholars cite Republic 8 580 E 2-581 A 2, but
they may be tempted to include R. 4 442 C 9-D 4 and R. 9 574 D 12-575 A 7. As evidence of
persuasion and agreement, scholars point to R. 4 442 C 9-D 4 (cf. R. 9 586 D 4-E 3) and R. 8
554 C 11-D 4. Attributions of judgements, means-end reasoning, and persuasion to each
soul-part are singled out here since they are challenged not only by this dissertation’s
findings, but also —we shall see— in this Section 0.2 of the Introduction.
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In other words, the main debate on early ethical education in the Republic takes sides —
without argument— in another debate central to Platonic scholarship, namely the nature of
the soul’s parts. But these terms and assumptions seem to be put under serious pressure by the
challenges and arguments against the standard view on early ethical education. Let us now
explore this.

Scholars have long debated on at least two questions concerning Plato’s conception of
the soul. The first is whether the soul is simple or complex: on the one hand, Plato’s Phaedo
seems to present the soul as simple whereas other dialogues such as Republic, Phaedrus, and
Timaeus seem to construe the soul as complex, mainly as tripartite; on the other hand, even
the Republic itself seems to entertain both complex and simple souls (cf. R. 4 441 C 4-7, 441
E 7-442 D 4, 443 C 9-444 A3, R. 9 580 C 10-581 C 8, 588 B 10-E 3, R. 10 611 B 5-612 A
7). The second question concerns the nature of those psychic elements distinguished in
complex human (embodied) souls, mainly the appetitive (10 émBountkédv), the spirited (to
Bvpoedég) —both deemed non-rational— and the rational (10 Aoyiotikov). These two
questions are intimately related: certain characterizations may tempt us to construe those
three soul-parts —for instance— as homunculi or as agent-like psychological subjects, in
which case it is easier to suppose that the soul is essentially complex and divided into
genuine parts; but if we are tempted to downplay these characterizations and to construe
these three soul-parts —for instance— as no more than mere classes of certain desires or as
properties of the soul, then it may be easier to deny that the soul is essentially complex. These
have been the standard alternatives in the debate on the nature of Plato’s soul —call the
former ‘realist’, the latter ‘deflationist’.6 There is an alternative that takes a —call it—
‘hybrid’ stance according to which a deflationist reading of well-ordered souls in Republic 2—
4 is more or less correct whereas a realist reading of degenerate souls in Republic 8-9 is more
or less correct.” For, the number and nature of psychic elements in any individual embodied

human soul is a contingent matter, in the sense that any individual embodied human soul may

6 These labels are borrowed from Whiting (2012) 178. Scholars who endorse some form of
the realist alternative include —e.g.: Bobonich (2002) Chapter 3, Lorenz (2006b) Part One,
Kamtekar (2018) Chapter 4. Scholars who endorse some form of the deflationist alternative
include —e.g.: Price (2009), Shields (2010), Singpurwalla (2010), presumably Wilberding
(2012).

7 Whiting (2012).

18



have soul-parts either as mere classes of certain desires or as something more agent-like with
only the latter counting as a genuine part. (This hybrid alternative is basically meant to
account for the possibility of both psychic unity in just individuals and psychic complexity in
corrupt individuals.)

This dissertation may seem favorable to the hybrid view according to which a soul’s
simplicity or complexity basically depends on our ethical education. For, the arguments
against the standard view of early ethical education show that correct ethical education does
not require non-rational parts as psychological subjects or agents: on the one hand, those
arguments reveal that the spirited part cannot explain our acquiring law-inculcated
judgements lest it be involved in psychic conflict issuing an internal division; on the other
hand, they indicate both that the spirited part cannot explain this education’s goal to weaken
or eliminate non-necessary desires lest —again— it be involved in psychic conflict and that
this particular goal seems to be achieved by indirect or by direct opposition from the rational
part without any sophisticated cognitive input for the non-rational parts. Yet this dissertation
acknowledges that the non-rational parts in degenerate or corrupt souls do seem to be more
like psychological subjects or agents. In other words, the apparent subjectivity or agency of
soul-parts is not consistent across all persons or types of persons: correct ethical education
does away with non-rational parts as psychological subjects or agents whereas lack of
education and corruption generates parts to be taken seriously as if psychological subjects or
agents; for instance, well-trained students seem to lack non-rational parts as psychological
subjects or agents whereas the same cannot be said of degenerate persons such as oligarchs
and democrats. A general consequence of this study is —then— that a well-trained soul does
not have non-rational parts as psychological subjects or agents.

But it would be a mistake to conclude from these observations that the hybrid view is
correct. For, it is fraught with difficulties. The first is that the hybrid view seems to assume
that a soul is complex only if there appear to be psychological subjects or agents, but a soul’s
partition should not be contingent upon the appearance of agent-like elements: after all, it is
possible to have genuine soul-parts and to construe them in another way —say— as faculties.
(We shall explore this later.) In other words, the lack of apparent subjects or agents within the

soul need not entail that the soul is devoid of genuine parts.
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The second difficulty applies equally to the deflationist view. Both the deflationist and
the hybrid interpretations agree that parthood is not essential to the human (embodied) soul.
This agreement appeals to Plato’s description of justice in Republic 4 443 C 9—444 A 3, in
particular to the impression that the just soul is partless. The passage begins with a reflection
on the interiority of justice, in the sense that it is primarily concerned with an internal activity
and state. (Justice is secondarily external.) The internal activity amounts to regulating the
dynamic relation between the soul’s elements, in particular regulating each element to focus
exclusively on its natural functions and not disturb the others. The internal state is orderly, an

appropriate form of rule, and harmonious. Socrates continues describing the just person:

[...] TbvTa Tadto cuVONCAVTO Kol TOVTATAGLY EVO YEVOLLE- 443 E 1

VOV €K TOAGV, COEPOVO Kol |PULOGUEVOV. ] 443 E 2

[...] all these [sc. soul-elements] he binds together and he becomes entirely one from

many, temperate and harmonious[.] (PL. R. 4 443 E 1-2)

This description —however— does not conclusively deny that parthood is essential to the
soul. For, it cannot be ruled out that the unity of the just soul is compatible with its having
parts: first, a human body —although one— has different parts such as feet, hands, eyes, etc.;
second, a human being —although one— has different parts such as body and soul (cf. R. 5
462 C 9-D 6 with R. 10 611 B 9-612 A 7); third, a single city —such as Callipolis— can
have different groups or parts (cf. R. 5 462 A 2—464 D 5). It is noteworthy that Republic 9
580 C 10-583 A 11 recognizes the just soul as having the three canonical parts or elements.$
These observations suggest that —both philosophically and exegetically— it is preferable to
allow for a unified soul to have different parts.

There is further reason to reject reading Republic 4 443 C 9444 A 3, in particular 443
E 1-2, as denying or dissolving the parthood of the soul. For, this interpretation would be

uncharitable. Republic 2 sees Plato’s Socrates setting out to address Glaucon’s challenge to

8 Cf. PL. 7Ti. 69 C 7-D 6: first, the Timaeus conceives of the human (embodied) soul as
tripartite; second, the introduction of the 7imaeus recapitulates a discussion from the previous
day that echoes Republic Books 2-5, thus suggesting some connection between the two
dialogues.
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identify justice in the soul first by constructing a city in which to find justice. Socrates is
motivated partly by expecting that it will be an easier task to discern justice at a larger scale
—insofar as cities are just— and partly by assuming that an account of justice in a city will
be the same as an account of justice in a human being (R. 2 368 C 8-369 A 5; cf. R. 4 434 D
1-435 C 3). Socrates constructs a city, Callipolis, picks out three groups or classes, and
identifies justice there as each group doing its own work (R. 4 432 B 3434 C 11). Now if the
position shared by the deflationist and hybrid interpretations were correct, namely that the
just soul is partless, then the account of justice in a human being would not be the same as the
account of justice in a city. It follows that Plato would be committed to rejecting the
assumption of an isomorphic account of justice, , an assumption on which the argument is
based. This consequence is uncharitable since Plato would fail to see it: after all, Socrates
does not revisit the account of justice in Callipolis as deemed necessary were there to be a
discrepancy between accounts (cf. R. 4 434 E 4-435 A 5); and Socrates continues to insist on
an isomorphic account of justice even immediately before the passage in question (cf. R. 443
B 1-C 8 and R. 4 441 D 4-E 2). There is no hint that Plato is aware of justice in a human soul
being any different from justice in a city. In other words, the interpretation of Republic 4 443
C 9444 A 3, in particular 443 E 1-2, according to which the human soul is not essentially
partite —an interpretation endorsed by the deflationist and hybrid views— would both
commit Plato to rejecting an assumption on which a central argument is based and make
Plato oblivious to this. Since this is not a charitable interpretation, we should take seriously

the view that the human (embodied) soul is partite.

The next question to address is: ‘what are those psychic elements distinguished in complex
human (embodied) souls, mainly the appetitive (10 EmBountikdv), the spirited (10 Bvpoe1déq)
and the rational (10 Aoyiotikdv)?’. The main debate on early ethical education in the Republic
—we have seen— tacitly construes these soul-parts as psychological subjects or agents, but
this dissertation —as already noted— challenges this construal. For, the non-rational parts
need not be psychological subjects or agents in order for the soul to receive a correct ethical
eduction. What else —then— could the appetitive, the spirited, and the rational parts be?

One plausible alternative is to construe them as faculties. For, there are three

important features of soul-parts that can be observed also in faculties. The three features of
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soul-parts are: [i] they can be weak or strong, weakened or strengthened (cf. —e.g.— R. 3
410 C8412A8,R. 4441 E 7442 B 4, R. 9 588 E 4-589 B 7); [ii] they can interact with or
influence one another (cf. —e.g— R. 9 571 A7-572 B 2, R. 4439 C 3-D 9 with R. 4 440 A
9-B 8, R. 10 603 E 4-604 D 10); [iii] they play a role in shaping character, for instance in
bringing about excellence or vice in the soul (cf. R. 2 374 E 7-376 C 7, R. 9 580 C 10-581 C
6, R. 4 442 B 10443 B 6). Faculties too enjoy these features, for instance: [i] memory can be
weak or strong, weakened by old age, concussions, etc. or strengthened by diet, exercise, etc.;
[i1]] memory can interact with perception (cf. Pl. Phlb. 33 C 5-34 C 3); [iii] the loss of
memory normally amounts to the loss of one’s character. Readers —however— may hesitate
to accept the last feature since it is not immediately obvious that faculties actually play a role
in shaping character specifically with respect to bringing about excellence or vice in the soul.

Let us consider dreaming. (I am assuming that it is a faculty.) It is not uncommon for
us to have dreams in which —for instance— without any measure we eat, drink, have sex,
and are violent. Plato acknowledges these dreams and considers them to reveal the presence
of non-necessary lawless desires and pleasures (cf. R. 9 571 A 7-D 6). Now bear in mind the
context of this discussion, namely the generation and way of being of the tyrannical person
(R. 9 571 A 1-576 B 3). This is noteworthy because Plato arguably attributes responsibility
for psychic corruption to these non-necessary lawless desires and pleasures (cf. R. 9 572 D 9—
C 11 with R. 9 572 B 9-D 5 and R. 8 559 D 1-561 A 5). But do these desires and pleasures in
the dream state contribute anything to psychic corruption or are they harmless?

Plato never explicitly states that lawless dreams play a role in psychic corruption. Yet
there is reason to attribute this view to Plato. First, the normative tone of the discussion
suggests that non-necessary lawless desires and pleasures in the dream state are not harmless
(cf. R. 9 571 D 7-572 B 1). Second, Republic 9 573 C 11-D 9 suggests that lawless dreams
strengthen and increase lawless desires and pleasures which spill over into the waking state,
in the sense that they motivate action in the waking state. Plato could have in mind nighttime
activities in the waking state, but it cannot be ruled out that Plato has in mind also lawless
dreams. Third, it is a plausible view (that lawless dreams play a role in psychic corruption) as
evinced by the imagination’s ability to stimulate and strengthen desire:° imagining one’s

favorite food can stoke appetite to the point that we may even salivate and suddenly feel

9Cf.PL.7i. 70 D 7-71 E 2.
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hungry; the pleasure experienced in imagination can strengthen the appetite to the point that
we may find ourselves involuntarily going back to the images again and again until we can
resist no more (cf. R. 3 395 C 6-8 with R. 10 606 A 3—C 1: the basic principle is that pleasure
strengthens desire; cf. R. 9 573 A 4-B 5); thus the desires stimulated and strengthened by the
imagination can spill over into real life (cf. R. 10 606 B 5—C 1); since dreaming may be
regarded as the faculty of imagination in sleep, it follows that desires and pleasures in the
dream state can spill over into the waking state, into actions —for instance— that corrupt the
soul. This is arguably illustrated in Republic 9 574 D 1-575 A 8 (cf. R. 9 573 A 4-B 5): after
all, the young man’s lawless desires and pleasures in the dream state move into the waking
state and expel childhood judgements. There is reason to believe —then— that Plato would
regard lawless dreams as playing a role in psychic corruption.

Now the purpose of this discussion on dreaming has been to address a worry for the
proposal to construe soul-parts as faculties. This proposal is motivated by the fact that
faculties seem to partake of three salient characteristics of soul-parts: [i] they can be weak or
strong, weakened or strengthened; [ii] they can interact with or influence one another; [iii]
they play a role in shaping character, for instance in bringing about excellence or vice in the
soul. Readers might have hesitated to attribute the third characteristic to faculties. But Plato
has shown us a way to appreciate that dreaming can contribute to corrupting the soul; and if
we agree both that dreaming is a faculty and that it can play a role in corrupting the soul, then
our hesitation should be dispelled: we should agree that a faculty could corrupt the soul. It is
not altogether implausible —then— to construe soul-parts as faculties.

Readers who construe soul-parts as psychological subjects or agents may protest. The
remaining introductory remarks focus on the account of psychic temperance in Republic 4
(442 C 9-D 4) as it appears to presuppose non-rational parts as psychological subjects or
agents. Addressing this passage will —as it were— feed two birds with one hand since it is
generally taken to show also that soul-parts are capable of communicating with one another.

The view that well-educated souls do not have soul-parts as psychological subjects or
agents may seem to be refuted by the account of psychic temperance in Republic 4 (442 C 9—
D 4, i.e. passage T15 in Chapter 2 §2):

T15 Ti 6¢; coepova oV Th) PIAMQ Kol COUPOVIY T ADTOV 442 C9
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TOVT®V, OTOV TO TE APYOV KOl TM APYOUEV®D TO AOYIGTIKOV D1
OLOJOEDGL BETV ApyeV Kal U oTasLAL®mGY o0Td;
Toepocivn yodv, 1} 8 &g, ovk dAAo Ti é6Tv §} TodTO,

TOAEMG T€ KOl 101D TOV. D4

And isn’t he temperate because of the friendly and harmonious relation between
these same ones [sc. ‘three beings [tpidv dviwv]’ (442 C 7 in T14)]19, whenever the
ruler and the two ruled agree perfectly that the rational one must rule and they don’t
form a faction against it?

Temperance —he said— is surely nothing other than that, both in a city and in an

individual. (PL. R. 4 442 C 9-D 4)

This account may seem to refute the view that well-trained souls do not have non-rational
parts as psychological subjects or agents because well-trained souls are surely temperate and
this excellence involves not only non-rational parts which hold judgements of their own —
note ‘agree in judgement [OpodoE®dat]’ (442 D 2)— but also non-rational parts which are
sensitive to rational calculation. In other words, Plato’s account of psychic temperance
acknowledges well-trained souls with non-rational parts able to think for themselves
including on the basis of their own reasoning.

There is reason to doubt this central piece of evidence for the construal of non-
rational parts as psychological subjects or agents. Two views will be defended. The first is
that the non-rational parts’ so-called ‘judgement’ that reason must rule need be nothing more
than a characteristic desire demanding reason’s rule. (This requires showing —first— that
temperate non-rational parts do enjoy this characteristic desire and —second— that there is

textual evidence for desires being construed as judgements.) The second view to be defended

10 Cf. Whiting (2012) 199 n. 28. Whiting (2012) 199-200 writes on Republic 4 442 B 11-D
1: “‘And even if Socrates is talking about parts of the soul as such, there is no clear reference
here to an appetitive part as such: when he speaks of the whole as a community of three
things, he speaks not (as the Grube-Reeve translation would have it) of three parts, but only
more generically of three beings (as I have revised their translation to say). But it would have
been so natural given the first two occurrences of ‘meros’ to use ‘meros’ here as well that we
should at least consider the possibility that Plato is reluctant to have Socrates speak of the
epithumétikon (at least in this context) as a meros of whatever it is he is talking about.’
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is that non-rational desires led by reason do not involve non-rational parts capable of
reasoning. These two views together downplay the cognitive aspect of the soul’s non-rational
parts and thus weaken the account of psychic temperance as a decisive piece of evidence for
the construal of non-rational parts as psychological subjects or agents.

There are two kinds of characterization of psychic temperance in the Republic. There
is a —call it— ‘judgemental’ construal according to which psychic temperance appears as a
certain agreement in judgement (0podo&ia) about the soul’s rulership (T15; cf. R. 4 433 C 6,
430 E 1-432 B 2 esp. 431 D 9-E 3 and 432 A 6-B 2). There is also a —call it— ‘non-
judgemental’ construal in terms of the mastery of inferior desires by better desires. (This is

passage T16 in Chapter 2 §2.)

T16 Kai pnv kol 16¢ ye moAhag kol tovtodamdag Embupiog Kol 431 B9
Ndovég te Kai Amog v moisi pdiiota dv Tig ebpot kai yovauéi Cl
Kol 01KETOUG, Kol TAV EAeVOEPOV AEYOUEVDV £V TOIG TOAAOIC TE
Kol QOOAOLG.

I[Tévo pév ovv.

Tag 0€ ye amhic te kol petpiag, oi 6n petd vod t€ Kol C5
d0ENG dpOfc Aoyioud dyovtal, £v OAyolg Te Emtevén Kal Toig
Bértiota pev edowv, PErTioTa 6€ Tadevbeioy.

AANOR, Eon.

Ovkodv Kol TadTa Opdg EvOvTa oot €V Th| TOAEL, Kol
KPOTOLUEVOS 00TOO TOG EmBupiog Tag &v TOiC TOALOTG TE Cc10
Kol POOAOIG VIO TE TV EMBLIGV Ko THG PPOVIGENG THG &V D1
701G MATTOOT T KOl EMEIKECTEPOLC;

"Eyay’, o). D3

Moreover, one would find many and varied desires, pleasures, and distresses
especially in children, women, and household slaves, plus in the inferior majority of
those who are called ‘free’.

Certainly.
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But you would chance upon the simple and moderate ones, which are led by
calculation with the aid of understanding and correct judgement, in a few who have
the best natures and the best education.

True —he said.

Do you not see these too in your city, namely the desires of the inferior majority
mastered on the spot by the desires and by the wisdom of the excellent minority?

I do—he said. (P1. R. 4431 B9-D 3;cf. R.3389 D 7-E 3, R. 4430 E 1-431 B3, R.
9586 D 4-E 3)

The mastery of inferior desires by better desires results in temperance (R. 4 431 D 4-8). But
what exactly does Plato have in mind? Passage T16 suggests that we all begin —note ‘€v
nauot [in children]’ (431 C 1)— with some multifarious desires and pleasures (cf. T34 and
T35 in Chapter 5 §2). It suggests also that we may be educated —note ‘Bértiota o8
modevbeiow [and receiving the best education]’ (431 C 7)— to acquire simple and moderate
desires. It is noteworthy that the latter follow rational calculation, true judgement, etc.. The
impression is that temperance involves weakening or eliminating inferior desires by
following rational calculation, true judgement, etc. and thus acquiring simple and moderate
desires.

This impression is supported by the discussion on weeping and lamenting in Republic
10 (603 E 4-604 D 10). For, it shows that weakening or eliminating a non-necessary desire
by means of judgement and rational calculation amounts to mastering an inferior desire and
acquiring in turn a moderate one. The discussion acknowledges that the loss of something
valuable may urge us to weep and lament in a way harmful to our well-being (cf. R. 10 606 A
3—C 1). Desires harmful to our well-being are non-necessary and we ought to weaken or
eliminate them (cf. T34 and T35). Consequently, the loss of something valuable may urge us
to indulge in a non-necessary desire that we ought to weaken or eliminate —note ‘Opnvmdiav
agavifovta [removing lamentation]’ (604 D 1). Now the best way to weaken or eliminate the
non-necessary desire to weep and lament is by appealing to judgement and reasoning —note
“AOyog kol vopog [reason and law]’ (604 A 9), note also the account in support of the law (604
B 7-C 1), and ‘BovAevecOou [to deliberate]’ (604 C 5). It seems that bringing to mind a law or

judgement offers an initial resistance allowing for some respite from the urge to weep and
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lament such that we are then able to reason or calculate about better and worse which in turn
draws more of our attention away from and weakens the distress, thus weakening the desire
to relieve it by weeping and lamenting (cf. T38 in Chapter 5 §3). The best way masters the
inferior non-necessary desire resulting in a moderate desire to weep and lament —note
‘netpraoet [he will be moderate]” (603 E 9)— and since the best way appeals to law and
reason, the moderate desire to weep and lament could be said to be ‘led by calculation with
the aid of understanding and correct judgement [petd vod te Koi 06&ENG OpOBTic Aoyioud
dyovtar]’ (431 C 5-6; cf. the non-rational desires ‘following knowledge and reason [t
gmotAun kol Aoy énduevar]’ (R. 9 586 D 6) in order to pursue the pleasures ‘prescribed by
practical wisdom [t0 @povipov €Enyfitan]’ (586 D 7)). In other words, opposing and
weakening or eliminating our non-necessary (i.e. inferior) desires by turning to and following
our principles and reasoning amounts to the acquisition of moderate desires and the mastery
of inferior desires by better ones. It is worth emphasizing —to be clear— that this non-
judgemental construal of temperance in terms of the mastery of inferior desires by better
desires does not even hint at informing the non-rational parts with what we would call
‘judgements’; there is no evidence here of an inferior non-rational part being taught to judge
—for instance— that human affairs are not worthy of serious concern. (There is no evidence
also of an appetitive part being taught to judge —for instance— that sexual desire (£pwq)
ought to be moderate (cf. R. 3 402 E 2-403 C 3, R. 5 458 D 2-E 2), which is of primary
concern in temperance.)

Passage T16 indicates that temperance is distinctively characterized by appetitive and
spirited desires —these are the generally inferior desires— led by rational calculation, true
judgement, etc., basically by reason (cf. R. 4 430 E 1-431 B 3 with R. 9 586 D 4-E 3). This is
telling: the idea here is basically that temperance brings about non-rational parts intensely
desiring or demanding reason’s rule. This idea may be appreciated by following a discussion
on psychic elements in terms of their characteristic desires and pleasures in Republic 9 (580
C 10-581 B 12). The discussion argues that there are three kinds of pleasure peculiar to each
soul-part in virtue of each having a characteristic desire and it also attributes appropriate
names to the soul’s elements on the basis of their single kind of pleasure; for instance, the
pleasure of honor and victory is identified as the single kind of pleasure belonging to the

spirited part in virtue of its characteristic desire for mastery, victory, and high repute and so it
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receives the names ‘victory-loving’ and ‘honor-loving’ (cf. T11 in Chapter 2 §2). The non-
judgemental account of temperance invites a different construal of the non-rational parts: if
temperance involves its being characteristic of appetitive and spirited desires to be led by
rational calculation, true judgement, etc., basically by reason, then —speaking in soul-part
terms— the appetitive and spirited parts’ characteristic desire would be to be led by reason,
the pleasure and love peculiar to each would be for reason’s rule, and they would be
appropriately called ‘reason-rule-loving’. If this is correct —basically that temperance makes
the non-rational parts above all desire or pursue reason’s rule (cf. R. 9 586 D 4-587 A 7)—
then it is plausible to construe the non-rational parts as requiring or demanding reason’s rule:
the non-rational parts are always doing reason’s bidding (i.e. what reason wants to do) and
thus it could be said that they just want to do reason’s bidding; since the non-rational parts
above all desire to do reason’s bidding, then they above all desire for reason to rule; and since
the non-rational parts are wholly keen about or striving for reason’s rule, then this desire
could be plausibly described as requiring or demanding reason’s rule; in other words,
temperance involves non-rational parts intensely desiring or demanding that reason rule.
Temperance —then— brings about non-rational parts for which reason must rule.

The non-judgemental interpretation of temperance entails non-rational parts intensely
desiring or demanding that reason rule. Could this intense desire be construed as a judgement
(06&n) that reason must rule? There is evidence suggesting that a distinction between desire
and judgement (06&a) is not so clear cut, in the sense that certain instances of ‘judgement
[60&a]” could be plausibly substituted by ‘desire [émiBopia]’. Consider —first— a warning
about any guardian who is attacked by a foolish and juvenile ‘judgement [66&a]’ (466 B 8)
about happiness and who is urged by it to use any power to appropriate everything in the city
(R. 5 466 B 4-C 4). Consider —next— some remarks on the fate of a tyrannical son who is
faced with depleted resources at home and who turns to violence and theft in society in order
to satisfy the swarm ‘of pleasures [t®v dovav]’ (574 D 2) within him (R. 9 574 D 1-575 A
8). Socrates suggests that the tyrannical son undergoes a radical transformation on account of
‘pleasures newly released from slavery [ail vemoti €k dovAeiag Aelvpéval]’ (574 D 6-7),
namely the pleasures —and appetites— previously released in sleep as a dream (cf. R. 9 571
A 7-572 B 1), which together with Passion ("Epw¢) drive him to commit terrible deeds. This

story of the tyrannical son may bring to mind the corrupt guardian who is urged by a foolish
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judgement to appropriate everything in the city. It is tempting to think that the foolish
judgement in question stands for an intense and lawless desire or pleasure: after all, we are
not corrupted to do the unthinkable by some mere judgement, but in reality we are thus
corrupted by intense and lawless desires or pleasures (cf. R. 8 559 D 1-561 A 5 with R. 9 572
B 9-575 E 2). If this is correct, it suggests a flexibility on Plato’s part to describe a
psychological condition that is fundamentally about desire or aversion —pleasure or distress
— in judgemental terms. This is the case —I suggest— in the judgemental construal of
psychic temperance in T15: after all, the non-rational parts’ agreement that reason must rule
can be explained solely in terms of appetitive and spirited desires characteristically led by
rational calculation, true judgement, etc., basically by reason; put another way, the non-
rational parts’ agreement can be understood without having to attribute intelligent thoughts to
the non-rational parts.!! If this is correct, then the judgemental construal of temperance can be
explained in non-judgemental terms and thus the former seems not to provide a substantively
different conception of temperance.

Readers who endorse the prevalent view may protest: ‘The non-rational parts must be
psychological subjects or agents! You yourself acknowledge that temperance involves non-
rational desires following rational calculation, true judgement, etc.. How could this be
without their being capable of some reasoning? Indeed, in Republic 8 (554 C 11-D 4), it is
presupposed that the appetitive part can be persuaded —note ‘neibBwv [persuading]’ (554 D 1)
— and so it surely must be capable of rational calculation. Since the non-rational parts enjoy

some rationality, they must be psychological subjects or agents.” These observations will not

do.

11 Wilberding (2012) 132-133 proposes to follow the non-cognitive ethical theory of
emotivism as a model in order to understand the appetitive part’s judgement that reason
should rule: first, there is a distinction between two kinds of cognition, namely
conceptualization and reasoning; second, caution should be exercised in attributing a rational
capacity to the appetitive part given that it is described as ‘aAdyiotov [alogiston]” —citing
Republic 4 439 D 7 and Republic 10 604 D 8; third, surely the appetitive part is capable of
conceptualization and no more than this kind of cognition seems necessary in order for the
appetitive part to function as the rest can be explained in non-cognitive terms. Wilberding
(2012) 133 writes: ‘On this model [sc. of emotivism] we could say that the appetitive part
does have beliefs, but this would simply be to say that it has certain representations and
certain positive and negative attitudes towards those representations. [...] If this account is
right, then the appetitive part’s belief that reason should rule would amount to saying that is
has a conception of following reason and a positive disposition to achieve this.’
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The non-judgemental construal of temperance as involving non-rational desires led by
rational calculation, true judgement, etc. does not require non-rational parts capable of
reasoning.!? For, appetitive desires can be thus led without an appetitive part engaged in
rational thought. Consider —again— the discussion on weeping and lamenting in Republic
10 (603 E 4-604 D 10). (Chapter 3 §2 argues for construing this desire to weep and lament as
appetitive.) The discussion suggests that a moderate desire to weep and lament —note
‘netpiboet [he will be moderate]” (603 E 9)— can be achieved by appealing to correct
judgement and reasoning. The loss of something valuable may urge us to weep and lament in
a way harmful to our well-being. But if we bring to mind the law that we should keep quiet in
misfortunes and not get irritated —perhaps even rehearse an argument in support of the law
— we should be giving ourselves enough of a respite ‘to deliberate [fovievecHar]’ (604 C 5)
in order to understand the misfortune and to move forward in the best way possible according
to reason. This is supposed to weaken or even eliminate the urge to weep and lament (cf. 604
C 9-D 1). Socrates and Glaucon conclude (604 D 4—-10) that the best thing in us is willing to
follow ‘this rational calculation [tovt® T® Aoywoud®d]’ (604 D 4) whereas the thing urging us
to weep and lament is ‘non-rational [dAoyioTov]’ (604 D 8). The concluding remarks stress a
sharp distinction between —on the one hand— recalling law, deliberating, following rational
calculation and —on the other hand— having an urge to weep and lament, so sharp as to
discourage construing that which urges to weep and lament as something itself actively
capable of lawful judgements and of engaging in reasoning. (Cf. Republic 9 587 A 8B 3
insofar as that which urges us to weep and lament is arguably an appetitive desire.) That
which urges us to weep and lament could be regarded as sensitive to lawful judgement and
reasoning, but in a passive or automatic way in the sense that it suffers a loss of strength as an
involuntary reaction to our conscious or deliberate effort to resist it with the help of lawful
judgement and reasoning. The basic idea seems to be that the presence and strength of
rational activities —for instance— rehearsing laws, deliberating, and following our principles
based on reasoning automatically draws our attention away from and weakens our distress
thus making the urge to relieve it moderate (cf. T38 in Chapter 5 §2). It seems plausible to

regard this as an appetitive desire being led by correct judgement and rational calculation:

12 Chapter 1 §2 n. 13 offers an answer to an objection against denying instrumental reasoning
to the appetitive part.
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after all, the desire goes from being potentially harmful to our psychic health to being
moderate. But —to stress the concluding remarks (604 D 4-10)— that which truly follows
correct judgement and rational calculation is not that which urges us to weep and lament. In
other words, a moderate appetitive desire led by correct judgement and rational calculation
does not require the urge itself or something that houses it to be actively capable of lawful
judgement and rational calculation.

This interpretation of non-rational desires led by reason facilitates a reply to the
second objection in the prevalent view’s protest that soul-parts must be psychological
subjects or agents. The second objection argues that the appetitive part must be capable of
rational calculation since Republic 8 554 C 11-D 4 presupposes that the appetitive part can
be persuaded —note ‘meiBwv [persuading]’ (554 D 1). This argument assumes that being
persuaded requires some rationality, but this is not necessary: the above interpretation of non-
rational desires led by reason applied here encourages the suggestion that all Plato could have
in mind (at Republic 8 554 C 11-D 4) is an oligarch who does not engage in rational
activities such as rehearsing laws, deliberating, etc., activities which would ‘persuade’ by
automatically drawing attention away from and weakening the oligarch’s evil desires.
Readers who are not convinced by this suggestion should still be cautious of attributing some
rationality to the appetitive part on the basis of its ability to be persuaded. For, Plato does not
share the assumption that being persuaded requires rationality. Plato is willing to attribute
persuasive power to things such as pleasure (cf. R. 3 413 C 14 with R. 7 538 C 6-D 5),
sexual passion (cf. R. 5 458 D 5-7), prayers and sacrifices (cf. R. 2 365 E 2-366 A 5), and
gifts (cf. R. 3 390 E 4). This generous notion of persuasion allows Plato to think of
persuading appetites by means other than rational calculation; and even a person who reasons
a way to use —say— rewards in order to achieve a certain result on appetitive desires could
be said to persuade them, but through no rational merit of their own —or of something that
houses them— in the sense that the result is achieved without reasoning at the appetitive
level. (Cf. Republic 5 468 A 2—-E 4 with 458 D 5-8: it is tempting to argue that auxiliaries are
trained to be exceptionally courageous in part by persuading their appetitive desires with
erotic rewards.)

This study has shown that the judgemental account of temperance can be explained in

non-judgemental terms: the non-rational parts’ so-called ‘judgement’ that reason must rule
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need be nothing more than a characteristic desire demanding reason’s rule. (The judgemental
account thus does not seem to offer a substantively different conception of temperance.) This
study has shown also that the acquisition of this characteristic desire —basically the
acquisition of non-rational moderate desires— does not require non-rational parts capable of
reasoning. Consequently, temperance can be achieved without intelligent or reasoning non-
rational parts. This brief study thus downplays the appearance of non-rational parts as
psychological subjects or agents.

This study also alludes to a picture of the just or harmonious soul’s integrity without
dissolving the appearance of soul-parts as genuinely distinct entities —as the deflationist and
hybrid views would have us believe. The non-judgemental construal of temperance suggests
that temperate non-rational parts share a characteristic desire to be led by reason and so the
pleasure and love peculiar to each would be for reason’s rule —they would be appropriately
called ‘reason-rule-loving’. It is noteworthy that this view alludes to a sense of the unity of
harmonious souls in Republic 4 (443 C 9-444 A 3): the appetitive, the spirited, and the
rational parts share a desire and pleasure to be led by reason. But this unity does not dissolve
them as genuine parts: first, the shared desire does not erase or eliminate the characteristic
goals of each part described in Republic 9 (580 C 10-581 B 12); second, the shared desire
does not preclude the possibility of conflicting desires between soul-parts: after all, the
temperate surely experience psychic conflict —for instance— due to a tragic loss (cf. R. 10
603 E 4-604 D 10). Thus the non-judgemental construal of temperance shows that just or

harmonious souls —although one— do have soul-parts.

0.3 Summary of chapters

Chapter 1 gives an overview of early ethical education and its achievements. It frames these
in terms of the main debate concerned with identifying the primary target or beneficiary of
this education. There is an apparent discrepancy between accounts in Republic 3 and
Republic 4 specifying the soul-parts benefiting from early ethical education, and the chapter
argues that Plato has not changed his mind: there is reason to believe that the philosophical

and the rational elements are basically one and the same.
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Chapter 2 presents the standard view according to which early ethical education’s
achievements are explained by the soul’s spirited element. Some initial doubts are raised
against this view, which the latter tries to resist. Nevertheless, the chapter seeds a serious
worry, namely that the standard view is committed to partitioning the soul’s spirited element.
If this is correct, then spirit —on the standard view— would be a complex soul-element.
(This is an unacceptable consequence insofar as the debate assumes the integrity of each
soul-part.)

Chapter 3 turns to the discussion on imitative poetry in Republic 10 because it affords
an insight into the non-rational parts’ acquisition of judgements about what is excellent. The
chapter defends the view that imitative poetry corrupts both non-rational parts, both appetite
and spirit, against a problematic passage in Republic 10 that has been taken to introduce a
novel psychic division in the rational part. This defense depends on arguing that ‘appears
[paiveTon]’ in this context enjoys a judgemental construal, which is noteworthy: imitative
poetry is said to corrupt the soul by making images of excellence (eidwAa dpetiig) which are
spoken of also as apparitions (pavtdcopata) and what appears (@aiverat) to be excellent to
the many. The chapter concludes suggesting that we should expect the non-rational parts to
be the subjects of false judgements about —for instance— what is excellent.

Chapter 4 advances our understanding of the relation between the non-rational parts
and judgements relevant to early ethical education, in order to ascertain whether the spirited
element could indeed be the primary beneficiary of this education. The chapter argues that
the soul’s non-rational parts are the primary subjects of false judgements about —for instance
— what is excellent. This result is shaped into a worry for the standard view on early ethical
education, a worry that raises —again— the apparently unacceptable consequence of
partitioning the spirited part.

Chapter 5 both delivers a final objection to the standard view and offers an
explanation of the rational part as the primary target or beneficiary of early ethical education.
The chapter argues that the soul most likely experiences psychic faction throughout early
ethical education since the latter is tasked with weakening or eliminating the non-rational
parts’ natural non-necessary desires and pleasures. The chapter then seizes on this fact to
argue —again— that the standard view is committed to partitioning the spirited element and

thus endangering its psychic integrity. (This is —again— unacceptable insofar as the debate
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assumes the integrity of each soul-part.) The chapter then defends the view that early ethical
education must primarily target the soul’s rational part by arguing for the novel thesis that
this education involves acquiring a rational understanding of laws and law-inculcated

judgements. The chapter concludes by articulating an advantage of this account.
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Chapter 1

The achievements of ethical training

1.1 Introduction

Chapter 1 identifies both the psychological beneficiaries and the benefits of musical and
physical training, that is of early ethical education. Chapter 1 §2 offers an initial defense of
early ethical education as designed for both the rational and the spirited elements of the soul.
Chapter 1 §3 argues that this education furnishes the soul with an accurate ethical
discriminatory faculty, that is with the ability to perceive or recognize genuine instances of
temperance, courage, etc.. Chapter 1 §4 notes that this achievement need not be accounted for

by a non-rational element of the soul.

1.2 The identity of the soul’s parts

In the Republic, Plato’s Socrates sets out to identify the nature of justice —to answer the
question ‘what is justice?’— and to show that the just person is better off than the unjust (cf.
R. 2 367 C 6-E 4). The task begins with the genesis of a city —culminating with an ideally
good city, Callipolis— partly due to assuming tentatively an isomorphic account of justice in
an individual and in a city, partly due to expecting an easier task to discern justice at a larger
scale insofar as cities too are just (R. 2 368 C 8-369 A 5; cf. R. 4434 D 1-435 C 3).1 It is
assumed also that an ideally good city will be just (R. 4 427 E 6-11, 434 D 7-E 2).

The genesis of Callipolis involves a long discussion (R. 2 376 C 8-R. 3 412 B 8) on

the education of the city’s future guardians, in particular an education concerned with

I The standardly called ‘city-soul analogy’ receives critical discussion in Williams (1997).
See Ferrari (2003) for further reflection including replies to Williams. Whiting (2012) 178
observes that the analogy is officially introduced (R. 2 368 E 2) between a single man —not a
soul— and a whole state. Chapter 2 §2 touches again on the city-soul analogy.
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developing the best ethical character (e.g. courageous and temperate).2 This education has
two components, beginning with musical training —which includes poetry, stories, and music
proper—3 followed by physical training; and it all takes place while students are still young
(i.e. children and youths), before the age of twenty (R. 7 537 A 6—C 5).# There is an initial
impression that musical training is designed for educating the soul whereas physical training

is meant for the body (R. 2 376 E 1-4), but —upon reflection— Socrates concludes that both

2 It is not altogether evident that all inhabitants of Callipolis will receive the education
outlined in Republic 2-3: certain passages seem to deny outright this education to some,
including producers (R. 4 431 C 9-D 3; cf. R. 5456 D 8-11, R. 9 590 C 1-6); yet their being
left out of an education seems to be in tension with Republic 3 405 A 6-B 4. Wilberding
(2012) 128-129 n. 2 offers a useful survey on commentators in the debate. Wilberding (2012)
130-131 construes the so-called ‘Noble Lie’ (R. 3 414 B 7-415 D 3) as part of early ethical
education and observes that it is administered to all three classes in Callipolis (presumably on
the basis of R. 3 414 C 2).

3 Cf. PL. Phd. 60 D 8-61 C 1.

4 Cf. Kamtekar (2008) 347. In Republic Book 7 (521 C 1), Socrates returns to the subject of
education with an eye mainly on the subjects that will lead people to knowledge of what is
(t0 &v). There is an agreement that neither musical training nor physical training are among
the subjects that lead to knowledge of what is (521 D 13-522 B2, e.g. T43). Since the
discussion in Book 7 is concerned with developing the intellect, it is generally assumed that
the rational part is not primarily benefited either by musical or by physical training. (This
assumption stands to be corrected in this work.)
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musical and physical training are designed for the soul, to be precise for two elements of the

soul, the philosophical and the spirited (R. 3 410 B 10412 A 3):5

T1 ‘Ent[€]i o1 80’ Ovte 100TM, OG 01ke, dVO TEYVH OEOV EY®dY’ 411 E4
av tva eainv dedwkévorl Tolg AvOpOTOIS, LOVGIKNV TE Kol ES
YOUVOGTIKNV €Ml TO BUUOEWES Kol TO PIAOGOPOV, OVK &l
YOV Kol o®dua, €1 1 €l mhpepyov, AL’ én’ éxelvo, dmwg v
GAAAOY CUVOPUOGOT|TOV EMTEWVOUEV®D KOl AVIEHEV® HEYPL 412 A1
0D TPOGNKOVTOG,.

Koai yap €owceyv, Eon. A3

So I would say that for these two things —as it seems— a god has given two crafts to
human beings, musical training and physical training for the spirited and the
philosophical elements, not for the soul and body —except incidentally— but for the
other two: that they may be harmonized with one another by being stretched and
relaxed to the appropriate degree.

It seems so —he said. (Pl. R. 3411 E4-412A3)

5 Socrates —to be clear— has not yet divided the soul into three elements or parts, namely
reason, spirit, and appetite. This division happens in Republic 4 436 A 8—441 C 7. Thus —at
this early stage of the dialogue— the identity of these elements (i.e. the philosophical and the
spirited) in relation to the canonical three (i.e. reason, spirit, and appetite) is a moot point. It
is noteworthy that they are spoken of as characteristics or ‘natures’ of the soul (R. 2 374 E 7—
376 C 8) and that Socrates does not use the word ‘part [puépog]’ in the arguments
distinguishing the elements in the soul —although the word does appear later in reference to
them (R. 4442 B 10,C 4,444 B3; R. 9581 A 6,583 A 1,586 E 5). See Whiting (2012) esp.
194-202 for reflections on the meaning behind introducing the word ‘pépog [part]’. I shall
follow convention in speaking also of ‘parts’ of the soul. Note that T1 makes no mention of a
third element introduced in Book 4, namely the appetitive element. The division of the soul in
Book 4 in conjunction with a clear back reference to the discussion on musical and physical
training (R. 4 441 E 7-442A 3 in T2) prompts asking whether or not musical and physical
training have any direct effect on the appetitive element. Wilberding (2012) argues that the
appetitive part is educated during physical training. (Chapter 5 §2 argues that early ethical
education involves weakening or eliminating both the appetitive and the spirited parts’ non-
necessary desires and pleasures, in which case this education does involve training the
appetitive element.)
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In passage T1, Socrates and Glaucon agree that musical and physical training are meant to
make two parts of the soul, the philosophical and the spirited, harmonious with one another.

What does their being ‘harmonized [cuvoppocbijtov]’ (412 A 1) with one another
mean? This is the first instance of the verb ‘harmonize [cuvapudlw]’ (cf. R. 4 443 D 5; R. 7
519 E 3), but the idea is not novel: it picks up the exchange at Republic 3 410 E 5-9 —note
‘Nppocdat [to be in harmony]’ at 410 E 8— which refers back to Book 2 374 E 7-376 C 7, in
particular 375 C 6-7. The basic idea is that the philosophical and spirited elements oppose
each other and too much attention to one element (e.g. the philosophical) comes at the
expense of the other (e.g. the spirited) (411 A 5-E 3; cf. T39 in Chapter 5 §3). (If these
elements are not harmonized with one another, the result would be someone not suited to rule
Callipolis.)

This idea of harmonizing the soul’s elements reappears later in Republic 4. After the
ideal city has been constructed and divided into three groups or classes, namely producers,
auxiliaries (i.e. soldiers), and guardians, Socrates and Glaucon set out to identify justice in it
—identifying also wisdom, courage, and temperance along the way (R. 4 427 C 6-434 C 11).
They agree that justice in Callipolis amounts to each of the three classes doing its own work
and not meddling in or trying to do the affairs belonging to another class, i.e. producers being
producers (and nothing more), auxiliaries being auxiliaries (and nothing more), and guardians
being guardians (and nothing more). Meddling and exchange of tasks amounts to injustice (R.
4 434 B 8C 11; cf. 435 B 4-5). This is an important discovery: remember that the goal of
identifying the nature of justice —and of proving that the just are better off than the unjust—
would be first approached by trying to discern justice at a larger scale (e.g. in a city) and
using this discovery to search for justice at a smaller scale (e.g. in a human being). With this
account of Callipolis-justice in hand, Socrates turns to identifying justice in a human being or
—to be precise— in a human soul.

The question now is whether the soul too has these three classes within it (R. 4 435 C
4-6). It is agreed —without difficulty— that these forms do exist within each of us, namely
love-of-money, spiritedness, and love-of-learning: otherwise, they would not be present in
cities (R. 4 435 D 9-436 A 7; cf. R. 8 544 D 5-E 3). But it is difficult to know whether or not
the soul has three distinct elements within it: does the soul learn, become infuriated, and

desire the pleasures of food, drink, and sex as a whole or does it do these with three distinct
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elements (R. 4 436 A 8-B 5)? Socrates’ answer introduces the so-called ‘principle of
opposites’, namely that numerically one and the same thing is unable to do or suffer
opposites in the same respect and in relation to the same thing all at the same time.
Consequently, witnessing the soul do or suffer opposites in the aforementioned way will
show it to be not the same thing, but many (R. 4 436 B 9—C 2; c¢f. 436 E 7-437 A 1,439 B 5—
6). (Chapter 2 §3 will say more about the soul’s division, in particular the division between
spirit and appetite.)

After applying the principle of opposites to show the soul as divided into three
elements (culminating at R. 4 441 C 7), the idea of harmonizing its elements reappears with

Socrates declaring a conclusion similar to the one expressed in T1:

T2 Ap’ ovv ovy, BGomep EAEYOUEV, LOVGIKTIC KOl YOUVOGTIKAC 441 E 7
KPAGIS GOUP®VA OVTA TOMGEL, TO HEV EmTeivovsal Kol
TPEPOLGA AOY01G TE KOAOTG Kai pabnuacty, to 8¢ dvigica 442 A 1
mapopvbovpévn, nuepodoa apuovia T Kol poud;
Kowdf ye, i 8 8c.
Kai tovtm 61 obto tpagévie Kol ¢ aAn0dS Ta adTtddv
noB6vTe Kol madevhEvte TPooT<aT>NoETOV TOV EMBULUNTIKOD, AS
0 oM TAeToTOV THG WYLYTG €V EKACT® £0TL Kol YpNUATOV VCEL
amAnotoéTATOV, O TNPNGETOV UN| T@ TipTAacOot TV TEPL TO
oA KOAOVHEVOY NSOVEV TOAD Kai IGYVPOV YEVOUEVOY 0DK o)
T 0O TOD TPATTY, AAAL KaTadovVADoacHal Kol dpyety mt- B1
YEPYON GV OV TPOGTKOV adT YEVEL, Kod cvumovta OV Biov
TOVTOV AVOTPEYT).

ITévo pev odv, En. B4

And —just as we were saying— is it not a mixture of musical training and physical
training that will make them [sc. the rational and spirited parts] harmonious, one [sc.
the rational element] being tightened and educated with fine words and learning, the
other [sc. the spirited part] being relaxed, softened, and tamed with harmony and

rhythm?
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Quite so —he said.

And these two having thus been nurtured and having truly learned and been educated
in their roles will govern the appetitive part, which is the largest in each person’s soul
and is by nature most insatiable for money. They’ll watch closely over it lest
becoming big and strong by being filled with the so-called ‘pleasures’ of the body it
does not do its own work, but attempts to enslave and rule over them [sc. the rational
and spirited elements] even though it is not fitting for their kind to be ruled by it —
thereby overturning everyone’s whole life.

Absolutely —he said. (P1. R. 4 441 E 7-442 B 4)

In passage T2, Socrates and Glaucon agree that a correct mixture of musical and physical
training will make the rational and the spirited elements ‘harmonious [cOpewva]’ (441 E 8).
This passage contains a back reference to T1 —note ‘Gonep €Aéyopev [just as we were
saying]’ (441 E 7). But there is an apparent difference: in the earlier passage (T1), the
beneficiaries of musical and physical training are identified as the philosophical and the
spirited parts whereas now (T2) the beneficiaries of musical and physical training are
identified as the rational and the spirited parts.6

Has Socrates changed his mind? This is unlikely: there is reason to believe that the
philosophical and the rational elements are one and the same. Later in Republic 9 (580 C 11—
583 B 2), Socrates argues that the just person is better off than the unjust because the
former’s life 1s more pleasant than the latter’s. The argument appeals to the three elements of
an embodied human soul, namely an element by means of which we learn, another by means
of which we are spirited, and an element by means of which we desire food, drink, sex, and

other things (580 C 11-581 A 8). The latter two elements are clearly the spirited and the

6 C. Gill (1985) 13—14 enumerates apparent differences between T1 and T2, and outright
objects that the rational element is educated during musical training: ‘All that the first phase
of education [sc. musical and physical training] had developed was the passive capacity of
the mind to absorb correct judgements [cf. R. 4, 428 B—430 C]; and this capacity is now [at
442 B10—C 47] associated with 10 Bvpoeidég rather than 10 Aoyiotikov.” The latter point is
rejected below. Pelosi (2010) 20-21 with n. 18 too stresses the apparent passivity of the soul.
Chapter 5 §4 argues that the first phase of education goes beyond a passive capacity to absorb
true judgements: acquiring laws and law-inculcated judgements in the finest way possible
involves some reasoning or calculation.
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appetitive respectively (581 A 9-B 5). If we follow the nomenclature of soul-parts in
Republic 4, we would expect the element by means of which we learn to be called ‘the
rational [t0 Aoylotikov]’ element (cf. R. 4 439 D 4-9): after all, it is the unique soul-part
distinct from both appetite and spirit; yet the element by means of which we learn is now
called ‘learning-loving [pilopaBéc]’ and ‘philosophical [eilocopov]’ (581 B 6-12). It is
noteworthy that the latter name was used in passage T1 (411 E 6). It is noteworthy also that
the learning-loving or philosophical element rules in some souls (581 C 1-3) much like the
rational element is said to rule in a well-educated soul (T2). This is no mistake or
carelessness: the same view, namely that the philosophical element rules in some souls, is
expressed later again in Republic 9 (586 D 4-587 A 7). Socrates speaks of the whole soul that
follows the philosophical element, by which he means that it is ruling in the soul and each
soul-part does its own task and is just (586 E 4—A 7). This view —and the language used—
recalls passage T2, in particular that the rule of the rational element amounts to a just soul.
This evidence suggests that there is no substantial difference between the philosophical
element (10 @iAoco@ov) and the rational element (10 Aoyiotikdv):7 at the very least, Socrates
treats the names ‘philosophical [@iAdcopov]’ and ‘rational [Aoyiotikov]’ as interchangeable
with respect to denoting that unique soul-part distinct from both the appetitive part and the
spirited part, the rulership of which amounts to justice in the soul.8 (Chapter 5 §4 argues that
early ethical education’s goal to have laws and law-inculcated judgements acquired in the
finest way possible —a goal introduced after T1— involves some reasoning or calculation, in

which case there is an explanation to focus on the rational part in T2.)

It may be objected that the philosophical and rational elements are not identical, nor even

associated with one another. For, the philosophical element is to be associated with the

71 take this view to be assumed by Reeve (2013).

8 This should tell against the view that the philosophical element in passage T1 is a proto-
reason, an earlier aspect or form of the rational element. This view is held by —e.g.:
Kamtekar (1998), Moss (2005), Wilberding (2009), presumably Whiting (2012) 182, and
Singpurwalla (2013). It is noteworthy both that psychic courage is an outcome of early
ethical education (cf. R. 3 386 A 6 and the forthcoming n. 11) and —as many scholars believe
— that it involves the rational part’s declarations on the fearful and the non-fearful (cf. T3
with n. 10). These two observations would imply that early ethical education trains the soul’s
rational part —not some proto-reason.
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spirited element as a capacity of it. Why should this be the case? (Addressing this objection
will —so to speak— feed two birds with one hand: it will confirm the identity of the soul-
parts benefited by early ethical training and it will begin to present the achievements of this
training.)

The objection observes that the genesis of Callipolis explores the education of its
future guardians to develop the best kind of ethical character, to be courageous, temperate,
just, etc. —the best possible (cf. R. 3 386 A 6,389 D 7, T9, R. 5 456 E 4-457 A 2). This
education begins with musical training, in particular story-telling, followed by physical
training (R. 2 376 E 1-377 A 10; cf. R. 7 537 A 6—C 5). The beginning of this education is
deemed of the utmost importance: anything young and tender is most malleable and takes on
the pattern anyone wishes to impress upon it (R. 2 377 A 11-B 3; cf. R. 2378 D 6-E 2, R. 7
536 C 9-D 3). It is assumed that students will take judgements (56&an) into their souls and the
concern or goal is for these young students to acquire the judgements they should hold as
adults (377 B 4-9). The basic idea is that an ideal early ethical education instills correct
judgements (cf. R. 2 378 D 6-E 2, R. 4 429 D 4430 B 6, R. 7 521 D 4-522 B 2). This
concern for acquiring correct judgements in the best way possible reappears in discussing
political or civic courage (R. 4 429 D 4-430 B 6, part of which is T5). Some of the
judgements to be acquired are for the sake of becoming courageous (R. 3 386 A 6387 C 11).
Later, individual or psychic courage is discussed and characterized as an excellence

belonging to the spirited part of the soul:

T3 Kai évdpeiov 81, otpot, 1o0Tm td pépet kododuev éva 442 B 10
gkaotov, dtav avtod 10 Bupoeldeg dtacdln dud e Aumdv Kai Cl
NSOVAV 1O VIO TAOV LOYWOV TapayYEAOEV devoV TE Kal pun.

Opbig y’, Epn. C3

9 C. Gill (1985) is —as far as I know— the only proponent of this view.
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And because of this part [sc. the spirited] —I suppose— we call each one individual
‘courageous’, when his spirited element preserves through distresses and pleasures

what our stories announce!® to be feared and what isn’t.

That’s right —he said. (Pl. R. 4 442 B 10—C 3)

Passage T3 characterizes courage as the spirited part’s preserving certain judgements through
distresses and pleasures. This characterization may be understood to mean that spirit

preserves judgements it itself has acquired, in which case the correct judgements that young

10 Cf. Republic 1 359 A 4 —following LSJ s.v. “0On6’ A I 1— for this construction ‘td V7O
[xtA.]” and Republic 2 376 E 1-11 for this use of ‘Adyog’. The Grube-Reeve translation —
presumably following Adam (1902)— reads ‘“tod Adyov [of reason]’, i.e. ‘the declaration of
reason about what is to be feared and what isn’t’. This reading arguably favors the view I
shall defend, namely that Callipolian ethical education imparts to the rational part true
judgements about the fearful and the not fearful: after all, ethical education is designed to
produce courageous individuals (cf. R. 3 386 A 6); this involves acquiring true judgements
about the fearful and the not fearful; and if these are issued by the soul’s reason, then this
reading seems to presuppose the rational part’s acquisition of the judgements in question. The
rendering in T3 is preferable as it remains neutral on the matter.
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souls are meant to acquire and hold as adults are impressed upon the spirited part of the
soul.11

Now —the objection continues— the ability to have judgements impressed upon the
soul is not ascribed to the spirited part itself, but to the soul’s philosophical element: after all,
learning is explained by a philosophical nature (cf. R. 2 375 E 8-376 C 3; R. 3 411 C 9-D
6).12 This observation and T3 jointly suggest that correct judgements would be impressed
upon the spirited part of the soul in virtue of its own philosophical nature. In other words, the
spirited element’s ability to preserve judgements would be explained by associating it with
the philosophical judgement-absorbing element.

The objection that the philosophical and rational elements are not identical because
the philosophical element is a capacity of the spirited is not convincing. First, consider the
evidence already adduced to identify the philosophical element with the rational (cf., above,

the text to note 7 in this Section 2). Second, the suggestion that the philosophical element is a

11 This is a fairly standard interpretation —e.g. Kamtekar (2006) 189: ‘it is not until Socrates
defines philosophic courage that he says that the spirited part is the holder [my emphasis] of
the beliefs about what is to be feared and what is not’. Kamtekar (2006) especially 188—189
distinguishes between civic excellence and philosophic excellence —for instance— believing
that there is a contrast between the account of courage at Republic 4 429 C 5-430 C 4 (cf. TS)
and the account of courage at Republic 4 442 B 10-C 3 (T3): the former account is based on
law-inculcated true judgement whereas the latter account is based on spirit’s obedience to the
declarations of the rational part —or to speeches or arguments according to Kamtekar (2006)
173. The impression is that Kamtekar does not consider the virtues discussed in Republic 4
442 B 10 ff. an outcome of early ethical education in Republic 2-3. If this impression is
accurate, then this view is unpalatable: Plato clearly intends that the excellences discussed in
Republic 4 are an outcome of early ethical education. For, students are meant to become —
for instance— courageous and temperate (cf. R. 3 386 A 6-B 3 and 389 D 7-E 3). Note the
proximity of the discussion to T2 —only four lines apart. Note also that two plausible
alternative translations of ‘t@v Adywv’ (442 C 2 in T3) would link the account of Kamtekar’s
philosophic courage to early ethical education and thus to the earlier account of courage at
Republic 4 429 C 5430 C 4 (cf. TS). The first alternative is already given in T3, in which
case Socrates has in mind the stories (t®@v Adywv) told throughout early ethical education.
The second alternative would translate ‘Adyog’ by ‘principles’ or ‘rules’ or ‘laws’, in
particular those resulting from reckoning or calculation —see Chapter 5 n. 15— in which
case Socrates would have in mind the principles or laws (t®v Adywv) about the fearful and
the not fearful acquired throughout musical training.

12.C. Gill (1985) 13 writes: ‘the “philosophical” element may signify nothing more than a
“passive” rational capacity, the ability to absorb the moral norms presented to it in the
educational programme.’
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capacity of spirit raises a puzzle: musical and physical training are meant to harmonize the
philosophical and spirited elements with one another (T1) because these elements oppose
each other and too much attention to one element comes at the expense of the other; if the
philosophical element is a capacity of spirit, why would its nurture be detrimental to spirit?
Should it not be the contrary, namely that the nurture of a capacity of spirit be beneficial to it?
Third, passage T3 need not mean that spirit preserves judgements it itself has acquired:
suppose I rationally judge that it is better not to smoke cigarettes and I acquire a rational
aversion to smoking; suppose also that I am desirous to smoke and the pleasures of smoking
make me waver, e.g. | start to think about ways of procuring cigarettes; I have arguably
abandoned my better judgement and rational aversion; now imagine that I yell at myself
‘Stop!’, that I oppose the happenings within me, namely giving in to the desire and pleasures
of smoking; this opposition —if successful— may amount to my recovering my better
rational judgement; put another way, this opposition preserves my better rational judgement.
This picture presents spirit as responsible for the opposition which —if successful—
preserves a rational judgement, not a judgement of its own. If this picture is correct, then

there is a meaningful sense in which spirit can be said to preserve a judgement without
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requiring that it be a judgement of its own.!3 (This suggestion is elaborated and defended in
Chapter 2 §4 after discussing the argument to distinguish spirit from appetite. If correct, the
expanded suggestion will be a decisive reason to reject that fairly standard reading of passage
T3.)

If the above is correct, early ethical education in Callipolis does work upon two
distinct soul-elements, namely the philosophical or rational and the spirited elements.
Passages T1 and T2 do not express different views and T2 does not make a mistake in
introducing the rational part as a beneficiary of early ethical education. (The latter is
confirmed in Chapter 5 §4.) Since this education is understood to impart correct judgements,
then Callipolian ethical education will impart correct judgements upon either both or just one
of the aforementioned soul-parts. To ascertain which soul-part or soul-parts acquires these

judgements —which begins in Chapter 2— it is necessary to consider further the

13 T have here briefly sketched my answer to an objection raised by some scholars —e.g.
Erginel (2013) 206-207 and Bobonich (2017) 8— against the view that denies instrumental
reasoning to the appetitive part. Bobonich (2017) 8 writes: ‘Suppose I have rationally decided
not to smoke and my Reasoning part believes that it is best overall not to smoke and desires
not smoking as best overall. My Appetitive part nevertheless desires to smoke. I now find
myself with a desire to go to the store and buy some cigarettes. This desire cannot be
attributed to the Reasoning part because [...] this would result in its subdivision. But neither
can it be attributed to the Appetitive part because it is a desire for a means to the end of
smoking.” My solution to the case of akratic smokers is [i] that reason abandons its better
judgement and aversion due to the desire and the pleasures of smoking (cf. R. 3 412 E 4413
C 4 on abandoning judgements due to pleasure —more in Chapter 2 §4); [ii] reason —
without risking internal partitioning since it abandons its better judgement— is responsible
for deliberating about ways to satisfy the appetitive part’s desire to smoke (cf. R. 9 590 C 1—
6); and [iii] if an opposition arises to the instrumental reasoning or even to activity stemming
from it (e.g. going somewhere to purchase cigarettes), then spirit is responsible for the
opposition: after all, it is by nature an ally of reason (R. 4 440 A 9-B §; cf. Chapter 2 §3) and
—if courageous— it preserves judgements (T3). In other words, I deny the assumption that
reason still holds its better judgement against and its aversion to smoking when akratic
smokers are deliberating about or even acting on ways to procure cigarettes. I deny the
further assumption that an aversion to deliberating about means or to acting on them must be
an aversion of the rational part. Scholars who attribute instrumental reasoning to the
appetitive part are —e.g.: Irwin (1995) 217-219, Bobonich (2002) 244 with n. 47 at 543-536,
Price (2009) 11, Shields (2010) 161, and Bobonich (2017) 6-9. Scholars who deny this
capacity to the appetitive part are —e.g.: Santas (2001) 122—-123, Lorenz (2006b) 44 with n 8.
and 47, Wilberding (2012) 182 n. 17, perhaps Kamtekar (2018) 146. Singpurwalla (2010)
885-886 views the appetitive part as susceptible to rational persuasion on the basis of
Republic 8 554 C 11-D 4.
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achievements of musical and physical training: simply put, we need to be clear about the
expectations held over early ethical education in order to decide correctly whether these are

compatible or not with the nature of the soul-parts in question.

1.3 Knowledge of excellences and vices

The basic expectation is that education in musical and physical training imparts a pattern or
form upon young souls: they are most malleable, in the sense that they are most receptive to
their environment (cf. R. 3 401 B 1-402 D 3); and early education begins with musical
training, in particular with stories conveying views or judgements (about gods, heroes, etc.)
that shape the soul (cf. R. 2 377 C 3-5). (Remember the concern for young students to
acquire judgements they should hold as adults (R. 2 377 B 4-9).) These two observations
may suggest that judgements alone give young souls a definite form or pattern, in the sense
that young souls automatically endorse or acquire the views or judgements to which they are
exposed. This suggestion seems to align well with the program of censorship throughout
Republic 2-3 as its underlying motivation appears to be that merely being exposed to wrong
views or judgements automatically amounts to their being acquired and forming a person’s
(vicious) personality. (More on this interpretation below, from the text to note 15.)

The process of imparting a definite psychic pattern —however— is not that
straightforward or simple. For, mere exposure to judgements need not amount to their being
endorsed or acquired. Consider a worry expressed by Adeimantus in Republic 2. After
presenting private and popular views that praise justice and disparage injustice in terms of

their consequences (R. 2 362 E 6-365 A 3), Adeimantus says:

T4 Tadto wévta, Een, ® eile Tdkpatec, TowadTa Kol 365A4
too0DTO Aeyopeva apetiig mépt Kol kaxiog, og dvOpwmot A5
kai Ogol mepi avta Eyovot Tufc, Tt 0idpeda drovovoag
VE®V YUy TolEly, 601 EDPLETG Kol ikavol &ml TavTa Td
Aeyopevo domep EmnTOUEVOL GLAAOYIGAGOL € VTGV TOTOG

TIG v AV Kol ] Topevbeig TOV Piov d¢ dpiota S1EAD0L; B1
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Dear Socrates —he said— when all these sorts of things are said about excellence
and vice, about how humans and gods hold them in honor, what do we suppose to
happen to young souls who are listening? I mean those who are naturally clever and
are able —so to speak— to flit from one of these sayings to another and to reckon
what sort of person he should be and of how best to travel the road of life. (Pl. R. 2
365A4-B 1)

Passage T4 observes that some young souls can reflect or calculate —note ‘cvAloyicacOon
[to reckon]’ (365 A 8)— upon the views or judgements to which they are exposed before
making up their minds. It is noteworthy that acquiring or fixing a judgement in their souls
seems to result from reasoning or calculation. (It is worth consulting the sequel to passage
T4, namely R. 2 365 B 1-C 6.) Perhaps Adeimantus’ observation does not hold for those who
are not clever, but the point remains that mere imparting or exposure to judgements does not
explain their reception.

This point is later alluded to in the Republic 4 discussion to identify political or civic
courage. To elucidate a conception of courage as a sort of preservation, it is compared to the
process of dyeing wool purple (R. 4 429 D 4-E 6) and a crucial point is that naturally white
wools undergo a significant preparation to ensure the reception of the color. The comparison

1s useful because:

T5 Towobtov Toivuv, v 8’ &yd, HmdLafe KoTd Suvauy Epyd- 429 E 7
CecBou kai Muag, ote EEeheyopeba TovC GTPOTIOTOS Kol
EMOOEVOLEV LOVGIKT KO YOUVAOTIKY: UNOEV ofov GAAO 430A1
unyovacot i 6Tmg MUV 6Tt KAAMGTO TOVG VOUOVG TEIGOEV-
1e¢ 0¢Eovto Momep Pagnv, tva dEVGOTOLOG AVTAV 1| 60N
ylyvorto kol mepl devdV Kol Tepi TV GAAWY, 010 TO TV T€
QUOV Kol TNV Tpo1V €mtndeiay oynKéval, Kol [ ootV AS
gxmAovat TV Pagnyv Ta poupate tadta, devo dvta EKKAVLe,
1] 1€ 8oV, TavTog yoreostpoiov devotépa ovca TodTo Spdv B1
Kol Koviog, Amn t€ Kol pofog kai Embupio, Tovtog GAAov

POUUATOG. TV 1) TOLW TNV dVVOLULY Kol GOTNPIoY S1dl ToVTOG
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d0ENG OpOC TE Kol vopipov devdv TPt Kol un, avopeiov
&ymye KoA® Kol tifepon, €l un tL oL GAAO Aéyers. B5

AL 008, 1| &’ 8¢, Méyw- B6

Then —I said— you should understand that we too were attempting within our
means something similar when we selected our soldiers and educated them in music
and physical training. You should think that it was contrived for nothing other than
that they being persuaded by us would absorb the laws in the finest way possible —
just like a dye— so that their judgement both about what is to be feared and about all
the rest would become fast because they had the proper nature and upbringing; so fast
that the dye would not be washed out by those extremely effective detergents:
pleasure —which is much more effective at this than any washing soda or alkaline
fluid— distress and fear and appetite —more effective than any detergent. This
power, then, to preserve through everything the correct and law-inculcated judgement
about what is to be feared and what isn’t is what I call —and lay down as— ‘courage’
unless you say otherwise.

I —he said— have nothing different to say. (Pl. R. 4 429 E 7-B 6)

Passage TS5 alludes to Adeimantus’ point that mere imparting or exposure to judgements does

not explain their reception. TS presents two stages to acquiring or fixing true judgements

relevant to ethical training, not just about courage —note ‘xai mepl dev®dv Kol mepl TOV

dAlov [both about what is to be feared and about all the rest]’ (430 A 4). The first stage is

preparatory analogous to the preparatory treatment naturally white wools receive before

being dipped in purple dye. The second stage is absorbing the laws and law-inculcated

judgements in the finest way possible analogous to being dipped in purple dye.

The first preparatory stage to acquiring or fixing these true judgements remains

obscure in passage TS —understandably— given its focus on preservation. The obscurity can

begin to be lifted by an earlier passage that articulates the motivations underlying a concern

for a most proper education in musical training:

Ap’ ovv, v 8’ &yd, & Ihodkmv, TodTov Eveka KuPIOTAT 401 D 4
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&V LOVGIKT) TPOPN, OTL HAAIGTO KOTAOVETOL €1G TO £VTOC TH|G D5
Yoy 6 te puOUOG Kol appovia, Kol EpPOUEVESTOT GTTETOL
avThg PEPOVTA TNV EDGYNUOGVVNV, Kol TOLET EDGYN OV, EQV
115 OpODC TPaPR, €l 8¢ un, Todvavtiov; Koi Tt o) TdV E1l
TOPOAEITOUEVOV KOl U1 KOAGDS Onpovpyndéviav §j un
KOADS pOVTOV 6&0TaT’ v aicBdvorto 0 €kel TpaQeic g
£0gt, Kai 0pOdG o1 duoyepaivov To LEV KaAd Ematvol Kod
yaipot Kol KotadeyOUeVog €1 TNV YuynV Tpéeott’ av o’ ES
aOTAV Kol yiyvorto KaAdg te kayabdg, T O’ aioypd ywéyot 402 A1
T’ Gv 0pOdG Kai ool £t vEog dv, Tpiv Adyov duvatdg eivat
AaPeiv, ELOOvTOC ¢ Tod Adyov domalott’ v avTtov yvopilov
O oikeldTNTa LAAMGTO O OVT® TPOYPEIS;

"Epoi yodv dokel, £pn, TdV To100TOV EveKa £V LOVOTKT AS

glvoit 1) Tpoe). A6

So —I said— Glaucon, are these the reasons that musical training is most important?
For, rhythm and harmony above all permeate the inner part of the soul, and affect it
most strongly bringing it grace, and make someone graceful —if properly educated,
but if not, the opposite. For, the properly educated man will most sharply perceive if
things have been omitted or not been finely crafted or not been finely grown. And —
being then correctly disgusted— fine things he will praise, enjoy, be nourished by
them —receiving them into his soul— and he will become fine and good whereas
base things he will rightly censure and hate while still young, before being able to
understand an account. But he who is thus educated will kindly welcome the account’s
arrival recognizing it above all because of kinship.

Yes —he said— I agree that those are the reasons to provide education in music and

poetry. (PL R. 3 401 D 4-402 A 6)14

Passage T6 can begin to lift the obscurity to the first preparatory stage in acquiring or fixing

those true judgements from TS5 insofar as these could be read as parallel passages. It is

14 Cf. Pl. Lg. 2 653 A 5—C 6 and 654 C 3-D 4.
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noteworthy that also T6 (in addition to T5) suggests two stages in ethical education, in this
case before and after ‘the account’s arrival [éAO6vtog 6& tOoD Adyov]” (402 A 3). It is
noteworthy also that the good conduct in well-trained youths prior to the account’s arrival
probably results from an initial acquisition of laws and law-inculcated judgements: for
instance, students are to be disgusted at weeping and lamenting (cf. R. 3 387 E 10-388 A 4)
—mnote ‘being then correctly disgusted [0pOd¢ o1 dvoyepaivov]’ (401 E 4) in T6— and this
seems to be a part of their training to be courageous which involves preserving laws and law-
inculcated judgements about the fearful and the not fearful (cf. TS5 and T3). (Passage T6
receives further attention in Chapter 5 §4 —for instance— arguing that the account’s arrival
very likely takes place during early ethical education.)

If this is correct that T6 could be read parallel to TS5, then what does T6 suggest to be
the preparatory treatment? Consider the good conduct of well-trained youths expressed at
lines 401 E 4-402 A 2, in particular their being correctly disgusted, their enjoying fine things,
and their hating base things. These lines associate good conduct with pleasure and distress, in
particular they associate praising and welcoming fine things with pleasure —note ‘yaipot
[enjoy]’ (401 E 5)— and they associate censuring and rejecting base things with distress —
note ‘wooi [hate]’ (402 A 2) and ‘dvoyepaivov [disgusted]’ (401 E 4). (I am assuming that
hatred and disgust are kinds of distress.) The impression is basically that well-trained youths
are pleased by fine things whereas they are distressed by base things; put another way, well-
trained youths experience fine things as pleasant whereas they experience base things as
distressful. Since good conduct before the account’s arrival is arguably a result of an initial
acquisition of laws and law-inculcated judgements and since this good conduct is associated
with pleasure and distress, the impression is that the latter play a crucial role in absorbing
laws before the account’s arrival. If this impression is correct, then T6 sheds light on the
preparatory treatment to absorbing laws in the finest way possible and fixing true judgements
relevant to ethical training. T6 suggests that youths are prepared first by cultivating
experiencing pleasure with respect to fine things and experiencing distress by base things.
(Chapter 5 §4 argues that absorbing laws and law-inculcated judgements in the finest way
possible ultimately involves the account’s arrival, that is a rational account.)

Passage T6 is clear that the content and form of musical training is meant to furnish

the soul with an accurate discriminatory faculty relevant to ethical matters: after all, the
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musically trained are able to discriminate between fine and base things (e.g. courage and
cowardice) before being able to understand an account. Early ethical education thus teaches
young Callipolian students to get things right about excellences and vices. The phrase
‘getting things right about excellences and vices’ means that the musically trained will know
and perceive instances of genuine excellences and vices and that the musically trained will
correctly answer questions such as ‘which things are fine?” —‘Justice!’— and ‘which things
are base?’ —‘Injustice!’— rather than confusing one with another. (In Republic 1,
Thrasymachus forcefully claims that injustice is a virtue and he is not far off from explicitly
saying that justice is a vice (348 C 2-349 A 4). Nevertheless, the mistake of confusing
excellences for vices, and vices for excellences, unambiguously appears in the sketch of the
soul’s degeneration into a democratic character, e.g. shame is called ‘foolishness’,

temperance ‘cowardliness’, anarchy ‘freedom’, shamelessness ‘courage’, etc. (T30 in Chapter

4§3).)

It may be objected that the education outlined in Books 2—3 cannot be intended to develop an
ethical discriminatory faculty in young adults (i.e. prior to the age of twenty).!> For, the
ability to perceive excellence and vice requires having cognitive access to (i.e. learning
about) vice. Yet musical training in Callipolis precludes cognitive access to vice. The latter
claim (about precluding cognitive access to vice) is allegedly found in a discussion about

doctors and judges in Callipolis (R. 3 408 C 5—409 E 3), in particular:

T7 Awactig 84 ve, @ eile, Woydi woyfic dpyet, § 0Ok &yywpel 409 A 1
€k véag év movnpaig yuyais teBpdebat te Kol dpinkévor Koi
hvto adtknpoTa avTny Noknkviay dte&einivbéval, dote
0&Ewg A’ avTiic Tekpaipechorl T0 TOV GAA®V AOIKN LT
olov Katd odua vOGouG. GAL Emelpov adThV Kai GKEPOLoV A5
el kakdv NO®V véav odcay yeyovéval, ei PEAAEL KaAT KkéyoOn
obGa KPWEv Dy1ég T Sikona. S10 81 kai evndeic véor dvteg ol
EMEKETS PaivovTot Kol DEEATATNTOL VIO TV AdiK®V, d1e

0VK &yovTeg &v £avToic mapadeiypato opotomadi Toig movn- B1

15 Thaler (2015) Section III.
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poic.

Kai pév o1, €on, cpodpa ye o0TO TACYKOLGL. B3

But a judge —my friend— does rule other souls with his own soul. And it isn’t
possible for a soul to be nurtured among vicious souls from childhood, to associate
with them, to indulge in every kind of injustice, and come through it able to judge
sharply other people’s injustices from itself —as it can diseases of the body. But it
itself must be inexperienced and uncontaminated by bad characters while it’s young, if
it’s to be fine, good, plus a sound judge of just things. That’s the reason indeed that
decent young people appear naive and are easily deceived by the unjust since they do
not have within themselves models akin to the vicious.

Quite so —he said— they do indeed suffer it. (P1. R. 3 409 A 1-B 3)

Passage T7 allegedly shows that those to be musically trained are precluded from having any
cognitive access to (i.e. learning about) vice because there is no gap between having
cognitive access to vice and becoming vicious. The phrase ‘no gap’ means basically that
those who learn about vice become vicious themselves.16

It is plausible to suppose that what is true of future judges in Callipolis is true of those
being musically trained, but the discussion about doctors and judges does not support the
view that those being musically trained will not be allowed any cognitive access to vice and
so they will not be taught to perceive or recognize it: after all, Socrates’ injunction in T7 is
not that young people ought not to have any awareness whatsoever of injustice or vice. The

lines immediately after T7 clarify the injunction:

T8 T o1, v 8’ &y, 00 véov dAAd Yépovta Sl TOV dyadov 409 B 4
SucaoThv £tval, Oyadf yeyovoto thg ddukiog 0ldv éotiv, odk B5S

oikelav €v T} avTod Yoyt évodoav Hednuévov, aAL’ aAlotpiav

16 Thaler (2015) 416 writes: ‘It is easy to take away from this passage [sc. T7] merely the
idea that judges ought not to be those who have engaged in various forms of vice during their
childhood. But what such a reading fails to emphasize is that Socrates’ restriction on the
upbringing of judges leaves no gap whatsoever between the idea of having cognitive access
to vice and becoming vicious oneself.” The contagiousness of vice —according to Thaler
(2015) 417 n. 10— better explains passage T9 below.

53



€V AALOTPIlOUG LEUEAETNKOTA £V TTOAAD XPOV® dtocBiveshat
010V TEPVKE KAKOV, ETIGTHUY, 0VK Epmelpio oikeiq kexpnué-
vov.

Tevvandtorog yodv, &, Eolkev gtvar O To10DT0G SIKAGTHC. Cl

Therefore, mark my words —I said— it is necessary for a good judge to be not
young, but old: who has been late to learn what injustice is like; who has become
aware of it not as a familiar presence in his own soul, but as an alien presence in
others; who has studied over a long time to perceive distinctly how naturally bad it is
—by knowledge, not by enjoying an intimate experience.

Why yes —he said— it is fitting that such a judge be the noblest. (P1. R. 3 409 B 4-C
1)

Good judges —in youth— are precluded from learning about ‘what injustice is like [tfic
adikiac oidv éotiv]’ (409 B 5), that is about the nature of injustice from firsthand experience,
what it is like to be unjust by being unjust themselves (cf. R. 2 358 E 2-359 B 7 —note ‘0idv
T’ é<oti> [what [sc. justice] is like]” at 358 E 3, ‘ovoiav [being]’ at 359 A 5, and ‘@voic’ at
359 B 6). Good judges —in youth— are precluded from having firsthand experience about
‘how naturally bad [olov mépuke kakdv]’ (409 B 8) injustice is.

These lines clearly show that Socrates’ concern with respect to nurturing good judges
is that they not come to learn or be aware of the nature of vice from firsthand experience.
This is a narrower injunction than not having any awareness at all about vice which would
preclude them from perceiving or recognizing vice. In other words, the discussion about
doctors and judges in Callipolis does not support the claim that musical training in Callipolis
precludes cognitive access to vice. The discussion considers two kinds of awareness about the
nature of vice, namely firsthand experience and theoretical knowledge, and the discussion
precludes the former from anyone who is to become a good judge of excellence. But the
prohibition of having firsthand experience of the nature of vice (i.e. what it is like to be
vicious) does not preclude learning to perceive or recognize vice: after all, ignorance about

the nature of something (e.g. water) does not impede someone from learning to recognize it.
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This reply is confirmed in the discussion pertaining to the style of the stories to be
told in Callipolis (R. 3 392 C 7-398 B 9). Three styles of narration are distinguished, namely
simple narration, narration through imitation, and a mix of both (392 D 1-6; cf. 394 B 9—C 6)
and the issue now under discussion concerns the style of narration to be allowed, with an eye
to the question whether Callipolian guardians ought to be imitators or not (394 D 1-E 2). The
answer loosely recalls the general principle that one nature (or group) ought to be dedicated
to one job (394 E 2-7) and concludes that Callipolian guardians ought not to do or to imitate

anything except being guardians (395 B 9—C 3):

T9 [...]. éav 8¢ 395C3
wpdvTot, pipeictot T tovTolg Tpoorkovta evhvg £k
naidwv, avopeiove, chdppovag, 6Giovg, ELevBépoug, Kai Ta C5
TO1DTO TAVTA, TO O& AveAeLBEPOL UNTE TOLETV UNTE OEWVOVG
givol runoocOat, pmde 8Alo pndav tdv aicypdv, tva un éx
ThC i oeng Tod eivan dmolavcnaoty. §| odk fodnoot dti ai
UM GELS, €0V €K VE®V TOPP® dlatelécmaty, gig £€0n Te Kol D1
@Vow kabiotaviot Kol Kotd cOUo Kol ovag Kol Koto TV
odvola;

Kai péda, 7 8 8c. D4

But if they do imitate, they must imitate what is appropriate for them right from
childhood, the courageous, temperate, pious, free, plus all things of that sort and they
must not be clever at doing or imitating the slavish or the base, lest they ‘benefit’ from
the imitation for the real thing. Or haven’t you noticed that imitations —if continued
past youth— get settled in the habits and nature of body, voice, and mind?

I have indeed —he said. (P1. R. 3395 C 3-D 4)
Passage T9 clarifies the conclusion that guardians are not to do or to imitate anything except

being guardians: Socrates probably expects some imitation to be inevitable (cf. R. 6 500 C 6—

8). Socrates then issues a caveat about doing or imitating vice.
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There is a warning against being good at doing or imitating vice because the adept are
at risk of ‘benefiting’ from it, (‘benefiting’) in the sense that being good at doing or imitating
vice will probably be pleasing (cf. ‘amolavew [to enjoy]” in R. 10 606 B 5—C 1). Socrates
here expresses a concern about deriving pleasure from partaking of or imitating vice over
time and then being hooked, that is becoming vicious. It is noteworthy that Socrates’ warning
does not express the view that just any awareness of vice amounts to becoming vicious and
immediately after passage T9 Socrates lists certain proscribed behaviors, and concludes —
clearly: ‘for, although they must know about mad and vicious men and women, they must
neither do nor imitate anything they do [yvootéov pév yap koi povopévoug kol movnpovg
dvopag te Kol yuvoikag, momtéov o0& ovOEV TovTV 0VdE untéov]’ (R. 3 396 A 4-6).
Socrates here explicitly requires that future guardians learn about vice —if they must know
about the vicious— and so they must have some cognitive access to vice. Consequently,
Callipolian early education as outlined in Republic 2-3 does not preclude developing an
ethical discriminatory faculty in adults.

There is another reason to reject the view that an ethical discriminatory faculty cannot
be an achievement of the early education outlined in Republic 2-3. The reason is an
unattractive consequence of severing an account of musical training from its context.

Consider the sequel to passage T6:

T10 "Qomnep Gpo, v 8 £y, YpoppndTov Tépt TOTE ikovde 402 A7
glyopev, 6te 0 otoryeio U AavOdvol nuag oAlya dvta &v
Bmacty 0l 40TV TEPIPEPOUEVA, Kai 0VT’ &V GUIKPG oVT’ &V
peyaim nripdlopev avtd, g ov 6ot aicBdvesOat, dALL B1
mavToyod tpovhupovpeda dayryvodokey, Mg oV TPdTEPOV
EGOLEVOL YPOULOTIKOL TPV 0VTMOC EYOLEV.
AMnOT.
OvkodVv Kol gikdvog ypappdtov, &l Tov 1j &v Héaow §j &v B5S
KOTOMTPOLG EUPaivovto, oV TpdTEPOV YVmOSoueDa, Tpilv av
avTd yvduev, AL EoTv THG VTG TEXVNG T€ Koi LEAETNC;
[Tovtémoasct Pev ovv.

Ap’ ovv, O Méym, Tpdg Bedv, obTmc 008 povsikol
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poTEPOV £00EDN, 0VTE TOL 0VTE OVG QUUEV MUV TALOED- Cl
TE0V £lva TODC POAAKOG, TPLV v TAL TG GmEPOcVNG £10M

Kol avopeiag kol EAevBeprotnTog Kol peyolonpensiog Kol

do0 ToVTMV ASEAPA Kol TO TOVTOV ad EvavTtio TovTood

nEPLPEPOUEV YVoPIlopey, Kol dvovTa dv oig Evestv aicha- C5
voueda, kKol a0t Kol ikdvag anTdv, Kol PTE &V GUIKPOTG

pnte v peyarols atpnalopev, ALY Thg anThic olidpeda

TéVNG Evo Kod pedéTng;

[ToAMA avéryxn, Eon. 402C9

Then —I said— it is just as when we adequately understood our letters, when the
letters —the few there are— did not escape our notice in all things in which they
tumble about and neither in small nor in large things we lightly esteemed them as if
there be no need to perceive them; but everywhere we were eager to distinguish them,
since we would not yet be competent about letters until we understood them in this
way.

True.

Is it not the case for images of letters too —if somehow either in bodies of water or
in mirrors they were to be reflected— that we shall not yet know [sc. images of
letters], until we knew them [sc. the letters], since it [sc. knowing images of letters]
belongs to the same craft and discipline?

Absolutely.

Then —by the gods— am I right in saying that in this way and not before we shall be
musically trained, whether ourselves or those we say that one must educate to be our
guardians, until we know the forms of temperance, courage, liberality, magnificence,
and those akin to them and moreover their opposites which are tumbling about
everywhere, and we perceive their presence in the things in which they are, both them
and their images, and we do not dismiss them either in small or in large things, but we
think them to belong to the same craft and discipline?

It is very necessary —he said. (P1. R. 3 402 A 7-C 9)
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Passage T10 construes being musically trained as a skill that amounts to knowing the forms
of ethical excellences and their opposites, which is explicated —taking the ‘xai [and]” at 402
C 5 epexegetically— in perceptual terms.

On the view that an ethical discriminatory faculty cannot be an achievement of the
early education outlined in Republic 2-3, passage T10 is taken to be forward-looking and
pertaining to the later philosophical training of Callipolian rulers; put another way, Socrates
describes fully educated philosophers in passage T10.17 This forward-looking interpretation is
allegedly supported by the analogy —note ‘®Gomep [just as]’ (402 A 7)— between being
competent about letters and being musically trained:!8 in Plato, the term ‘ypoppotikdc
[competent about letters]” always refers to someone who enjoys ‘a state of full literacy’, thus
—analogously— the term ‘povoikdg [musically trained]’ refers to someone who enjoys ‘a
similarly perfected epistemological state’.!® This forward-looking interpretation may appear
to be bolstered by the introduction of ‘images of letters [gikdvog ypappdtov]’ (402 B 5)
insofar as the notion is taken to introduce an ontological or an epistemological distinction

between images of letters and the letters themselves that anticipates the corresponding

17 Thaler (2015) 422 n. 15 writes: ‘Although the immediate context of this passage [sc. T10]
is the discussion of the childhood education of the guardians, prior to the separation of the
elite philosophical class and the introduction of their unique curriculum, it is clear that the
analogy with grammatical expertise is forward-looking and refers to the later philosophical
stage of civic education.’ Cf. also Thaler (2015) 423. Lee (1955/2007) tentatively treats T10
as forward-looking:

18 Plato often introduces a discussion on letters and syllables with different purposes in mind
—e.g.: to expound logical or semantic views (Ryle (1960) and Gallop (1963)); to expound
epistemological views, e.g. by using the model to illustrate the nature of knowledge (Gallop
(1963) 369-371 on the use of the model in the Theaetetus); to illustrate a specific procedure
and purpose, e.g. to cast light on or clarify the nature of examples or models (Gallop (1963)
367 and Ryle (1960) 440 on Statesman 277 C-278 D and 285 C-D; cf. Rosen (1995) 81, 84);
to discuss classification as in the Philebus (Gallop (1963) 367-368); to discuss the elements
of intelligibility as in the Sophist (Rosen (1995) 88). In other words —in a number of
dialogues— Plato introduces the model of letters and syllables to serve some other purpose
with one exception being the Cratylus as letters there are investigated in their own right
(Gallop (1963) 368-369).

19 Thaler (2015) 422 n. 15 cites P1. Phlb. 17 B and Pl. Tht. 198 E and 207 A-B as evidence
for the sense of “ypappatikds’.
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distinctions in Republic 5-7.20 In other words, the ‘forms’ in T10 are Platonic Forms2! and
being musically trained is a skill that amounts to knowing or perceiving both intelligible
Platonic Forms and their images.

There are a number of objections to a forward-looking interpretation of T10 —more
below. The view preferred here is that the forms of temperance, courage, etc. can by all
means be Platonic Forms,22 but this need not make passage T10 forward-looking insofar as
we understand the forms of temperance, courage, etc. to be simply Platonic Forms
instantiated in the perceptible world. Note that Socrates is speaking about the forms of
temperance, courage, etc. ‘which are tumbling about everywhere [mavtayod
neppepopeval’ (402 C 4-5; cf. R. 5 476 A 1-9 —note ‘everywhere [mavtayod]’ at 476 A 8).
These are arguably ethical forms in the perceptible world: first, a palatable reading of the
analogy introduced by T10 makes this account of musical training parallel to T6, where the
musical trainees are engaged with their immediate physical environment (cf. R. 3 401 C 3-7);
second, a plausible reading of ‘and [kai]” as epexegetic in the phrase ‘and we perceive their
presence in the things in which they are [koi évovta v oi¢ &veottv aicOovaueda]’ (402 C 5
6) glosses the knowledge in question in perceptual terms. In other words, the forms in
question are tumbling about in the perceptible world. By ‘Platonic Forms that are instantiated
in the perceptible world’ is meant genuine instances or cases of the Forms in question, e.g.
the Platonic Form of Temperance in the perceptible world just is a genuine case of

temperance as opposed to some spurious case or an image of temperance —more below. If

20 Jowett and Campbell (1894) III 138 understand there to be an ontological distinction:
‘Plato remembers that the highest forms of virtue to be found in human life are but shadows
of the ideas, reflected on a fleeting stream.” Bosanquet (1925) 107 understands there to be an
epistemological distinction: “The images of letters” or their reflections; this points forward
to the classification of grades of knowledge at the end of Book VI., the allegory of the cave at
the beginning of Book VII. and the argument of Book X.” Adam (1902) I 167-168 disagrees
with Bosanquet and —in general— with taking ‘images of letters’ as making T10 forward-
looking.

21 Shorey (1937) 260 n. a.

22 Pace Adam (1902) I 168, Ferrari (1989) 121, Burnyeat (1999) 283 n. 51, Herrmann (2007)
209-211. Jowett and Campbell (1894) II 297 take the sense of ‘€ido¢’ here simply to be ‘an
ethical notion regarded as an object of thought’. Objections to the view identifying the forms
of temperance, courage, etc. with Platonic Forms are addressed from the main text to the
forthcoming n. 30.
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this is correct, then being musically trained amounts to knowing or perceiving instances of
genuine excellences and vices as opposed to grasping only spurious instances (cf. R. 7 536 A
2-8). Being musically trained amounts to having a sound ethical discriminatory faculty.?3
There are two general objections to a forward-looking interpretation of T10, namely
that it is not contextually sensitive and that it is committed to a conception of musical training
explicitly rejected by later remarks. Why should the analogy be forward-looking rather than
embedded in its context? The obvious context to T10 is a discussion beginning in Republic 2
(376 C 8) on the early education of future Callipolian guardians. A forward-looking analogy
would break off from this context in an unsettling manner after slightly over 20 Stephanus
pages —abruptly— without any hint or warning. It is more palatable that the analogy follows
from its immediate context, namely passage T6 (401 D 4-402 A 6), in which it is clear that
mature fully-educated philosophers are not in question: those being musically trained are
‘young [véoc]’ (402 A 6). An audience of young musical trainees fits better with the analogy
since —historically— those who studied to be competent about letters (ypappartikoi) were
children.2* Even Socrates’ opening allusion in T10 is indicative of an audience of young
musical trainees: the shared experience at an earlier time is presumably their own childhood.
It is noteworthy —moreover— that a forward-looking reading commits Socrates to
construing musical training as endowing a skill to perceive both transcendent Forms and their
images (i.e. instances). This construal —however— does not fit well with later remarks on
musical training in Republic 7: this construal would seem to make of musical training one of
the subjects able to lead the soul from becoming to being since the musically trained would
be able to distinguish between transcendent Forms and their instances, between being and
becoming; but musical training is explicitly excluded from these subjects capable of leading

the soul from becoming to being at Republic 7 521 C 1-522 B B 6 (specifically T43).

23 Bosanquet (1925) 108 writes: ‘We are to learn to read the world truly, and not as ill-trained
minds do, all upside down, mistaking insolence for courage, or prodigality for liberality. The
training in right feelings and right perception, through all forms of expressive art and
disciplined life under due guidance, is to bring the young people up to a point at which they
will readily recognise genuine goodness in the actual world.” Cf. Ferrari (1989) 120-21.

24 Cf. Adam (1902) 1 167 ad loc.; Harvey (1966) 631-33; P1. Prt. 325 C 5-326 A 4; P1. Tht.
206 A 1-3 with 207 D 8-9 —Theaetetus is probably in late adolescence (cf. Nails (2002)
275); P1. Pit. 277 E 2—C2 with 285 C 8-D 4; P1. Lg. 7 809 E 2-810 B 4.
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It is questionable —moreover— that the introduction of ‘images of letters [gikovag
ypappdatwv]’ (402 B 5) bolsters a forward-looking interpretation of T10: it is doubtful that the
notion introduces either an epistemological or an ontological distinction between images of
letters and letters themselves. It is questionable that the notion introduces an epistemological
distinction simply because both letters and their images can be known —note ‘yvocopeda
[we shall know]’ (402 B 6) for images of letters and ‘“yv@dpev [we knew]’ (402 B 7) for letters.
It is not the case —for instance— that there is knowledge of letters whereas there is
judgement of images of letters. (Cf. an epistemological distinction of this sort at Republic 5
476 A 1-480 A 13.) In other words, it is not the case that there are different epistemic
achievements with respect to letters and their images. The same observation holds in the
controversial line ‘both them and their images [kol avtd kol gikovog advtdv]’ (402 C 6): the
objects in question are to be perceived —note ‘aicOavouebo [we perceive]” (402 C 5-6).
(The meaning of this controversial line is elucidated in the next paragraph.) It is not the case
that different epistemic achievements are here introduced in the ethical domain.

It is questionable also that the notion of images of letters introduces an ontological
distinction: the picture at 402 B 5-8 evokes an exceptionally difficult situation to discern
letters25 —please try reading a text off a mirror— and Plato has very good reason to stress the
difficulty of discerning ethical forms. The idea is that Plato’s concern here is the difficulty to
distinguish instances of genuine excellences from vices merely appearing as excellences, a
concern Plato sharply brings into focus by referring to vices as images of excellences. The
phrase ‘both them and their images [koi avtd kol gikévog avtdv]’ (402 C 6) need not refer to
the forms of excellences and their opposites (i.e. vices) and —in addition— to their images
(i.e. images of excellences and vices).2¢ There is an alternative to take the phrase ‘both them
and their images [kail avtd kol gikdvog avtdv]’ (402 C 6) in apposition to ‘the forms of
temperance [...] and moreover their opposites [T THig cO@pocvvNg €10N [...] Kol T@ TovTOV
av évavrtio]’ (402 C 2-4), in which case ‘them [o0td]” —in the phrase ‘both them and their

images [kol avta koi eikoévoag ovtdv]” (402 C 6)— refers to the forms of temperance,

25 | thank Paolo Crivelli for this suggestion.

26 It is —as far as I know— universally thought that the ‘images [gikdvoc]’ (402 C 6) in
question are artistic representations of ethical forms. This thought is addressed in the main
text to the forthcoming n. 30.
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courage, etc. and ‘their images [eikévog avt®dv]’ refers to the opposites of the forms of
temperance, courage, etc., namely to the forms of intemperance, cowardice, etc. —basically,
to vices. This alternative understands the ‘images [gikdvac]” (402 C 6) in question to be
images of excellences and this alternative attributes to T10 a construal of vices as images of
excellences.

Plato has very good reason to stress the difficulty of discerning ethical forms and —
already in Republic 1— Plato is arguably trying out a view of vice as an image of excellence
although the phrase ‘image of excellence [eidwlov dpetiic]” appears only in Republic 10 at
600 E 5 (cf. R. 10 599 D 3-4).27 Republic 1 and 2 show a pressing concern about the ease
with which excellences and vices are confused. There are two ways to confuse excellences
and vices. There can be —call it— ‘partial’ confusion as excellences and vices are mixed
together, e.g. having a conception of justice that conceals a vice such as harming others (cf.
R. 1331 D2-336 A 10, esp. 332 D 4-9, 334 A 10-B 9, 335 B 2-5, 335 E 2—7).28 There can
be —call it— ‘complete’ confusion as excellences and vices are exchanged, e.g. construing
justice as a vice and injustice as an excellence (cf. R. 1 348 B 8-349 A4, R. 2 367 A6-B 1,
T30). The confusion of excellences and vices —whether partial or complete— is no trifling
matter: being confused about excellences and vices amounts to being at a loss about how to
live well (cf. R. 1 354 B 9-C 3, R. 10 618 B 7-619 B 1); confusing excellences and vices
facilitates deception, e.g. praising injustice privately while praising justice publicly, plus
having the vicious appear excellent (cf. R. 2 360 C 6-D 7, 361 A 5-B 3, 365 A4-C 6,366 B
5); and not being able to discern vices may lead to living intimately with the worst things
possible (cf. R. 2 366 E 7-367 A 5). Being able to distinguish excellences and vices —then—
is of pressing concern (cf. R. 1 336 E 2-337 A 2,344 D 5-E 7,347 E 2-4, 348 E 1-349 A 4,
352D 2-7,R.2368 B7-C4,R. 10618 B7-619 B 1).

This focus suggests that Plato —already in Republic 1 and 2— is trying out a view of
vice as an image of excellence. For, Republic 1-2 show that vices can very well appear as

excellences to many of us. These are —in other words— false or spurious excellences

27 Cf. P1. Smp. 212 A 4. These are —as far as | know— the only two uses of the phrase first
attested in the Platonic corpus.

28 Cf. Pl. Men. 71 E 1-5.

62



distinct from genuine excellences (cf. R. 7 536 A 2-8).29 It may be tempting to reject the idea
that the word ‘images [gikdvoc]’ (402 C 6) is being used to refer to vices: after all, the Greek
word for ‘image’ with connotations of falsehood is ‘€ldwAov [image]’ and if Plato had in
mind vices as images of excellences in T10, then the text at Republic 3 402 C 6 would have
read ‘eidwAlo [images]’ rather than ‘eixoévag [images]’. This objection is not convincing: it
would work only if Plato uses ‘€idwAov’ for the sake of vice as ‘image’ of excellence, as an
apparent excellence, but this is not the case. There are two other ways to characterize vices as
apparent excellences: Plato uses also the word ‘spurious [v66oc¢]’ for apparent excellences (R.
7 536 A 2-8; cf. a use of ‘vd0og [rothos]’ to distinguish genuine and spurious pleasures at
Republic 9 587 B 15-16); and Plato uses also the word ‘shadow [ck1d]’ in connection with an
excellence term —‘shadow of justice’— to pick out an apparent excellence (R. 7 517 D 4-E
2). It is noteworthy that ‘shadow’ language is used in this way already in Republic 2 (365 C
1-6), namely in the idea of creating a ‘shadow-painting of excellence [oxuypagiov
apetic]” (365 C 4), that is an appearance or illusion of excellence. It is clear —then— that
the notion of vice as an image of excellence encapsulates a concern present throughout the
whole of the Republic (cf. R. 10 608 B 4-C 1 with 619 B 3-619 B 1).

There is a pressing concern in Republic 1-2 about the ease and danger of confusing
excellences and vices, alternatively about the difficulty of distinguishing apparent or false
excellences from genuine excellences. This —I find— is deftly evoked by referring to vices
as ‘images’ of excellences: the notion of an image indicates resemblance and the danger of
vices resembling —of passing off for— excellences is bluntly exposed by their being
characterized as images of excellences. It is thus preferable to read T10 as embedded in this
context making it clear that musical training is concerned with acquiring a sound ethical
discriminatory faculty capable of distinguishing apparent or false instances of excellences
from genuine excellences. (If the lesson that images of letters can be known only if the letters
themselves are known is applied to the ethical domain, then Plato’s implicit point would be
that knowledge of genuine excellences is necessary in order to discern images of
excellences.) The interpretation preferred here attributes to Plato a construal of musical

training as imparting a skill to know or perceive instances of genuine excellences and vices

29 Cf. Plu. Agis Ch 1 §§1-3 at §2 lines 1-2.
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without any commitment to introducing forward-looking epistemological or ontological
distinctions.

The interpretation preferred here also urges readers to appreciate T10 in a wider
context —already from Republic 1. Readers may object that the immediate context naturally
suggests that the ‘images [eikovag]’ (402 C 6) in question are artistic representations of
ethical forms. This would be otiose or simply unnecessary: a plausible interpretation —as we
have seen— views musical training as not being concerned with knowing or perceiving both
intelligible Platonic Forms and their perceptible instances; musical training is concerned with
knowing or perceiving perceptible instances of genuine excellences and vices; is it not the
case —then— that this construal of musical training already covers knowing or perceiving
artistic representations of ethical forms? (For, artistic representations of ethical forms are
among the perceptible instances of genuine excellences and vice.) If readers are not
convinced that the ‘images [eik6évac]’ (402 C 6) in question are images of excellences (i.e.
vices) and they insist on them being artistic representations, then readers may raise another
objection to identifying the forms in T10 with Platonic Forms. These readers may object that
having artistic representations of Platonic Forms is committed to there being poets who
directly imitate Forms, but this commitment is inconsistent with Republic 10 595 C 8-598 D
730 as the latter passage denies that poets insofar as imitators enjoy direct access to Forms.

There are two problems with this objection. First, it suffers from a false assumption
that producing an image of something involves directly imitating that something: after all, I
could paint a portrait of you based on a photograph of you and I would still count as
producing an image of you, yet without directly imitating you. The second problem is that the
objection succeeds only if ‘avtd [them]’ (402 C 6) refers to the forms themselves simpliciter,
that is to ‘“té tfic cwPpocHvng &N [...] kol T TovTEOV ad évavtio [the forms of temperance
[...] and their opposites]’ (402 C 2—4) —full stop. The objection would succeed only if these
forms were identical to Platonic Forms since ‘images of them [eik6évag avtdv]’ (402 C 6)
would indeed be images of Platonic Forms produced by poets and others. However, this
narrow reference of ‘avdtd [them]” (402 C 6) is not required since Socrates is speaking about

the forms of temperance, courage, etc. ‘which are tumbling about everywhere [mavtoyod

30 Thus —e.g.: Adam (1902) I 168, Ferrari (1989) 121. Shorey (1937) I 260 expresses no
reservation on this matter.
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neprpepopeva]’ (402 C 4-5), that is in the perceptible world as confirmed by the ensuing
phrase ‘koi évovta &v oig &veottv aicBovapeda [and we perceive their presence in the things
in which they are]” (402 C 5-6). In other words, readers who insist on the ‘images
[elkovac]” (402 C 6) being artistic representations need not object against identifying the
forms in T10 with Platonic Forms. For, T10 acknowledges only access to perceptible forms
of temperance, courage, etc. in which case there is no inconsistency with Republic 10 since
artists would not be required to have direct cognitive access to Platonic Forms.

There are two advantages to the interpretation preferred here that the forms in T10
just are Platonic Forms instantiated in the perceptible world. The first is that the interpretation
respects a principle of ontological economy by not incorporating other entities in order to
explain the reference of ‘the forms of temperance [ta tfi¢ cEpocvvNg €10n] etc. There is —
for instance— no need to view the forms in T10 as immanent:3! although they are described
as being in certain things, only a strong locative reading of ‘in’ will support the view that
these forms are immanent;32 but the text does not demand a strong locative reading: after all,
there is a way of speaking about —say— courage in the soul by which we mean no more
than that the soul is courageous or that the soul instantiates the excellence of courage; we are
not hereby saying that courage is immanent in the soul.

The second advantage is that the interpretation respects also reading T10 in isolation
from Republic Books 5—7. Commentators have rightly urged to read T10 in isolation from
these books: after all, the doctrine of Platonic Forms is missing from Republic Books 1-4 and
the study of Forms is explicitly reserved for the higher studies outlined in Republic 7, studies
which are in sharp contrast to musical training.33 The first point makes sound exegetical sense
and the interpretation preferred here respects it: passage T10 is still read in isolation from
Republic 5-7 insofar as the ontological and epistemological ideas pertaining to the theory of
Platonic Forms are not being required to understand the account of musical training. In other
words, identifying the forms in T10 with Platonic Forms does not require incorporating or

relying on the doctrine to understand the account of musical training.

31 Pace Adam (1902) I 168.
32 ] thank Paolo Crivelli for this point.

33 Thus Adam (1902) I 168 who invites reading Republic 4 435 C 9-D 6 and Republic 6 504
B 1-8 with respect to the last point. Cf. Republic 7 521 C 1-522 B 2, e.g. T43.
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The interpretation preferred here also does not require the study of Forms. Although
musical training amounts to knowing Platonic Forms instantiated in the perceptible world, it
is not necessary that ‘to know [yvopilewv]’ (402 C 5) means to know in a philosophical sense,
to have the kind of knowledge that results from dialectical study along with its concomitant
ontological doctrines. First, there is a sense of ‘to know [yvopilewv]’ that does not involve
ontological doctrines such as the sense of (correctly) recognizing or identifying something;
just as we can be said to know certain persons, in the sense of recognizing them, without
making any ontological commitments about persons, so too it could be said that the musically
trained know the Forms wherever they may be, in the sense of identifying them, without
making any ontological commitments about Platonic Forms. Second, there are five instances
of “yvopilewv [to know]’ in the Republic: Book 3 402 A 4, 402 C 5; Book 4 428 A 5,34 428 A
6; Book 7 525 D 2. The context to Republic 4 428 A 5 and 428 A 6, namely 427 E 6428 A
11, hardly suggests that ‘yvopilewv [to know]” means to have philosophical knowledge: its
use here suggests the perceptual state of recognizing or picking out something, in particular
by looking around for it with the mind. This seems to be the sense of the verbs expressing
knowledge or a comparable cognitive achievement in T10, namely ‘to distinguish
[Oaytyvdokewv]’ (402 B 2) and ‘we shall know [yvocoueda]’ (402 B 6; cf. 402 B 7). The
letters-part of the analogy thus does not suggest a philosophical knowledge of letters, but
rather a perceptual skill. If being competent about letters and being musically trained are
analogous in this respect, then musical training does not involve knowledge in a

philosophical sense.

1.4 Conclusion

Chapter 1 has clarified that two distinct soul-parts, namely the spirited and the philosophical
or rational, are benefited by musical and physical training. The inclusion of the rational part
as a beneficiary of early ethical education has been defended partly by noting an apparent
identification between the philosophical and the rational elements. (This defense will be
completed in Chapter 5 §4 according to which early ethical education’s achievement of

acquiring laws and law-inculcated judgements in the finest way possible involves the rational

34 Cf. “i10€iv’ at Republic 4 429 A 9 which here means ‘to search and see’ or ‘to pick out’.
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part.) Chapter 1 has focused mainly on defending one benefit of early ethical education,
namely that well-trained youths will be furnished with a sound or accurate ethical
discriminatory faculty, in the sense that they will know or perceive —recognize— instances
of genuine excellences and vices. Two other benefits have been acknowledged, namely the
acquisition of excellences such as courage, temperance, justice, etc. and the acquisition of
laws and law-inculcated judgements.

It is worth emphasizing that talk of perceiving instances of genuine excellences and
vices need not be understood as perceiving by the senses. For, the term rendered by
‘perception [0icOnoic]’ need not mean sense-perception in Plato.35 Socrates speaks of the
rational element’s ‘perceiving [aicO&vecsOat]’ (R. 9 572 A 2) that which it does not know and
he does not explicitly limit the perception to something sensible: for all we know, it could be
the perception of something intelligible.3¢ The point of this quick observation is that the
notion of perception (aicOnoig) in T10 does not commit Plato to construing musical training
as operating at the level of mere sense-perception and so uses of the verb ‘aicOdavouon [I
perceive]’ (402 B 1, 402 C 5) in T10 do not require that the cognitive achievements of
musical training be non-rational, in the sense that they are to be accounted for by a non-
rational element of the soul.

Chapter 2 turns to the question of which soul-part primarily benefits from musical and
physical training, in the sense that it is prepared to acquire or absorb the laws and true
judgements of musical training. Chapter 2 presents —and casts doubts on— the standard
view that the soul’s spirited element is the primary target. In other words —according to the
standard view— a non-rational soul-part is prepared to acquire or absorb Callipolian laws and

true judgements from early ethical education.

35 Cf. Frede (1987b) 3: ‘its ordinary use [sc. of the verb ‘aisthanesthai’] is quite general. It
can be used in any case in which one perceives something by the senses and even more
generally in any case in which one becomes aware of something, notices something, realizes
or even comes to understand something, however this may come about.’

36 There is also Plato’s use of the language of seeing (e.g. ‘PAén®’) in the context of
intelligible items —for instance— at Republic 10 596 B 5 (cf. R. 7 529 B 4).
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Chapter 2

Does spirit learn to get things right?

2.1 Introduction

Chapter 1 §2 singles out the rational and spirited elements as soul-parts educated by musical
and physical training. Chapter 2 further develops this picture by presenting the standard view
according to which the soul’s spirited element is the proper or ultimate subject of Callipolian
laws, true judgements, and the soul’s ethical discriminatory faculty.! In other words, the
standard view holds spirit to be the so-called ‘primary target’ of musical training —for
instance— that soul-part which internalizes the norms of society.2 Chapter 2 §2 rehearses —
and calls into question— two arguments deployed by the standard view. Chapter 2 §3 sees the
standard view drive back doubts by appealing to the case of Leontius in Republic 4, but this
too is called into question. Chapter 2 §4 raises one final compelling worry against the

standard view, namely that it seems committed to partitioning the soul’s spirited element.

2.2 Spirit’s discriminatory faculty

The standard view deploys two arguments for the claim that spirit is the primary target of
early ethical education, in the sense that it explains the acquisition of laws, law-inculcated
judgements, etc. imparted throughout this education. The basic idea of the first argument —
call it ‘the argument from content’— is that the stories of musical training appeal to spirit by
touching upon topics with which the spirited element is by nature concerned. The basic idea
of the second argument —call it ‘the argument from psychic development’— is that musical

training begins at an early age during which the rational element is at best inchoate whereas

I See —e.g.: Gosling (1973) 44-45, 76-79, C. Gill (1985) 8-12, Cairns (1993) 383-388,
Kamtekar (1998) Section 4, Hobbs (2000) 11-14, 227-230, Moss (2005) 163-169,
Richardson Lear (2006) 116—117, Klosko (2006) Ch. 8, Pelosi (2010) 23, Destrée (2011)
268-273.

2 The view that spirit internalizes social norms is explicitly held by —e.g.: Gosling (1973)
4447, 49-50, Kamtekar (1998) 326, Hobbs (2000) 12, 29-31, 59-67, Moss (2005) 163168,
Saadi Liebert (2013) 182, 190-191, 192. Wilberding (2009) 362-365 speaks against this
internalization view.
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spirit is very much present and this imbalance favors spirit as the primary target. Both

arguments will be developed in turn.

The argument from content reminds us that the education of Callipolis’ future guardians is
designed to develop the best ethical character. In the discussion on the appropriate content of
the stories to be told (R. 2 377 C 5-R. 3 392 C 7), courage (R. 3 386 A 6-389 D 6) and
temperance (R. 3 389 D 7-392 C 7) are principally discussed whereas other ethical traits such
as piety and liberality are included in the discussion on the style of these stories (cf. R. 3 395
C 3-5). Note that courage, temperance, and liberality —and their opposites— are to be
known or perceived by the musically trained (T10). (I am assuming that piety is among the
ethical traits ‘akin [dderoa]” (402 C 4) to the explicitly mentioned excellences in T10
whereas impiety is among their opposites.) The immediately preceding passage articulated
the importance of a most proper education in musical training (T6). One important
consideration —according to the standard view— is illustrated by the young man who praises
honorable things (td kahd) and censures shameful things (td aioypd).> Since TI10 is a
consequence of T6 —mnote ‘dpo [then]” (402 A 7)— these two passages suggest that
excellences such as temperance, courage, liberality, etc. are among the honorable things
praised by the musically trained whereas their opposites are among the shameful things

censured. Musical training thus acquaints the soul with the honorable and the shameful .4

3 The Greek adjective ‘kaAdg [kalos]’ has been rendered for the standard view by ‘honorable’
and its opposite ‘aioypoév [aischron]’ by ‘shameful’. These terms could have a wider meaning
—for instance— the nominalized forms ‘10 kaA6v [to kalon]’ and ‘10 aicypoév [to aischron]’
may be rendered respectively by ‘moral beauty’ or ‘virtue’ and ‘baseness’ or ‘vice’ (cf. LSJ
s.v. ‘kardg’ 11T 2 and ‘aioypog’ 1T 2). A tentative point against the standard view is that we
should be wary of taking these terms to signify matters of interest exclusive to the spirited
element: after all, why exclude the rational element from taking an interest in excellence and
vice?

4 For instance, mutual hatred amongst citizens ought to be regarded as shameful (R. 2 378 C
1-2) as well as weeping and lamenting the loss of something valuable (R. 3 387 D 11-388 A
4 with 388 D 67 and R. 10 603 E 4-604 A 8).
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Now —the standard view continues— the honorable and the shameful are special to
the soul’s spirited element.> (Remember that each soul-part has its own characteristic tasks
and concerns (T2).) In Republic 9, Plato concludes a discussion sketching the four main kinds
of degenerate constitutions and the persons like them (R. 8 544 C 1-R. 9 576 B 9), the
purpose of which is to assess these alongside Callipolis and who is like it in order to answer
the question ‘is justice better than injustice?’. The assessment unfolds through three
arguments to show that the just are better off than the unjust. The second argument concludes
that the just are better off than the unjust because the former’s life is more pleasant than the
latter’s (R. 9 580 C 11-583 B 2). This argument is inspired by the fact that the embodied
human soul has three elements and evidently three kinds of pleasure, one belonging to each

soul-part (R. 9 580 C 11-D 8). With respect to the spirited element, Plato writes:

T11 Ti 6¢; 10 BupoedEg 00 TPOG TO KPATETY HEVTOL GAUEV Kol 581 A9
VIKGY Kol €000KIUETV del OAov mpuiicOat; B1
Kai péia.

Ei o0V @iA6viKov o)t Kol GIAOTILOV TPOGOYOPEVOLLEY, 7|
EUUEADG av Exot,

"Eppeiéotata pev ovv. B5

What about the spirited element? Don’t we say that it is wholly aimed always at
mastery, victory, and high repute?

Certainly.

Then wouldn’t it be appropriate for us to call it ‘victory-loving’ and ‘honor-loving’?

It would be most appropriate. (P1. R. 9 581 A9-B 5)

Passage T11 identifies the aims and appropriate names of the spirited part (cf. R. 8 550 B 6, B
7, 586 C 7-D 3). These aims and names pick out the pleasure of honor as the single kind of

pleasure belonging to the spirited part (R. 9 581 D 5-8 with 581 A 3-8 on singling out a kind

5 The view that spirit is concerned with the honorable and the shameful is held by —e.g.:
Annas (1981) 126—128, Cairns (1993) 381-392, Kamtekar (1998), Moss (2005) 155, Lorenz
(2006a) 151-152, Richardson Lear (2006) 117-118. Irwin (1977) 330 n. 28 takes the
philosophical part ‘[to] be attached to what is admirable, 403c4—7".
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of pleasure; cf. R. 5 475 A 9-B 3). This discussion indicates that the honorable and —
presumably— the shameful are special to the spirited element: for instance, the shameful
ought to be at least avoided and arguably outright hated in the pursuit of honor. (Note the nod
to passage T6.)

It is not implausible to suggest —then— that the soul’s acquaintance with the
honorable and the shameful during musical training appeals especially to the soul’s spirited
element. The standard view’s proposal is —first— that true judgements imparted throughout
musical training focus on the honorable and the shameful and —second— that they are
acquired by the spirited part given their pertaining to its characteristic concerns.® (The basic
assumption is that judgements about some concern (e.g. what is good for the soul) are
acquired by the soul-part sharing that very same concern (e.g. the rational part).7)

The argument from content appears to be complemented by an implicit account of
psychic development. (Here is the argument from psychic development.) The standard view
appeals to Socrates’ final observations in passage T6: after all, these final observations have
been universally understood to express the view that the musically trained will respond
correctly to the honorable and the shameful while they are still young and unable to grasp the

‘reason [AOyov]’ (402 A 2) —presumably of their behavior— but that later they will be able to

6 Kamtekar (1998) 334335 writes: ‘[musical and physical training] will impart to the spirited
part of their [sc. the auxiliaries’] souls such true beliefs (60&on) as are relevant to “political”
virtue: true beliefs about what things are to be feared, and what things are noble or honorable
(kaAd).” Moss (2005) 166 with n. 60 writes that musical training ‘directly targets judgements
about the shameful and the kalon.’

7 One may even think that not all judgements are available to each soul-part depending on the
terms in which they are expressed. Kamtekar (1998) 328 writes: ‘These examples of the
spirit’s activity attribute a striking degree of complexity to its judgements: that reason is
authoritative, that the appetites are to be overridden, that it would be base to do such-and-
such an action, that it is not fitting for a person like myself to be so treated, that it is right to
be punished for injustice. These judgements of worth are made in terms not available to the
appetitive part—whereas judgements of preference would seem to be available to the spirited
part, since it can choose greater honors over lesser.” Kamtekar (1998) 328 n. 23 entertains the
idea that ‘judgments of overall goodness are similarly unavailable to both lower parts of the
soul’. This is at least doubtful: a certain reading of the soul’s degeneration into a democratic
character suggests that the appetitive part can have so-called ‘judgements of worth’ as the
appetitive part there seems to be the primary subject of judgements confusing excellences for
vices and vices for excellences, e.g. calling shamelessness ‘courage’ (cf. T30 in Chapter 4

§3).
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welcome the arrival ‘of reason [toD Adyov]’ (402 A 3). This rendering allows these remarks to
suggest that a young soul’s rational element is inchoate in such a way that it is not a
promising candidate to account for correctly praising the honorable and correctly censuring
the shameful. (Chapter 5 §4 offers an original —and plausible— alternative to passage T6.)
This suggestion appears to be supported by a passage in Republic 4, in the discussion

to distinguish reason and spirit as soul-parts (441 A 5-C 3):

T12 AMN’ 0V yoremdv, o, pavijvor Kol yop &v Toig modiolg 441 A7
10070 v’ &v T1¢ 1001, &1L Bupod pev evbvg yevopueva Lectd €oTt,
Aoyiopod 8’ &viot pev Epotye S0KoDGLY OVOEMOTE UETAAUUPA-
Ve, ol 6& ToAAOL OYE TTOTE. B1

Noi pé A, v 8 8y®, KAADG ye elmec. B2

But it isn’t difficult —he said— to show [sc. spirit to be different from the rational
element]. For, even in children one can see this, that they are full of spirit right from
birth whereas some seem to me never to get a share of rational calculation —and the
many quite late.

Yes by Zeus —I said— you have spoken well. (Pl. R. 4 441 A 7-B 2; c¢f. R. 7534 D
3-7)8

Passage T12 makes an observation about the manifestations of spirit and rational calculation
in children. Glaucon takes an obvious imbalance to show that the spirited and rational
elements are different from one another.

This implicit account of psychic development appears to support the standard view
that spirit acquires true judgements during musical training: first, remember that musical and
physical training take place while the soul is young; second, passage T12 confirms that a
young soul’s rational element is inchoate and so musical and physical training could be said

to happen ‘before the advent of reason’d; third, passage T12 suggests that spirit is not

8 Cf. Pl Lg. 672 B 8-C 7.

9 Kamtekar (1998) 334. Ganson (2009) 186 n. 21 writes: ‘reason is lacking in animals and
young children.’
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inchoate since children are ‘full [peotd]” (441 A 8) of spirit upon being born. Now —the
standard view observes— spirit is capable of having its own judgements (cf. T15).10 These
observations make spirit an attractive candidate to account for a young soul’s correctly
praising the honorable and correctly censuring the shameful. Furthermore —the standard
view would add— the rational part’s characteristic concerns such as giving accounts,
understanding what is good for the whole soul, etc. are absent in musical and physical
training (cf. T5 and T6). (Chapter 5 §4 rejects this interpretation by arguing that acquiring
laws and law-inculcated judgements in the finest way possible involves a rational account.) If
one assumes that an activity or lesson appeals to a specific soul-part to the extent that the
activity or lesson engages that part’s characteristic concerns —e.g. honor and shame in the
case of spirit— and one endorses the standard view that musical training is all about honor
and shame, then it will appear that musical and physical training do not really appeal to the
rational part. The standard view may insist on a salient characteristic of musical training,
namely the (apparently) passive unreflective reception of laws and judgement (T5).!! This
feature appeals to the standard view because it fits well with the characterization of spirit as

an ally of reason, in particular with its being compared to an obedient dog:

T13 Ti 8¢ dtav ddikelobai Tig yfiTar, ovk &v TovT (el Te Kai 440C6

yoremaivel kol cuppoyel T@ dokoDvTL dkai®, Kol did TO

10 Some commentators appeal also to Republic 4 440 B 9-D 6 (cf. T13) as showing that spirit
is the subject of certain judgements. But the text indicates a person —note ‘tic [someone]’ at
440 B 9 and 440 C 6— as the subject of thought. If the subject of thought is properly some
soul-part, it is noteworthy that spirit ‘is an ally of what seems just to him [coppoyel t@®
dokodvtt owkaim]’ (440 C 7). This is noteworthy because talk of alliance suggests that spirit is
distinct from the subject of thought: after all, an army and its ally are not numerically one and
the same. Saldafia (2021) Section 4 uses this observation to motivate an intuitive distinction
between reason and spirit.

11 Thaler (2015) 412 writes: ‘This “stamping” metaphor which presupposes a passive
receptive medium for the absorption of the imprint aptly captures a defining feature of the
guardian’s musical education: the effect which this education has on their souls is not
achieved by stimulating any form of conscious reflection on their part regarding the nature
and characteristics of the various artistic models with which they are presented.’ To be clear,
Thaler (2015) rejects the standard view because early ethical education does not furnish the
spirited part with a sound ethical discriminatory faculty as the latter results from
philosophical knowledge.
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KOOVG TV APYOVTOV DOTEP TOWEVAOV TOAEMG. D6

But what happens when someone regards himself to be suffering injustice? Does the
spirit in him not boil and become violent and is an ally of what seems just to him?
And suffering through hunger, cold, and all such things, does it stand firm and
conquer and does not give up from what is noble until it finishes or dies or —just as a
dog under a shepherd— it becomes gentle by being called to heel by the reason
alongside it?

Spirit —he said— certainly seems to be as you say it is. And indeed we put the
auxiliaries in our city to be like obedient dogs to the rulers who are like shepherds of a

city. (PL. R. 4 440 C 6-D 6)

Passage T13 describes spirit as unreflectively reacting to the thought of one’s being treated
unjustly. It describes spirit also as being obedient to reason. If musical training involves a
passive unreflective reception of laws and judgements —presumably, of what is rational—
and it is characteristic of spirit to obey reason, then it is tempting to explain the passive
unreflective reception of laws and judgements in terms of the spirited part.

It is noteworthy —the standard view may add— that Glaucon tacitly connects the
soul’s spirited part and Callipolian auxiliaries since it promises the following line of thought.
Both the argument from content and the argument from psychic development are purportedly
confirmed by appealing to the city-soul analogy in the discussion to identify courage in
Callipolis (R. 4 429 A 8430 C 7; cf. the context to T5). The city is (called) courageous
because of the part that engages in battle on its behalf, in particular because of that part’s
power to preserve through everything —distress, pleasure, appetite, etc.— the judgements

learned throughout education (429 B 1-D 3; cf. R. 4 433 C 7-8). Now T5 observes both that
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the auxiliary class is the part because of which Callipolis is (called) courageous and that
education in musical and physical training plays a role in their becoming courageous. Both
the identification of courage in Callipolis by reference to the auxiliaries and their courage
being the result of musical and physical training appear to confirm that the soul’s spirited
element acquires true judgements from musical training. For, passage TS lays great stress on
the auxiliaries’ acquisition of these true judgements and it is tempting to explain the
achievements of Callipolian auxiliaries in terms of the corresponding soul part in the sense
that what is true of auxiliaries is true of the soul’s spirited element. This tempting explanation
recalls that the task to identify the nature of justice begins with the genesis of a city partly
due to assuming tentatively an isomorphic account of justice in an individual soul and in a
city. This tentative assumption then loses all reservation after wisdom, courage, temperance,
and justice are identified in Callipolis and it is expected both that the human soul has the
same three forms as in the city and that it receives the same names (e.g. ‘wise’, ‘courageous’,
etc.) because of the same conditions as in the city (R. 4 435 A 6—C 3). The discussion next
moves to ascertain whether the soul does in fact have the same three forms as in the city and
the answer is affirmative: their presence in the city is due to their presence in private
individuals (R. 4 435 D 9436 A 7) —for instance— a city’s ‘spiritedness [10
Bopoedég]’ (435 E 3) is due to no other than the spiritedness of its private individuals. This
analogy thus invites explaining the achievements of Callipolian auxiliaries in terms of the
corresponding soul-part in the sense that what is true of the auxiliaries is true of the soul’s
spirited element. Consequently, since auxiliaries acquire true judgements throughout early

ethical education, it is expected that spirit acquires true judgements in this education. (Some
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commentators believe that musical and physical training produces honor-loving auxiliaries,

that is auxiliaries ruled by their spirited part.!2)

There are a number of initial doubts to place on the standard view. (I ease in with a general
doubt, followed by doubts on the argument from content, the argument from psychic
development, etc..) The standard view presupposes that the spirited element learns what is
taught in early ethical education such as laws and law-inculcated judgements about the
fearful and the not fearful. Passage T2 indeed presupposes that the spirited part can learn:
‘And these two [sc. the rational and spirited parts] having thus been nurtured and having truly
learned and been educated in their roles’ (R. 4 442 A 4-5). But what kind of learning does
Plato have in mind with respect to the spirited part? Plato consistently associates learning
with the philosophical or rational element of the soul from as early as Book 2 (375 E 8§-376 C
3; cfR. 3411 C 9-D 6)13 to as late as Book 9 both identifying it as the part ‘by which a man

12 Cooper (1984) 14 (‘Bopudc governs them [sc. the warriors in Callipolis]’), [rwin (1995) 234
(‘since the auxiliaries are guided primarily by the spirited part of the soul, which is also the
honour loving part’), Kamtekar (1998) 316 (‘honor-lovers in the ideal city—the musically
trained auxiliaries’, ‘the psychology of honor-lovers in terms of [...] the spirited part of the
soul which dominates them’), Bobonich (2002) 501 n. 96 (‘But insofar as the auxiliaries
really are guided primarily by the Spirited part of the soul and so are lovers of honor”). There
are difficulties with this position. First, it is puzzling: if musical and physical training
produces honor-lovers who are ruled by the spirited part, why do some of them go on to
higher, philosophical studies? It is not obvious that honor-lovers would be motivated to
pursue higher studies (cf. R. 9 581 D 5-8). The second difficulty is lexical. Both ‘@ulotipog
[honor-loving]’ and ‘@iAdvikog [victory-loving]’ are used to denote a person or soul ruled by
the spirited part (respectively R. 8 550 B 5-7 and R. 9 581 C 4-6). It is noteworthy both that
there are seven instances of ‘@iAdvikog’ in addition to fifteen of ‘@AOTOG’ in the Republic
and that not one of these is ever used explicitly in connection to a Callipolian auxiliary. (Cf.
Wilberding (2009) 357: ‘The philotimos is indeed someone who desires all kinds of honor
from all kinds of people, and to this extent this disposition is properly contrasted with that of
loving only the honor bestowed by good and praiseworthy human beings. This hardly looks
like a description of the auxiliary.”) Indeed, Republic 8 548 E 4-549 B 11 contends that
honor-lovers are not adequately educated, i.e. they are not brought up like Callipolian
auxiliaries (cf. R. 8 550 A 5-B 8). Furthermore, it is noteworthy that an honor-lover
corresponds to an honor-loving constitution (R. 8 548 D 6, 549 B 9—-10) —not to an auxiliary.
Wilberding (2009) 354-356 argues that auxiliaries are not spirit-ruled honor-lovers:
auxiliaries receive the early ethical education resulting in the soul’s being ruled by reason
(T2; cf. R. 3410 C 5412 A 3) and this is confirmed in Republic 9 (T42 in Chapter 5 §4).

13 Cf. Chapter 1 §2 the text to n. 7 and n. 12 with its main text.
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learns [@ pavOaver &vOponoc]’ (580 D 9; cf. R. 9 581 B 6) and calling it ‘learning-loving
[eopabéc]’ (R. 9 581 B 10); and Plato does not limit the philosophical or rational element’s
learning to sophisticated intellectual truths as it can learn —for instance— to procure
cigarettes (cf. R. 9 590 C 1-6; note ‘deliberating [BovAevouevol]’ (458 A 4) in R. 5457 E 7—
458 B 1, an activity associated with reason: R. 4 442 B 5-9, R. 10 604 C 5-D 6).

‘But what about the judgements pertaining to courage?” —the standard view may
protest— ‘Don’t forget the concern to have auxiliaries acquire these judgements in the best
way possible [T5] and that psychic courage is characterized as the spirited part’s preserving
them through distress and pleasure [T3]. Surely it preserves judgements it alone has
acquired!” There is reason to doubt this reading of passage T3 given its immediate sequel (the

account of psychic wisdom):

T14 ooV 8¢ e 8ketv T® okpd pépet, Td O Npyév T &V 442 C 4
a0t Kol TadTO TOPTYYEALEY, EXOV A KAKEIVO SmoTAUNY &V C5
abT@ TNV TOD GLUPEPOVTOG EKACT® TE Kol OA® TG KOWVEQD
oO®OV ATV TPLOV SVIOV.

ITévo pév ovv. C8

But ‘wise’ [we call him] because of that small part which rules in him and makes
these announcements [sc. about the fearful and the not fearful (cf. T3)], which has
within it that knowledge of what is advantageous both for each part and for the whole

—the community of all three beings. (P1. R. 4 442 C 4-8)14

Passage T14 characterizes the psychic virtue of wisdom as the rule of the rational part and the
latter is explicitly identified as issuing the announcements pertaining to the excellence of
courage. This presupposes that reason acquires those true judgements about the fearful and
the not fearful. T14 also suggests that reason is the proper or ultimate subject of these true
judgements insofar as it is characterized as the part that ‘makes these announcements [todta

napnyyehrev]’ (442 C 5); it is not the part that accepts those judgements from some other

14 Cf. PL.7i. 70 E 5-71 A 3.
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soul-part. In other words, it is not the case that the spirited part preserves judgements about
the fearful and the not fearful it alone has acquired.

It may be objected that passage T14 does not support construing the rational part as
the proper or ultimate subject of true judgements pertaining to courage. For, passage T14
concerns wise souls with ‘knowledge [émiotiun] of what is advantageous both for each part
and for the whole’ (442 C 5-6) in which case passage T14 concerns philosophers who receive
a higher education.!> In other words, passage T14 need mean only that reason issues true
judgements pertaining to courage in the case of (wise) philosophers who have knowledge due
to further studies past musical and physical training. This reading leaves open the possibility
that another soul-part is the proper or ultimate subject of these true judgements in the case of
courageous individuals who lack philosophical knowledge (émiotiun) such as the
auxiliaries.1©

This is tempting, but unconvincing: there is reason to doubt that ‘émictiun
[knowledge]’ here in Republic 4 denotes philosophical knowledge. In the discussion
identifying wisdom in Callipolis (R. 4 428 B 1-429 A 7), Socrates and Glaucon recognize in
the city many kinds of knowledge (428 B 10-11 —mnote ‘émiotijpor [the Greek plural
nominative of ‘knowledge’]’ at 428 B 10) such as knowledgeable carpenters.!?7 But the city
ought not to be called ‘wise’ because of them, rather it should be called ‘skilled in
carpentry’ (428 B 12—-C 1). It is noteworthy that their knowledge is characterized as
deliberating about how wooden objects can be best (428 C 2—3) whereas the knowledge that
accounts for the city’s being called ‘wise’ —namely guardianship— deliberates about the

whole city, about its best relations both internal and external (428 C 11-D 7; cf. the

15 Cooper (1977) 152 takes Republic 5-7 ‘to work out a theory of what this knowledge [sc. in
T14] consists of’; see also Bobonich (2002) 43 with n. 46. Wilberding (2009) 360 accepts
that the psychological definitions of courage, temperance, and justice apply to the auxiliaries
whereas the definition of wisdom does not.

16 The objection may observe also that the cognitive state resulting from musical training
cannot be or pass for knowledge (émiotnun): later in Republic 7 (521 D 4-522 B 2, in
particular T43), musical training is said to fall short of conveying or imparting knowledge
(¢momun). A plausible reply is that the term ‘€émotiun [knowledge]’ acquires a more
specific sense in the middle books of the Republic, namely as a term reserved for the
cognitive grasp of Platonic Forms.

17Ct. PL. Tht. 146 C 7-D 3.
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discussion on craft knowledge in R. 1 341 C 5-342 E 11). These remarks not only presuppose
that carpenters have knowledge (émiotiun), but also they suggest that carpenters can be
called ‘wise’ about wooden objects: after all, guardians are presumably to be called ‘wise’ in
virtue of their knowledge, yet guardianship and carpentry do not seem to differ in type (of
knowledge), but only in the object over which they are set (cf. R. 4 438 C 6-D 8). In other
words, being called ‘wise’ does not require having philosophical knowledge and passage T14
is probably not concerned with philosophers: after all, it is contextually related to passage T2
which begins with: ‘And —just as we were saying— is it not a mixture of musical training
and physical training that will make them [sc. the rational and spirited parts] harmonious
[...]". Consequently, T14 probably speaks of wisdom in the context of musical and physical
training. If the above is correct, then passage T14 casts doubt on the standard view’s
interpretation of T3: T14 suggests that the rational part —not spirit— is the proper or
ultimate subject of true judgements about the fearful and the not fearful. (Chapter 2 §4
returns to spirit’s role in judgement-preservation and confirms this suggestion.)

The initial doubt-inspiring observation —namely that we learn because of our rational
part— casts a shadow too upon the argument from psychic development. Passage T12 denies
only that children are ful/l of rational calculation right from birth and to that extent —
admittedly— the rational part is inchoate. But this cannot be taken to deny that the rational
part can benefit from musical training. For, the lack of being full of rational calculation right
from birth does not deter Socrates from later proposing that young students in early ethical
education should receive simultaneously a mathematical education (R. 7 536 D 4-537 C 5).18
Socrates proposes that young students take up a paradigmatically rational education despite
their not being full of rational calculation right from birth. It is noteworthy that no
commentator who endorses the standard view —as far as I know— assumes that early ethical
education requires rational calculation. Why should its not being fully present from birth
matter? If not being full of rational calculation right from birth is compatible with receiving a
mathematical education, why disqualify the rational element from an education that —

according to the standard view— does not even require rational calculation?

18 Cf. Jenkins (2015). A longer discussion on passage T12 can be found in Chapter 5 §4, the
main text after n. 24.
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Suppose —for the sake of argument— that the standard view is correct. Passage T2
claims that a correct mixture of musical and physical training will make the rational and
spirited elements harmonious, in particular they will have ‘truly learned their own roles [®g
aAnBdg o vtV pobovie]’ (442 A 4-5), i.e. they will be adept at their own affairs. Since
early ethical education makes the rational part adept at its own affairs and this includes being
the soul’s leader —for instance, caring for the soul as a whole and for each element (R. 4 442
B 5-9; cf. T14)— it follows that early ethical education brings about a rational part that has
truly learned at least to care for the soul as a whole and for each element. This achievement
seems to be obscure on the standard view: how on earth does the rational part become adept
at its own roles? If the rulership of the rational part is a mysterious achievement on the
standard view, then equally mysterious should be the spirited part’s becoming adept at its role
of being an ally of the rational part (cf. 442 B 5-9): after all, the standard view does not
clearly yield a ruling rational part. (Chapter 2 §3 returns to spirit’s role as an ally of reason.)

There is another doubt to cast upon the standard view. This doubt concerns the

account of psychic temperance in Republic (442 C 9-D 4):19

T15 Ti 6¢; coepova oV Ti) PIAMQ Kol GOUPOVIY TT] ADTOV 442 C9
TOVT®V, OTOV TO TE APYOV KOl TA APYOUEV® TO AOYIGTIKOV D1
OLOJOEDGL BETV Apyev Kal U oTastal®moy avTd;

Toepocvvn Yodv, 1 8’ &g, ovk dAlo ti oty §j TodTO,

TOAEMG T€ Kol 101 TOV. D4

And isn’t he temperate because of the friendly and harmonious relation between
these same ones [sc. ‘three beings [tpi®dv dvtwv]’ (442 C 7 in T14)]20, whenever the
ruler and the two ruled agree perfectly that the rational one must rule and they don’t
form a faction against it?

Temperance —he said— is surely nothing other than that, both in a city and in an

individual. (PL. R. 4 442 C9-D 4)

19 This account receives further discussion in the Introduction §0.2.

20 Cf. Whiting (2012) 199 n. 28 and this study’s Introduction §0.2 n. 10.
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Passage T15 describes temperance as a ‘friendly and harmonious relation’ between three
soul-elements, presumably the rational, the spirited, and the appetitive elements. This
achievement is a mystery on the standard view: how does primarily educating the spirited
element bring about a friendly and harmonious relation between —for instance— the
appetitive and the rational elements? The spirited part is characterized by a certain fierceness
capable of being made useful, but being gentle is not characteristic of it (cf. R. 3 410 D 6-10
with R. 2 375 A 2—C 9) and even a well-educated spirited part that has been made gentle is
still characterized by aggression (cf. R. 4 441 E 3-442 B 9 with 440 A 6-B 8). It is thus far
from obvious that primarily educating a characteristically aggressive soul-part would bring
about a friendly and harmonious relation between the appetitive and the rational elements. It
is worth emphasizing both that the use of force does not result in genuine temperance and
that it is a sign of inferior education (cf. R. 548 B 4—C 4 with 554 C 11-D 4).21

The mystery of achieving psychic temperance according to the standard view
becomes more apparent upon careful consideration. There are two kinds of characterization
of psychic temperance in the Republic. There is a —call it— ‘judgemental’ construal
according to which psychic temperance appears as a certain agreement in judgement
(0podo&in) about the soul’s rulership (T15; cf. R. 4 433 C 6,430 E 1-432 B 2 esp. 431 D 9-E
3 and 432 A 6-B 2). There is also a —call it— ‘non-judgemental’ construal in terms of the

mastery of inferior desires by better desires:

T16 Kai pnv kol ¢ ye moAhag kol tovtodoamag Embuuiog Kol 431B9
Ndovég Te Kai Amog v moisi pdAiota dv Tig ebpot kai yovauéi Cl
Kol 0lKETOUG, Kol TV EAeVBEPV AeyOoUEV@V €V TOIG TOAAOTG TE

Kol QOOAOLG.

21 Republic 7 536 A 2-8 introduces a distinction between spurious excellence and genuine
excellence. I suggest that Republic 8 554 C 11-D 4 presents a case of spurious temperance as
opposed to genuine temperance: it fits a general interpretation of temperance that
acknowledges the presence of ‘something better and something worse in the soul of the same
person [Tt &v avT® T AvOpOTT® TEPL TNV Yoy TO HEV PEATIOV EVi, TO OE Yeipov]’ (R. 4 431 A
4-5) and regards it as ‘whenever the naturally better is a master of the worse [dtav pév 10
Béltiov @voel 10D yeipovog dyxpatic f]’ (431 A 5-6); but the oligarch’s control is
characterized by force rather than a friendly and harmonious relation (T15), which —I
assume— holds of genuine temperance.
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"Eyay’, o). D3

Moreover, one would find many and varied desires, pleasures, and distresses
especially in children, women, and household slaves, plus in the inferior majority of
those who are called ‘free’.

Certainly.

But you would chance upon the simple and moderate ones, which are led by
calculation with the aid of understanding and correct judgement, in a few who have
the best natures and the best education.

True —he said.

Do you not see these too in your city, namely the desires of the inferior majority
mastered on the spot by the desires and by the wisdom of the excellent minority?

I do—he said. (P1. R. 4431 B9-D 3;cf. R.3389D7-E 3, R. 4430 E 1-431 B3, R.
9586 D 4-E 3)

Passage T16 suggests that we all begin —note ‘€v mousi [in children]’ (431 C 1)— with some

multifarious desires and pleasures (cf. T35 and T36). It suggests also that we may be

educated —note ‘BéAtiota ¢ madevbeioy [and receiving the best education]’ (431 C 7)— to

acquire simple and moderate desires which follow rational calculation, true judgement, etc..

But how does primarily educating the spirited part bring about —for instance— appetitive

desires ‘led by calculation with the aid of understanding and correct judgement’ (431 C 5-6)?

How does primarily educating the spirited part bring about a rational part that leads non-
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rational desires by rational calculation, true judgement, etc.? This is a mystery on the
standard view according to which educating the spirited part explains the achievements of

early ethical education.22

2.3 The case of Leontius

The standard view may protest by appealing to the story of Leontius in Republic 4. After
arguing for two elements in the soul, namely reason and appetite, it remains to determine

whether there is a third:

T17 Tadto pév totvov, v 8 &yd, Svo Huiv dpicHm &idn &v yoyi 439 E 1
gvovta: 10 8¢ 81 tod Bupod kol @ Bupodueda TOTEPOV TPiTOV,
1| TOVTOV TOTEPW AV €N OLOPVES;
"Towg, &pn, T® £TEPW, TM EMOLUNTIK®D.
AM, v & €yd, moTe dKoDGag TL TETEV® TODTO, O &po. ES5S
Agbvtiog 0 Aylaiovog aviav €k Iepaidg Hmd 10 Popetov
TEWYOG EKTOC, 0ioOOUEVOC VEKPOVC TaPAL TM ONLI® KEWEVOLG,
o pév 18€iv dmBopoi, Bua 8¢ o dvoyepaivol kol dmotpémot
E0VTOV, Kol TEWS PEV HLAYO1TO TE Kol TOPOKOADTTOLTO 440 A 1

Kpatodpevog 8’ odv V7o Tiig dmbvpiag, dtedcdoog Todg

22 The standard view may wish to counter by claiming either that the spirited part is not the
primary target in the case of psychic temperance or that genuine temperance is not an
achievement of early ethical education. These are unacceptable maneuvers. The first claim is
ad hoc: why should the spirited part —all of a sudden— not be the primary target or
beneficiary of early ethical education? The second claim is unpalatable since the excellences
discussed in Republic 4 are an outcome of early ethical education (cf. Chapter 1 §2 n. 11). If
— moreover— the auxiliaries are not genuinely temperate and thus enjoying simple and
moderate desires, then they will be miserable in Callipolis and probably suffering internal
faction: after all, auxiliaries are denied private possessions (cf. R. 3 416 D 4417 B 9, R. 5
464 B 8—C 4, 464 D 6-E 3). But if the auxiliaries are miserable, how on earth will there be
confidence in them —for instance— in their not turning against the other citizens? (Cf. R. 8
547 B 2-548 C 8 for the timocratic political constitution.) Note that the money-loving nature
is basically non-existent in Callipolian guardians and auxiliaries (cf. R. 8 549 A 9-B 8, 547 B
2—C 5 with 548 A 5-C 5), a fact that does not fit well with denying genuine temperance to
auxiliaries.
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Inpaivel yap, Eon. A8

Then —I said— let these two kinds be distinguished in the soul. Now is spirit,
namely by which we get infuriated, a third or is it of the same nature as either of the
other two?

Perhaps —he said— it’s like the appetitive.

But —I said— I once heard something that I believe, namely that Leontius, the son
of Aglaion, was going up from the Piraeus along the outside of the North Wall when
he saw some bodies lying at the executioner’s feet.23 He had an appetite to look, but at
the same time he was disgusted and turned away. For a time he struggled with himself
and covered his face; but finally overpowered by the appetite, he pushed his eyes wide
open, rushed towards the bodies, and said: “Look for yourselves, you evil wretches,
take your fill of the beautiful sight!”

I too —he said— have heard that story.

It certainly proves —I said— that anger sometimes wages war against the appetites
as something really different against another.

Indeed it proves this —he said. (Pl. R. 4 439 E 1-440 A 8)

23 The standard interpretation is that the executioner is disposing of corpses of criminals. But
Todd (2000) 49 writes: ‘it is tempting instead to read this as the final stage of
apotumpanismos [sc. a method of execution]’. Todd (2000) 49 n. 64 cites Antiphon (Orat.) 2.
4. 5 to observe that the word ‘vekpog’ can signify ‘a body in its death throes’ (cf. LSJ s.v.
‘vekpdc’ I 2). It is unclear —then— whether the executioner is disposing of corpses or is
executing criminals. I leave it an open question and adjust by speaking of ‘the bodies’ (i.e.
either corpses or bodies in death throes) or ‘the sight’ (i.e. either of executed criminals or of
an execution). It is noteworthy that Leontius desires to look at either corpses or an execution
because this amounts to his witnessing and coming in contact with death and this is relevant
to explaining the rational part’s opposition to the appetitive part (cf. the text corresponding to
n. 37 here in Chapter 2 §3.)
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Passage T17 sees Socrates introduce a story in response to Glaucon’s suggestion that the
spirited element is the same as the appetitive. Leontius’ behavior shows that spirit and
appetite cannot be the same element. For, Leontius’ spirit is at war against his appetitive part.

The standard view may protest against the above-mentioned doubts by appealing to
passage T17: first, the story is meant to distinguish the spirited part from the appetitive;
second, the story introduces a conflict between spirit and appetite without the presence or
intervention of reason;?4 third, note Leontius’s disgust —‘dvoyepaivolr [he was
disgusted]’ (439 E 8)— which is a response mentioned in passage T6 in the context of
musically trained responses to what is honorable and what is shameful; plus, it is plausible
that Leontius’ disgust is motivated by some evaluative judgement in terms associated with
spirit (e.g. shamefulness) concerning his appetitive desire.25 In other words, the story of
Leontius should confirm that the spirited element is the proper or ultimate subject of
judgements about what is honorable and what is shameful.

There are several reasons to doubt reading passage T17 as introducing a conflict
between spirit and appetite without the intervention of reason.26 One salient reason is the
immediate sequel to T17 and its observation concerning the nature of spirit’s opposition to

appetite:

T18 Ovkodv kol dAL00L, Eenv, ToAlayod aicOavoueda, dtav 440 A9
Bralwvtal Tva Tapd TOV Aoyiopov Embopiot, Aodopodvia Te B1

avTOV Koi Bvpovuevov 1@ Pralopéve v adtd, kol domep

24 T here reference commentators who are committed to this view either explicitly or clearly
by implication —e.g.: Kraut (1973) 210, Reeve (1988) 130, Calabi (1998) 188—-89, Vegetti
(1998-2007) I 92 n. 98, Carone (2001) 137, Fortenbaugh (2002) 35, Moss (2005) 153,
Burnyeat (2006) 1011, Lorenz (2006a) 151-53, 159, Shields (2010) 153, 156, Reeve (2013)
159, Saadi Liebert (2013) 182, 185-86 with n. 33, 197 (but see also 194 n. 61).

25 Moss (2005) 153 writes: “Why does spirit object to appetite’s desire? Clearly because it
feels disgust: looking at corpses for pleasure is something shameful.” Price (2010) takes
Plato’s view of the emotions to construe them as involving some kind of cognition. But note
Fortenbaugh (2002) 37: ‘[recognition of] the essential involvement of cognition in emotional
response [...] did not arise in the Academy before the period of Plato’s Philebus’.

26 These reasons are discussed thoroughly in Saldafia (2021).
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Don’t we often notice this elsewhere too —I said— when appetites force someone
contrary to rational calculation, he reproaches himself and is infuriated with what is in
himself doing the forcing, and —as if there were two factions— the spirit of such a

person becomes an ally with his reason? (Pl. R. 4 440 A 9-B 4)

Passage T18 observes that self-rebuke and anger arise when appetites force us against
rational calculation. If Leontius’ case involves no opposition between reason and appetite,
then passage T18 introduces a different, complex kind of opposition between the spirited and
the appetitive elements: in T18, there is first a conflict between reason and appetite and
second (a conflict) between spirit and appetite. Consequently, the standard view’s appeal to
the story of Leontius is committed to denying that T18 is a generalization of Leontius’ case.2”

Denying that T18 is a generalization does not fit well with the text. For, the opening
adverb, ‘ovkodv’, when used in questions, invites assent either to an inference or to an
addition to something that has already received assent.28 In T18, ‘ovkobv’ seems to invite
assent to an addition rather than to an inference: after all, T17 ends simply with Glaucon’s

emphatic agreement to Socrates’ concluding remark. Now T18 does not seem to introduce a

27 Supporters of the view that only spirit opposes Leontius’ appetite in passage T17 seem to
overlook this implication. Some commentators take passage T18 to be a generalization and
they do not involve spirit in the first opposition —e.g.: Penner (1971) 103—04 n. 6, Irwin
(1995) 212, Kamtekar (1998) 326, Wilberding (2009) 365, Singpurwalla (2013) 44, 48-49,
57. Renaut (2014) 180 with 172-74 offers a hybrid interpretation, namely that spirit is
present in the shame evinced by Leontius covering his face —before Leontius’ anger— and
that T18 is an explanation of Leontius’ case, and so his reason and appetite are in opposition.
This hybrid interpretation is not convincing: first, there is no mention of shame (aid®¢) in
T17 in contrast to T19 (discussed below at the end of Chapter 2 §4); second,
‘mapakaivrrotto [covered his face]’ (440 A 1) need not even signal shame or any expression
of the spirited element: it could simply be another attempt at not looking at the scene, an
attempt going in hand with Leontius’ being disgusted which —I suggest below— arises from
the rational part. (I am grateful to an anonymous referee for pressing me here.) Consider that
averting or covering one’s face from a disgust-eliciting source is a typical reaction (cf.
Lateiner and Spatharas (2017) 8). In other words, it is not necessary that Leontius’ covering
his face is a sign of shame.

28 .SJ s.v. ‘ovkodV’ 1.
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substantive addition: ‘ovkodv’ is followed by an adverbial ‘xai [and]’2® which would not add
anything new, but a stress on the familiarity of Leontius’ struggle; put another way, ‘00kodV’
followed by an adverbial ‘kai [and]’ suggests that Socrates means to elucidate the struggle
within Leontius’ soul. If this is correct, then passage T18 means that elsewhere there are
cases ‘just as [kai]” Leontius’, namely cases of self-rebuke and anger at appetites when they
force against rational calculation. In other words, T18 elucidates Leontius’ case and requires
recognizing that Leontius’ rational part first opposes his appetitive part, i.e. it is not the case
that only Leontius’ spirit opposes his appetitive part. (Further justification for taking T18 as
elucidating Leontius’ case is offered below.)

This reading of T18 may appear to fail at taking proper account of a key word,
‘aAloOt [elsewhere]” (440 A 9).30 For, ‘elsewhere [AL0O1]” signals a different sort of case
from Leontius’ and thus T18 should not be read as an elucidation or even a generalization.3!
In other words, T17 and T18 do not introduce cases of an identical type. The adverbial ‘xai
[and]’ is explained by their having in common spirit’s conflict with appetite: while T17 shows
spirit all on its own in conflict with the appetitive part, T18 shows spirit also (kai) in conflict
with the appetitive part in other cases (8AAoO1), namely as the rational part’s ally.
Consequently, since T18 introduces a different sort of conflict between spirit and appetite —
whereby spirit operates in concert with reason— there is no difficulty with reading T17 as
showing spirit all on its own in conflict with the appetitive part.

There are three points against this objection. First, ‘G@AAobt [elsewhere]” need not
mean a difference in kind as it can indicate only a difference in place or location.32 This use
of ‘@AAo01’ is present in the Republic without suggesting or implying a difference in kind (cf.
R.3394C5,R.5460B 1,R. 7517 D 8, R. 9 584 D 8). Second, the expression ‘@ALOTOV Tl
[of another kind]” would better mark clearly a difference in kind and it is available to Plato

(cf. R.6500A3,R.8559B 8§, R. 10 598 A 9).33 Third, ‘@GAho0t’ (R. 2 368 D 5) is used in the

29 LSJ s.v. ‘kai’ B 2. The weight of this ‘kai’ was brought to my attention by Paolo Crivelli.
30 T owe this objection to Victor Caston.

31 Cf. LSJ s.v. “6Aho0 11.

32 LSJ s.v. “‘@Alott’ 1.

3 LSJ s.v. ‘@Aroiog’ 1.
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sense proposed for T18, that is as finding the same thing elsewhere (GAA001). In Republic 2
(368 C 8-D 7), Socrates proposes a method of investigation to identify the nature of justice
—as follows. Suppose that someone orders us to read small letters at a distance, yet we lack
keen eyesight. Then someone considers ‘that the same letters are somewhere else [0tL Td
avTa yphpupota €0t mov kol GAA0Ol]’ (368 D 4-5), bigger and on a bigger surface. The
method would be to read first the larger letters in order to investigate the smaller ones and to
verify their identity. The method shows that what is to be found elsewhere (8AL001) need not
be something of a different kind —indeed— it could even be the same. Consequently,
‘@ALo0’ in T18 need not introduce a different sort of case from Leontius’.

There is another motivation for taking T18 as elucidating Leontius’ case. The passage
introduces a conception of spirit as by nature an ally of reason —if not corrupted by a bad
education— and it is followed by an emphatic agreement that the spirited element would not
side with appetites against reason’s command (440 B 4-8). Despite the emphatic agreement,
the conception of spirit as an ally of reason is pressed with two further illustrations (440 B 9—
C 5 and T13). Thereafter, Socrates and Glaucon reflect on the fact that spirit presents itself
not as something like appetite and the point about spirit bearing arms alongside the rational
part is repeated (440 E 1-4). The insistence on spirit’s alliance suggests that it plays a
significant role both in identifying and in describing this part of the soul. If this is correct,
then the conception (of spirit as an ally) ought to hold throughout the argument to distinguish
the spirited part from appetite, including in the story about Leontius. Admittedly, it is not
obvious that spirit’s alliance comes through the story on its own: after all, there is no explicit
mention that reason first opposes appetite. But to read Leontius’ case without reason’s
intervention is problematic as it creates an unwelcome discrepancy: if only spirit opposes
Leontius’ appetite, then the story stands aloof to the lengthy description of the spirited part as
an ally of reason, a characteristic that receives consistently plentiful attention despite its
being obvious to Socrates and Glaucon. If only spirit opposes Leontius’ appetite, then the
story sticks out like a sore thumb.

There is one final unwelcome discrepancy to reading Leontius’ case without reason’s
intervention. If only spirit opposes Leontius’ appetite and passage T18 in conjunction with
the other examples introduce another kind of opposition with an explanation of the conflict

(i.e. spirit’s alliance to reason), then observe that an explicit explanation of spirit’s opposition
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in T17 is lacking. This does not fit well with the fact that Plato provides an explanation of
opposition when the soul’s elements are distinguished. In the argument to distinguish the
rational and the appetitive elements, Socrates explains the opposition to appetite as being due
to reason. The explanation may be lacking in detail, but it is an explanation nonetheless. In
T18 and the other examples concerning spirit, the explanation of spirit’s behavior is attributed
to its being an ally of reason. This suggests an interest not only in distinguishing different
soul-elements, but also in identifying —however sketchily— an explanation of a soul-part’s
opposition. If this is correct, then we should expect some explanation in Leontius’ case. On
its own —however— there is no explicit indication (of an explanation) and if only spirit
opposes the appetitive part, then we would have to embrace this silence; and Leontius’ story
would be the only place where two soul-parts are distinguished without also explaining the
nature of the opposition. We need not embrace this silence: we could dispel it by accepting
T18 as elucidating T17, in which case T18 explains the nature of spirit’s opposition in T17,
namely spirit’s alliance to reason. In other words, T18 should be read in conjunction with T17
as elucidating Leontius’ case as it provides a better interpretative fit to the whole: first, it
includes T17 in the conception of spirit as by nature an ally of reason; second, it provides T17
with an explanation of the nature of the opposition in question by citing spirit’s alliance to
reason. (These advantages would be lost were T18 denied to elucidate Leontius’ case.) Since
T18 states that reason first opposes appetite, it follows that Leontius’ reason first opposes his
appetitive part and spirit’s opposition arises when appetite forces Leontius.

‘Why on earth would Leontius’ rational part oppose his appetite?” —the standard view
may protest. Remember that one concern of reason is the well-being of the soul and the body
(R. 4 442 B 5-8). Now realize both that Leontius’ appetite puts him in contact with the
pollution (piacpa) of death34 and that death-pollution is both contagious and dangerous,35
and to be avoided,’¢ i.e. death-pollution poses a threat to the well-being of a person.

Consequently, Leontius’ appetite would indeed be a concern for the rational part. In other

34 Cf. Parker (1983) 39 for a conception of contact with pollution as a coming into the same
social space.

35 Parker (1983) 4.

36 Parker (1983) 33 with n. 3 notes that Gods avoid the pollution of death and Parker (1983)
5, 45 with n. 47 observes that criminals are a source of pollution. Parker (1983) 46—47 doubts
the idea that unburied corpses are not pollutants.
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words, Leontius’ appetite falls under the purview of the rational part as it impels him into
contact with death-pollution, a threat to his well-being. The rational part thus has a clear
motivation to draw back the soul.37

This view construes Leontius’ disgust as a rational response, in the sense that it arises
from the rational part (specifically from its concern for the well-being of body and soul).
Note that Leontius’ response is identical in type to an important characteristic of the
musically trained soul, namely its ‘being correctly disgusted [0pBdg o1 dvoyepaivav]’ (R. 3
401 E 4 in T6). If this construal of disgust is correct, then it is at least possible to explain the
musically trained soul’s correct disgust by appealing to its rational part, e.g. to its
characteristic concern for the the well-being of body and soul; put another way, the musically
trained soul’s correct response to what is shameful —and presumably what is honorable—
could be explained by a characteristic activity of the rational part, namely its care of the body
and the soul. In other words, the achievements listed in T6 and T10 could very well be due to
the rational part’s becoming adept at and truly learning its own job or role. (Note the nod to

passage T2.)

2.4 Does the standard view risk partitioning spirit?

There is one final compelling doubt to raise against the standard view, namely that it seems
committed to partitioning the spirited part of the soul. In Republic 3 (412 B 9—414 B 6), the
discussion turns to selecting the city’s rulers among those who have been properly trained.
The discussion acknowledges the possibility that trainees abandon their judgements due to
distress, pleasure, fear, etc. (412 E 4413 C 4; cf. R. 7 538 C 6-D 5). The solution is to test
trainees throughout their lives in order to identify who are the best guardians of their
convictions (d0ypata) through distress, pleasure, fear, etc. and to establish them as rulers and
guardians of Callipolis —above the auxiliaries (413 C 5414 B 6). Now the concern about
abandoning judgements due to distress, pleasure, fear, etc. should recall the characterizations
of civic courage (TS, in particular 430 A 3—B 3) and psychic courage (T3): both acknowledge
abandoning judgements due to distress and pleasure with the former passage including also

fear and appetite. The proposed solution too should recall these characterizations: the best

37 Saldafia (2021) Section 3.3 offers a fuller defense of this view.
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guardians of their convictions —I suggest— just are those who preserve their judgements
through distress, pleasure, etc.. If this is correct, then Republic 3 adds the important
psychological detail that the courageous are pressured to abandon their judgements —
whether compelled by distress, charmed by pleasure, etc.— yet they simultaneously preserve
their judgements. In other words —as we shall see— the courageous experience psychic
conflict of the sort that reveals the presence of distinct soul-parts.

This is shown in the young oligarch’s degeneration into a democrat (in particular R. 8
559 D1-560 A 7). (The young oligarch may not be a paradigmatically courageous individual,
but the discussion proves that being pressured to abandon judgements and preserving them
involves psychic conflict.) The young man arguably enjoys —call them— °‘oligarchic’
judgements: he is brought up in oligarchic ways (R. 8 558 C 6-D 7) and being brought up in
a certain way amounts to acquiring corresponding judgements (cf. R. 2 376 C 8-377B 9, R. 4
429 E 7-430 B 6). Since oligarchs distinguish between necessary and non-necessary appetites
(cf. R. 8 554 B 7-E 3, 559 C 8-12) —which is a true distinction (cf. R. 8 561 B 8—C 5)— the
young man almost certainly endorses this distinction insofar as he adopts oligarchic ways (cf.
558 C 10-D 7). But the young man is surely pressured to abandon his oligarchic ways and
judgements: he is said to change as he experiences non-necessary pleasures and his non-
necessary appetites become many and strong (559 D 5-560 B 5); but indulging in non-
necessary appetites and pleasures is incompatible with upholding the oligarchic view that
distinguishes between necessary and non-necessary appetites plus calls for bringing the latter
under control. This is arguably confirmed in explaining that the young man’s acropolis is
seized because it lacks fine studies, ways of living, and true claims (560 B 6—C 1; cf. 549 A
9-B 8): after the acropolis is seized, false and pretentious views and judgements occupy the
young man’s acropolis ‘in place of the others [dvt’ ékeivov]’ (560 C 2-3); the preposition
‘avti [in place of]” (560 C 2) here could denote an exchange of views or judgements —note
this use at Republic 2 371 C 8D 3— in which case ‘the others’ (560 C 3) likely refers to
views and judgements the young man has acquired throughout his upbringing, namely
oligarchic views and judgements. In other words, the young oligarch comes to abandon even
the true distinction between non-necessary appetites and his degeneration —then— should be
regarded as a case of being charmed by pleasure to abandon judgements. (The young

oligarch’s degeneration receives further study in Chapter 4 §§3—4.)
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Now observe that being charmed by pleasure to abandon judgements is in conflict
with preserving (or striving to preserve) them, in the sense that they are opposites incapable
of being experienced by one and the same soul-part according to the principle of opposites;
put another way, one and the same thing cannot both be charmed to abandon judgements and
preserve (or aim to preserve) them. If the soul evinces this behavior, then at least two soul-
parts are to account for the experiences. Consider the young man who is charmed by pleasure

to abandon his oligarchic character, yet also receives help from oligarchic allies:

T19 Kai £0v pév ye, oipat, dvipondnon tic @ &v £0vtd 559E9
OAMYap IK® cvppayio, 1| ToBev mapd Tod moTpog 1 Kol TV E 10
AoV oikeimv vovbdetodvimy te kol Kaki(ovtov, 6Tdolg on S60A 1

Kol AvTIoTOO1G Kol péryn v adtd Tpog avToV TOTE YiyveTal.
Ti pmv;
Kai toté pév, olpat, To dNUokpatikdv DIEXOPNGE TO
OMYaPYIK®, Kol Tiveg TV EmBuudy ai pev diepdapnoay, AS
al 0¢ kol £EEmecov, aidoDS Tvog £yyevouévng &v Tfj Tod vEou
yuyi, Kol Katexkoounom mév.

[yveton yap éviote, o). A8

And —I suppose— if an alliance helps in turn the oligarchic party within him,
whether from his father or from the rest of his household, who exhort and reproach
him, then at that time there is a faction and counter-faction and a battle within him
against himself.

That’s right.

And sometimes —I suppose— the democratic party yields to the oligarchic, and
some of the appetites are destroyed whereas others fall out, a kind of shame rises in
the young man’s soul, and order is restored.

That does sometimes happen —he said. (PL. R. 8 559 E 9-560 A 8)

In passage T19, the young oligarch who is being charmed by pleasure to abandon his

upbringing receives help from oligarchic allies. This help basically amounts to an attempt to
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preserve the young man’s oligarchic character. If successful, he experiences shame and his
soul is once again ordered.

It is explicit that an attempt to preserve the young man’s oligarchic character conflicts
with its being abandoned (in the pursuit of non-necessary appetites and pleasures), in the
sense that two soul-parts come to be in opposition to one another (cf. R. 9 572 B 9-D 5; note
the language of faction and alliance in T18).38 In other words, an attempt to preserve the
young man’s oligarchic character from being abandoned reveals a division in his soul. Now
—I assume— character preservation or abandonment involves preserving or abandoning
judgements because characters are partly constituted by them. (How could there be an
oligarchic character without oligarchic judgements?) If this is correct, then the above case
can be seen to entail that being charmed by pleasure to abandon judgements conflicts with
preserving (or striving to preserve) them, in the sense that distinct soul-parts account for the
experiences: one soul-part is charmed to abandon certain judgements whereas another soul-
part preserves (or aims to preserve) them. In other words, numerically one and the same soul-
part cannot both be charmed to abandon judgements and preserve (or aim to preserve) them.39

But which soul-part preserves the young man’s oligarchic character? There is
evidence to believe that the young man’s spirit is to be held responsible. It is worth
underlining both that the young man’s non-necessary appetites make him act contrary to

reason by abandoning the true distinction between appetites and that his oligarchic allies treat

38 The use of ‘otdoig [faction]” almost always entails a conflict between soul-parts (cf. R. 4
440 E 1-5, R. 8 547 B 2-8). I write ‘almost always’ because there is just one more use of the
term, namely to characterize injustice as a kind of faction among the soul’s three parts (R. 4
444 A 10-C 1), and it does not explicitly signal an instance of psychic conflict. The
discussion on degenerate (i.e. unjust) souls in Republic 8 nevertheless shows them to be
victims of psychic conflict.

39 This interpretation is inspired by a suggestion made by Paolo Crivelli with respect to my
interpretation of Leontius’ case. The view I defend there acknowledges an opposition
between the appetitive and the rational elements in T17 as appetite is impelled to look and
reason draws back the soul. The appetitive element can be said to ignore the commands of
reason. Now the spirited element gets angry at the appetitive because —as an ally of reason
— it aims to preserve the commands of reason (cf. R. 442 B 10—C 2). This shows that the
appetitive element cannot be identical to the spirited: if it were, it would follow that one and
numerically the same thing would ignore the commands of reason while simultaneously
aiming to preserve those commands; but these are opposite properties and applying the
principle of opposites yields that the appetitive and the spirited elements are distinct.
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him in ways reminiscent of the behavior illustrated in passage T18, that is behavior attributed
to the spirited part. The suggestion is that passage T19 reflects an interpersonal form of
spirit’s opposition to appetite in T18. It is worth emphasizing the mention of shame (aid®¢) in
restoring order to the soul (560 A 6-7) as it is generally considered an experience
characteristic of spirit. Now keep in mind both that the conflict arises upon attempting to
preserve the young man’s oligarchic character —including his judgements— and that spirit is
characterized as the soul-element in charge of preserving judgements in the face of fear,
pleasure, etc. (cf. T3 and R. 4 429 C 7-D 1 with T5).

If the above is correct, then the standard view is committed to partitioning the soul’s
spirited element. For, the standard view holds that spirit is the proper or ultimate subject of
Callipolian laws and true judgements from early ethical education. There is —however— a
concern that the soul-part acquiring or absorbing Callipolian laws etc. can also abandon them
due to distress, pleasure, fear, etc. whereas spirit is unanimously responsible for preserving
laws and judgements through these deterrents. The above case shows that abandoning
judgements conflicts with preserving them in the sense that numerically one and the same
soul-part cannot both abandon and preserve laws or judgements at pains of violating the
principle of opposites. Consequently, the phenomenon of a soul’s abandoning its judgements
and preserving them must be explained by two distinct soul-parts. In other words, the part
that acquires or absorbs judgements and the part that preserves them from being abandoned
must be distinct soul-parts. The standard view is committed to spirit’s being both the part that
acquires and the part that preserves, in which case the standard view is committed to spirit
being a complex soul-part. The standard view —then— is committed to partitioning the

soul’s spirited element. (Chapter 5 §3 offers a final decisive objection along these lines.)

2.5 Conclusion

Chapter 2 presents the standard view’s interpretation of early ethical education, namely that
the soul’s spirited part learns to get things right about excellences and vices —for instance—
by absorbing Callipolian laws and law-inculcated judgements. The two arguments it deploys,
namely the argument from content and the argument from psychic development, plus its

appeal to both the city-soul analogy and the case of Leontius, all are called into question. The
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Chapter concludes with a compelling doubt about the standard view, namely that it seems
committed to partitioning the soul’s spirited part.

Chapter 3 next turns to the psychic impact of imitative poetry in Republic 10:
although this kind of poetry is banned from Callipolis, the discussion on the relation between
imitative poetry and the soul indicates a path to understand better the goals of early ethical
education. For, imitative poetry appeals to (i.e. gratifies and strengthens) the soul’s non-
rational parts by making images or apparitions of excellence (i.e. what appears to be
excellent) and there is evidence to suggest that the non-rational parts would be the proper or

ultimate subjects of false judgements relevant to ethical training.
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Chapter 3

Poetry’s impact on the soul

3.1 Introduction

Chapter 2 casts a doubtful shadow upon the view that the soul’s spirited element is the
primary target of early ethical education —for instance— as the proper or ultimate subject
that learns or acquires Callipolian laws, law-inculcated judgements, etc.. Chapters 3 through
5 will explore the relation between non-rational parts, excellence, and vice: if the views and
arguments developed there are sound, then no non-rational part could be the primary target of
early ethical education.

Chapter 3 initiates the exploration with the discussion on imitative poetry in Republic
10. Although early ethical education in Callipolis does not welcome imitative poetry —after
all, it is banned— the discussion affords a path to understanding the non-rational parts’
acquisition of evaluative and normative judgements, that is judgements relevant to ethical
training. Chapter 3 §2 argues that imitative poetry’s corruptive power affects both non-
rational parts, both appetite and spirit. Chapter 3 §3 defends this interpretation by arguing
that imitation as a whole appeals to an inferior non-rational part rather than —as a
problematic passage appears to show— an inferior sub-part of the rational element. This
defense observes that appearance-language (e.g. ‘appears [paivetat]’) is here employed in its
judgemental construal; for instance, what appears (paivetor) to be F is judged to be F by a
non-rational part. This is relevant because imitative poetry is said to corrupt the soul by
making images of excellence (eidwia dpetfic) which are spoken of also as apparitions
(pavtdopata) and what appears (@aiveror) to be excellent to the many. The expected
implication —further explored in Chapter 4— would be that non-rational parts are the

subjects of false judgements about what is excellent.

3.2 Imitative poetry and non-rational parts

Republic 10 595 A 1-608 C 1 returns to the topic of imitative poetry and it is dedicated to

defending the decision not to welcome or accept imitative poetry in Callipolis (cf. R. 3 398 A
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1-B 5) by showing that it is harmful to the soul.! The discussion is divided into five sections:
a brief introduction on returning to the topic (595 A 1-C 7), an investigation on the nature of
imitation in general and whether poets count as imitators (595 C 8§-602 C 3), an argument to
identify the soul-element upon which imitation effects its power (602 C 4-605 C 4), the
greatest accusation against imitative poetry (605 C 5-607 B 1), and some final reflections
(607 B 2-608 C 1). This Chapter focuses mainly on the third section that identifies the soul-
element upon which imitation effects its power.

It has been debated whether the psychology in Book 10 is the same as or different to
the psychology in Book 4.2 The debate is partly due to a passage (602 C 4-603 A 8; cf. T23)
that appears to introduce a novel psychic division, namely in the soul’s rational part. It is
noteworthy that some introductory remarks to Book 10 see Socrates claim that the decision to
banish imitative poetry from Callipolis was correct and is clearer now that the elements of the
soul have been distinguished (595 A 1-B 1). This is presumably a back reference to the
elements distinguished in Book 4, namely the appetitive, spirited, and rational elements.
Socrates’ opening remarks suggest that the forthcoming apology will rely on the psychology
in Book 4 and the question now is upon which of these soul-elements imitation exerts its

power.

Having defined imitation and imitators (e.g. painters and poets) as being far from the truth
and producers of images (cf. R. 10 597 D 10-598 A 1, 598 B 6-D 7, 599 D 34, 602 B 5-C

3),3 Socrates and Glaucon turn to identify the soul-element upon which imitation exerts its

I This part of Republic 10 is standardly read as Plato’s treatment of art, visual and auditory,
and its relation to the context or even the major theme of the Republic (i.e. the nature and
value of justice) has been a source of puzzlement: it appears divorced from its context —e.g.
Else (1972) 7-8 sees no direct connection either with Book 9 or with the rest of Book 10— or
from the dialogue’s central argument spanning Books 2-9 —e.g. Irwin (2017). Against the
view that Republic 10 is an afterthought, see —e.g.: Halliwell (1988) 2 and 24 n. 1, Nehamas
(1988) 215, Ferrari (1989) 120, and Schofield (2010) 239-240 (who —along with Ferrari—
takes Plato’s attack on poetry in Book 10 to rely on psychological and ontological views
established earlier in the Republic).

2 On the view that it is different, see references in Adam (1902) 11 406 n. to 602 C ff.. On the
view that it is the same, see Adam (1902) II 406. The argument in this Chapter supports the
latter view —cf. the forthcoming n. 6 with its main text.

3 Cf. PL. Sph. 233 D 9-234 D 1 and Chapter 4 §2 n. 2.
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power (602 C 4-605 C 4). The argument addressing the latter question is divided into two
parts, the first focusing on visible imitations such as painting (602 C 4-603 B 6), the second
part focusing on audible imitations such as poetry (603 B 7-605 C 4). The first part
concludes that painting and imitation in general consort with or exert their power upon an
inferior element of the soul (603 A 9-B 6).

Socrates and Glaucon then turn their sights to imitative poetry in order to identify the
soul-element upon which imitative poetry exerts its power, especially whether it is an inferior
or excellent soul-element (603 B 7-603 C 4). Imitative poetry is characterized as imitating
the affairs of human beings, in particular their actions, the distresses and pleasures resulting
from these, and their thinking to be doing badly or well (passage T34 in Chapter 4 §4; cf. 606
D 1-3 on distress, pleasure, and action). Socrates then wonders whether human beings suffer
psychic conflict in this context —just as psychic conflict was shown earlier in discussing
visible imitations (cf. T23)— but he quickly recalls an earlier agreement to this effect,
presumably the earlier arguments showing the soul to suffer opposites in matters of action
(603 C 11-D 7 recalling —presumably— R. 4 439 C 3-441 C 7).

These earlier arguments —however— omitted something to be now discussed (603 E
1-3). (Socrates probably has in mind the omission to explicate the case under scrutiny in
terms of the soul’s parts: after all, the case in question was introduced in Book 3 before the
arguments showing the soul to have three parts appeared in Book 4. This is suggested by the
discussion’s development.) Socrates recalls a possible reaction from a good man who suffers
the loss of something valuable, namely the reaction of being moderate toward distress, to be
precise being moderate in grieving (603 E 4-10; cf. R. 3 387 D 1-E 9). He asks whether the
good man’s resistance to this distress will be more likely in public or in private to which
Glaucon replies that it is more likely in public; and Socrates suggests that the good man will
basically not resist in private the urge to grieve caused by the distress of losing something
valuable (604 A 1-8). They agree that reason and law order him to resist whereas the incident
drags him to feel his distress (604 A 9-11). The case under scrutiny shows there to be
opposite impulses about the same thing at the same time, in which case there are two soul-
elements in play (604 B 1-3). Socrates appeals to the principle of opposites from Republic 4
(436 B 9-C 2; cf. 436 E 7-437 A 1, 439 B 5-6) and analyzes the good man’s measured

response to his loss in terms of two soul-elements. Which elements though?
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One of these soul-elements, namely the one ordering the good man to resist, is
prepared to be persuaded by the law (604 B 4-5) which gives reasons —note ‘because
[dg]” (604 B 8)— for resisting the urge to grieve. This soul-element is arguably the rational
one: only the rational part is presumably capable of following rational calculation (Aoyiopdc)
by means of reasoning;* the law also insists that grieving hinders that which we need in these
circumstances, namely to deliberate (604 C 1-8), which gives the impression that the soul-
element prepared to be persuaded by the law is responsible for deliberation; if this is correct,
then the soul-element in question is the rational part: after all, the latter is described as the
part ‘that deliberates [t0 Povievopevov]’ (R. 4 442 B 7) whereas spirit is described as the
battling part which follows the rational (442 B 5-9). It is noteworthy —moreover— that the
soul-element prepared to be persuaded is responsible also for curing or treating the part ‘that
is sick [voofijcav]’ (604 D 1). The language of disease (voonua) and its treatment recalls
some of the first remarks distinguishing the appetitive and rational parts of the soul, in
particular the appetitive part’s ‘leading and dragging [&yovta kai Eikovta]’ (R. 4 439 D 1 —
note ‘10 &\kov [that which drags]’ (604 A 10) the soul on account of affections and ‘diseases
[voonuatov]” (439 D 2)— whereas opposition arises ‘from rational calculation [éx
hoywopod]’ (439 D 1). The impression is —again— that the soul-element ordering the good
man to resist is the rational one; and a discussion on comedy in Republic 10 (606 C 2-10),
parallel to the discussion on tragedy, explicitly states that reason — ‘t® Ao0yw [by
reason]’ (606 C 5)— is responsible for holding back an element’s appetite for certain jokes.
There is also passage T18 to consider: it acknowledges an initial resistance to appetite from

reason in the general account of the spirited part’s opposition to appetite. The evidence —

4 Republic 8 554 C 11-D 4 presupposes that the appetitive part can be persuaded: the passage
presupposes that certain —call them— ‘bad’ appetites can be persuaded and the appetites in
question belong the appetitive part. If this soul-part can be persuaded, it is tempting to
construe the appetitive part as capable of following rational calculation (Aoyiouédg). This is
not necessary (cf. Introduction §0.2, the paragraph after the main text to n. 7): the Republic
enjoys a generous notion of persuasion in the sense that persuasion is not confined
exclusively to rational calculation, e.g. pleasure is spoken of as persuasive (cf. R. 3413 C 1-4
with R. 7 538 C 6-D 5), so too sexual passion (cf. R. 5 458 D 5-7), so too prayers and
sacrifices (cf. R. 2 365 E 2-366 A 5), so too gifts (cf. R. 3 390 E 4). It could very well be —
then— that Plato has in mind persuading the appetitive part by means other than rational
calculation in Republic 8 554 C 11-D 4. (There are cases of rational calculation appearing
together with pleasure or love —e.g. R. 4 422 D 2-8, R. 5 468 B 13-C 4— but it is not
obvious that both calculation and its partner appeal to the appetitive part.)
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then— favors identifying the soul-element ordering the good man to resist with the rational
part.

Although the evidence favors this identification, it cannot be claimed with certainty
yet: the soul-element in question is also described as ‘the best [t0 pév Bértiotov]’ (604 D 4);
earlier in Republic 10 (602 C 4-603 A 8), conflicting judgements (d0&on) are attributed to
distinct soul-parts, one of which is held by the element of the soul that is ‘best
[BérTiotov]’ (603 A 4) whereas the other judgement is held by one of the inferior elements
(603 A 4-8; cf. T23); a certain reading of the text (T23) takes the soul-parts referred to as
divisions internal to the rational part, in which case the ‘best’ part would be a sub-part of
reason rather than the rational part as a whole. In other words, the description of the soul-
element prepared to be persuaded by the law as ‘best’ could challenge its identification with
the rational part as a whole: if Republic 10 (602 C 4-603 A 8) introduces a new psychic
division within the rational part, then the ‘best’ element may just be a superior part of reason.>
(Chapter 3 §3 will show that Republic 10 does not introduce a novel psychic division of the
rational element into so-called ‘best” and ‘inferior’ parts.)

Now which is the other soul-element in the good man’s case? The following remarks

are made on that element with the (opposite) impulse to grieve:

T20 To 8¢ mpog tag dvapvioels te Tod Tabovg Kol TpOg TOVS 604 D 7

ddvppove dyov Kol ATAGTOC YoV avTdV Gp’ 00K GAYIGTOV

1€ POOMEY Elvarl Kod ApyoV Kol deikiag pikov;
DHGOUEV LEV ODV. D 10
OvKoDV TO pEV TOAANV pipnotv Kol TokiAny &yet, to E1l

ByovaKTNTIKOV, TO 88 PPOVILOY TE Ko Hjovyov N0og, mopa-

mAnolov OV del adTd avTd, ovte Phdov rpmoacHot odte

MOV HEVOL eVTETES KaTaOOETY, BAAMG TE Kol TovnyvpeL Kol

TOVTOdOmoic AvOpdmoLg gig Oéatpa cuALeyouEVoLs; dALoTpion ES5

Yap OV TAOOVG 1) UNGIC OV TOTG YiyveTat.

5 Cf. Storey (2014) 85. It is noteworthy that there is no precedent in the Republic using the
adjective ‘inferior [@adAov]’ to characterize a non-rational element. The adjective does
appear in Plato’s Timaeus (70 D 7-72 D 3 at 71 D 7) in a discussion about the appetitive
element of the soul.
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[Tovtémoasct PEv ovv. 605 A 1
‘O dM PN TIKOg Tomtng dNAoV 8Tt 01 TPOG TO TOLOVTOV THG

Yuyic mEQuke T€ Kol 1) coeio aHTOD TOVT® APECKELY TEMNYEY,

€l LEAAEL EDOOKIUNGEY £V TOIG TOAAOIC, AL TPOC TO

dyovakTTikov Te Kai motkilov n0og d1d T svuiunTov giva. AS

Afiov. A6

But the element that leads to recollections of our suffering and to lamentations —
which insatiably has them— shall we not say it to be non-rational, idle, and a friend
of cowardice?

We certainly shall.

Does this element, the irritable one, admit of many and diverse imitations whereas
the wise and quiet character —being nearly always close to itself— is neither easy to
imitate nor easy to understand when imitated, especially at a festival where all kinds
of people are gathered together in theaters? For —I suppose— the imitation is of an
experience alien to them.

Absolutely.

It is clear that the imitative poet of all persons is not naturally relating to such an
element [sc. wise and quiet] of the soul nor is his wisdom bent upon pleasing it —if
he expects to be popular among the many— but he is naturally relating to the irritable
and variegated character because it is easily imitated.

Clearly. (P1. R. 10 604 D 7-605 A 6)

Passage T20 describes the soul-element responsible for the good man’s distress as ‘non-
rational, idle, and a friend of cowardice’ (604 D 8-9), ‘irritable’ (604 E 2, 605 A 5), and
‘variegated’ (605 A 5). It is also the soul-element to which imitative poets appeal. Which

soul-element is in question?
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I suggest that it is the appetitive.6 (The spirited element too is affected by imitative
poetry as to be seen in passage T21.7) Consider the descriptions ‘non-rational
[dLoyioTOoV]’ (604 D 8), ‘a friend of cowardice’ (604 D 9), and ‘variegated’ (605 A 5). (The
description ‘irritable’ is discussed below in the text to n. 10.) The appetitive part is described
as non-rational (dAdyiotov) when first introduced in Book 4 at 439 D 7. (Yes, so too spirit in
Republic 4 441 B 2—C 3; cf. T22.) The description ‘a friend of cowardice’ fits better with the
appetitive part: at the very least, it would be a puzzling characterization of the spirited
element given its association with the virtue of courage (T3); and it is noteworthy that fear
experienced by a timocratic youth leads him to become an oligarchic person, a person ruled
by the appetitive element (R. 8 553 A 6—C 8, in particular 553 B 7-C 1, and 559 C 8-12).
‘Variegated’ 1s used on multiple occasions in discussions concerning the appetitive part: it is
likened to a variegated beast (R. 9 588 C 7-10); the democrat, who is ruled by the appetitive
part, is described as variegated (R. 8 561 E 3-8);8 and democracy, analogous to the democrat,
is a variegated constitution (R. 8 558 C 1-5; cf. 557 C 4-10). The second reason for
suggesting that the irritable soul-element in T20 is the appetitive pertains to the context. The

soul-element in question gets irritated by misfortunes, such as the loss of a son or something

6 Cf. Annas (1981) 338, Nehamas (1988) 217, Reeve (1988) 230, Ferrari (1989) 138,
Burnyeat (2006) 18, Moss (2006) Sect. III, in particular 519-520, Price (2011) 173,
Wilberding (2012) 132 n. 17 with its text. If Republic 10 606 B 9 refers to a soul-part —
rendering ‘10 €hewvov’ by ‘the pitying part’ rather than by ‘pity’— then this is surely the
irritable element from T20: note the parallels between 604 D 7-10 and 606 A 3-7. In other
words, ‘10 €éAetvov’ would not introduce a novel part of the soul.

7 This may suggest the thought that the inferior element in question includes both appetite
and spirit —e.g. Singpurwalla (2010) 887: ‘Of course one immediate question is whether the
inferior element discussed in Republic X is the same as the appetitive element, the spirited
element, both, or neither. Although this issue is disputed, it is likely that the inferior element
includes both the appetitive and spirited elements, since Socrates says that poetry strengthens
the non-rational element by nurturing appetites such as sexual desire and anger (606¢), which
are clear examples of attitudes stemming from the appetitive and spirited parts, respectively.’
See also the forthcoming n. 10 in this Section 2.

8 The prevalent interpretation is that the democratic soul is ruled by the appetitive part, or a
sub-part of it, or a distinctive class of appetites (i.e. not lawless, non-necessary appetites) —
e.g.: Irwin (1995) 283 (‘the oligarchic, democratic, and tyrannical people are dominated in
different ways by different aspects of the appetitive part’); Arruzza (2019) 139 (‘by the
appetitive part’) with n. 1, 169 (‘ruled by unnecessary appetites and pleasures’) with n. 54.
Some commentators deny the prevalent view —e.g.: Scott (2000), Johnstone (2013) e.g. 140
with n. 3 (no stable rule by any element or part).
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of value. Passage T20 began by explicitly drawing our attention to another discussion about
the same kind of misfortune in Republic 3 (387 D 1-388 A 4; cf. 399 A 5-B 3). There too
Socrates speaks about losing a son and in the same breath he adds a brother or money
(xpuota) (387 E 4-5). The mention of money suggests that the soul-element irritated by the
loss of something valuable (e.g. son, brother, money, etc.) is the appetitive: this soul-part is
described as ‘money-loving [@iAoypnpatov]’ on three occasions (R. 8 553 C 5, R. 9 580 E 5,
581 A 6) and note especially the rise of the appetitive part to the throne of the soul when a
timocratic youth loses all possessions (R. 8 553 A 6-8). In other words, the irritable element
in passage T20 —irritated by the loss of something valuable (e.g. son, brother, money, etc.)—
is the appetitive part (cf. R. 1 329 A 2-8).°

It may be objected that the irritable soul-element in passage T20 is the spirited: first,
the description ‘irritable [dyavakmntikov]’ (604 E 2, 605 A 5) strongly suggests spirit insofar
as it is the source of anger;!0 second, the description ‘a friend of cowardice’ is not impossibly
ascribable to the spirited part: in Republic 9 (590 B 3-5), luxury and softness are charged
with producing cowardice in this very same soul-part; third, the fact that the appetitive part is
affected by the loss of money does not confirm its being the part affected by the loss of a
child: losing a child is of a different order than losing money, plus a child could be an object

of status and honor —characteristic concerns of spirit.!! In other words, we are witnessing

9 Cf. Pl. Ion 535 D 2—4 (on weeping the loss of possessions). Penner (1971) 112 also ascribes
grief to the appetitive part.

10 Moss (2008) 43 believes that T20 is evidence that imitative poetry consorts not only with
the appetitive element, but also with the spirited. Halliwell (1988) 151 —see also 138—
observes that the irritable element is only akin to the spirited. Some commentators take
passage T20 to be exclusively focused on spirit —e.g.: Adam (1902) 11 406 with 411, Destrée
(2011) 277 with n. 14.

11T thank Paolo Crivelli for pressing this third objection.
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degenerate or corrupt behavior (e.g. being a friend of cowardice) from the spirited part in
passage T20.12

The first objection is not decisive: in the Republic, the term ‘dyovokTnTiKdv
[irritable]’ is used also in relation to the appetitive part (R. 1 329 A 7), in which case this use
shows that it is an experience not exclusive to the spirited element; and the experience that
the term is meant to capture is better understood as the manifestation of dislike or displeasure
—mnot spirited anger or indignation (cf. R. 4 440 C 6-D 4)— meaning that being irritated is
not on the same footing as characteristic spirited responses to ill-treatment (e.g. undeserved
misfortune).!3 The second objection fails to appreciate that talk of cowardice in the spirited
part figures in discussing the part’s corruption, but passage T20 portrays a good man who
presumably does not have a corrupt spirit. This point tells against the impression that we are
witnessing degenerate or corrupt behavior from spirit. The third objection can be explained
by the same soul-part’s having different degrees of attachment (rather than by different soul-
parts). Republic 1 (330 B 8—C 9) suggests that different attitudes to money can be explained
by different means of acquisition —to wit— those who inherit their wealth rather than work
for it are for the most part not exceedingly attached to it (e.g. Cephalus) whereas those who
work for it ‘love it twice as much as the others [outAf) §j oi dAlol domdlovtan avtd]” (330 C
2-3). Socrates even compares the love of those wealth-acquirers to the love of fathers toward
their children and he implicitly suggests that these wealth-acquirers may even esteem money

more than their own children (cf. 330 C 6-8). Now imagine the reaction of these wealth-

12 One may ask: ‘why this particular —and tragic— example of losing a son?’ (I thank Paolo
Crivelli for this question.) I suggest that it is part of Plato’s general criticism of Homer’s lack
of knowledge (R. 10 598 D 8-601 C 3): first, weeping and lamenting the loss of a child or
something valuable does not follow reason (R. 10 603 E 4-604 D 3); second, Golden (1988)
152 writes: ‘The death of children is a constant theme in the //iad [...] Of course, the victims
are mainly adults, not young children’; and Griffin (1980) 108 observes that ‘short life’ and
‘bereaved parents’ are two of Homer’s ‘most pathetic motifs [...] These two, in their fully
expanded form, dominate the architecture of the whole poem, from the Achilles and Chryses
scene in liad 1 to the encounter of Achilles and Priam in 24.” In other words —I suggest—
the prevalence of weeping and lamenting the loss of a child in Homer motivates Plato to
focus on criticizing this behavior.

13 Pace Halliwell (1988) 138: ‘aganaktein [...] entails a sense of injustice at undeserved
misfortune. [...] [Republic] 7.536¢3—4 links indignation with the ‘spirited’ (thumoeides) part
of the soul, which according to 3.411a is softened by an excess of mournful music
(corresponding to tragedy).’
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acquirers to losing their wealth; now imagine their reaction to losing a sexual partner. These
—I suggest— would be radically different reactions pertaining to characteristic objects of the
soul’s appetitive part. If this is correct, then the same soul-part (e.g. appetite) can have
radically different reactions to losing different objects belonging to it and the difference
among reactions is to be explained by the degree of attachment the soul-part enjoys with
respect to the different objects in question —the stronger the attachment or love, the stronger
the distress from loss (cf. R. 3 387 D 11-E 9). In other words —in reply to the third objection
— reactions of a different order are not necessarily explained by different soul-parts.
Weeping and lamenting the loss of children could very well be an expression or reaction of
the appetitive part even if it be of a different order to losing food, money, sexual partners, etc.
(I am not denying the possibility of spirited reactions to losing a child —for instance— there
could be shame from losing a child due to neglect. I am insisting only that weeping and
lamenting are appetitive reactions.)

There is one final —if correct, decisive— reason to reject the view that the irritable
element is spirit, namely that the identification would threaten the unity of this soul-part.
Remember that the good man who is measured in his grief —who resists his irritable element
— first appeared in a discussion on removing lamentations from the stories to be told in
Callipolis (R. 3 387 D 1-388 E 3). The context there is a discussion about the stories to be
told and not told with respect to the future guardians being courageous (386 A 6 ff.). Note
that lamenting is cowardly behavior (387 E 10-388 A 4). It is thus plausible to suppose that
the good man measured in grief is courageous or models courageous behavior. Now
remember that courage is characterized as an excellence of the spirited part insofar as it
preserves certain judgements through distresses and pleasures (T3). If the good man is
courageous or models courageous behavior, then his spirited part preserves certain
judgements through the distress of losing his son. (The judgements in question could be those
expressed at Republic 10 604 B 7-C 1.) If this is correct, then spirit plays a role in resisting
the irritable element’s desire to lament (cf. R. 10 606 A 3-7 and R. 3 388 D 6-7).14
Consequently, the irritable element cannot be identical to spirit: otherwise, the same soul-part

simultaneously desires to lament and resists, i.e. the same soul-part suffers opposites about

14 Burnyeat (2006) 18 takes the mention of shame in 604 A 1-11 as suggesting spirit’s
involvement (cf. Chapter 2 §4). Note that the absence of shame would basically amount to
weeping and lamenting any loss (cf. R. 3 388 D 6-7).
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the same thing at the same time; but this is not allowed by the principle of opposites. In other
words, the identification of the irritable element and spirit would threaten the unity of this
soul-part.

I preserve —then— the view that the irritable soul-element responsible for the good
man’s distress is the appetitive. What does this mean for the question at hand? (Remember
that Socrates and Glaucon now have their sights on identifying the soul-element upon which
imitative poetry exerts its power.) Passage T20 concludes with Socrates and Glaucon
agreeing that the imitative poet is bent upon pleasing —and he naturally relates to— ‘the
irritable and variegated character because it is easily imitated’ (605 A 4-5). If the above view
is correct, then they identify the appetitive part as the soul-element upon which imitative
poetry exerts its power, in particular the power to please it (cf. 605 B 5-C 4).

That being said, it is later confirmed that spirit too —not only appetite— is affected
by imitative poetry. After identifying the soul-element upon which imitation exerts its power,
Socrates lodges the greatest accusation against imitative poetry (605 C 5-607 B 1), namely
that it is capable of harming even good people (605 C 5-7). For, the poet who imitates a good
person grieving and lamenting the loss of something valuable can make the audience
experience the same things (605 C 9-D 5) and thus satisfies the very same element that is
forcibly kept in check in our personal misfortunes, that is the element with an insatiable
hunger for weeping and lamenting (606 A 3—7) —the appetitive part (as I have argued). But
witnessing and giving in to other people’s suffering compromises our own sufferings (606 B
5-7) because the pity that is nourished and strengthened in the imitative context is not easy to
hold back in our own sufferings (606 B 7-8). After these observations, Socrates and Glaucon
agree that the same argument applies also to humor (606 C 2—10). The greatest accusation
concludes with extending the set of passions affected by imitative poetry beyond grief,

lamenting, and humor:

T21 Kai wepi appodiciov om kai Qupod kol mepl Tavtov TdV 606 D 1
EMBLUNTIKAV T€ Kol ATnpdV Kol 1)0Ewv &v Ti] yoyd], 6 on
eopev maomn npdéet Nuiv EnecBar, 8Tt TotadTa NUAG 1)
momrtikn pipnoig épydletar tpéeet yop tadta dpdovoa,

déov avyuelv, kol dpyovta UiV kabictnow, déov dpyecbat D5
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avTd, iva Bedtiong Te Kol EDSUUOVESTEPOL AVTL XEPOVOV Kol
afMoTépmV yryvoueda.
Ok &yo 8Mog eévo, 1) & 8¢. D38

And with respect to sexual appetites —and of course!5 anger— indeed everything
belonging to the appetitive element, as well as distresses and pleasures in the soul —
those we now say to follow all our actions—I1¢ imitative poetry produces the very
same effect upon us. For, it causes them to grow by fostering them —when it is
necessary to parch them— and it sets them up as rulers in us when it is necessary that
they be ruled so that we become better and happier instead of being worse off and
wretched.

I have nothing else to say —he said. (Pl. R. 10 606 D 1-8)

Passage T21 explicitly confirms that imitative poetry exerts its power on ‘the appetitive
element [t®v €mbBountikdv]’ (606 D 1-2); it is noteworthy also that sexual appetites have
been consistently associated with the appetitive part (R. 4 439 D 4-9, R. 9 580 D 9-581 A 2).
Passage T21 confirms moreover that imitative poetry exerts its power on the spirited element:
anger (Bvuog) is included among the set of passions affected by imitative poetry and anger
has been consistently associated with the spirited element (R. 4 439 E 2-3, 440 A 9-B 4, 441
B 6-C 3, R. 9 580 D 9-581 A 2, and forthcoming passage T22).

The inclusion of the spirited element in T21 may be puzzling. For, both the argument
to identify the soul-element upon which imitative poetry exerts its power (602 C 4—605 C 4)
and Socrates’ greatest accusation up to T21 have focused on imitative poetry’s power over the
appetitive part —or so I have argued. There has been neither an inkling nor any apparent
evidence that imitative poetry gratifies and strengthens the spirited element. What justifies
this casual inclusion of spirit in T21? Why should the spirited element too be affected by
imitative poetry?

This is not the first instance to witness conclusions about the appetitive part being

casually extended to the spirited. In Republic 9, there is a third proof to show that the just are

15Cf. LST s.v. ‘on’ IV 4.

16 Cf. R. 10 603 C 5-10 (passage T34).
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better off than the unjust (583 B 2—588 B 1). The first part of the proof (583 C 3—-586 D 3) is
meant to show ‘that the pleasure of the others —except of the wise— is neither absolutely
true nor pure, but a deceptive one [d1t 000¢ TavaAnOng Eotiv 1 TOV dAL®V ooV TANV THG
00 @povipov ovdE kabapd, aAL’ oxtaypapnuévn tic]’ (583 B 3-5; cf. 586 B 7-8). The
phrase ‘the others’ here concerns the two other types of persons under discussion in the
immediately preceding argument (580 C 11-583 B 2), namely the type who is victory-loving
and the type who is profit-loving (581 C 4-6), respectively the one ruled by spirit and the one
ruled by appetite.

The first part of the proof can be divided in three steps: an introduction to pure and to
non-pure pleasure (583 C 3-584 C 10), an analogy to elucidate non-pure pleasure in terms of
truth (584 D 1-585 A 7), and a development of true pleasure to conclude that the pleasure of
the soul’s non-rational parts not under the rule of reason is neither absolutely true nor pure,
but mixed with distress (585 A 8-586 D 3) —later called ‘spurious [v60arv]’ (587 B 16). The
first step distinguishes two conditions, namely distress (A0mn) and pleasure (ndovn)), and a
third sort which is neither to feel distress (AvmeicOar) nor to feel pleasure (yaipewv) —‘a
certain quiet [fjovyiov tvd]’ (583 C 7). Pure pleasure is characterized as not following
distress nor ending with lingering distress (584 A 12-B 8), nor being a relief from distress
(584 B 9-C 3). Non-pure pleasure —on the other hand— is characterized as a sort of relief
from distress, whether actual or anticipatory (584 C 3—-10). The second step elucidates the
nature of non-pure pleasure in terms of true pleasure with a topographic analogy that
identifies three levels, namely what is below, what is in-the-middle, and what is above.!7 The
levels are analogous to distress (: what is below), the quiet (: what is in-the-middle), and true
pleasure (: what is above). The analogy shows not only that non-pure pleasure happens in
between distress and the quiet, but also that non-pure pleasure affords not even a sight of true
pleasure —Ilet alone an experience (of true pleasure). The third step develops the notion of
true pleasure by construing pleasure as a replenishment of an emptiness and by distinguishing
two kinds of replenishment, on the one hand bodily replenishment, on the other hand psychic
replenishment. Bodily replenishment turns out to be less true than psychic nourishment, and

so a less true pleasure. Consequently, those who are dedicated to bodily replenishments —to

17 Commentators —e.g. Adam (1902) II 352 and Cornford (1941) 304 n. 1; cf. Jowett and
Campbell (1894) 428— observe that the topography expressed here is a popular view and
that it is corrected in Plato’s 7imaeus 62 C 3—63 E 8.

108



the satisfaction of appetitive desires— simply travel between distress and the quiet with
neither a sight of nor an experience of true pleasure, i.e. those dedicated to the satisfaction of
appetitive desires are limited to non-pure pleasure. They are finally characterized as ‘living
with pleasures mixed with distress, images of true pleasure and deceptive [jdovaic cuveival
nepetypévoug Admang, eidmAolg Thic aAnbodg Mdoviic kail éokiaypapnuévaig]’ (586 B 7-8).
Socrates then casually extends the conclusions about the pleasures of the appetitive

part to the spirited:

T22 Ti 6¢; mepi 10 Bupoeldeg ovy Etepa ToladTo AVAYKN 586 C7
yiyveoBa, 6¢ dv avtd TodTO drampdrInTon ij POV S
euotiav §j Blg o1d praovikiov 1 Buopud 610 dSvckoiiay,
TANGUOVIV TIUTG TE Kol ViknG Kol Bupod Stokwv dvev D1
Aoyiopod t€ Kol vob;

Towadta, 7 & &G, vérykn Kkai mepi TodTO ETval. D3

What next? Mustn’t similar things happen with respect to the spirited element for
whoever satisfies it —either by envy because of its love of honor or by force because
of its love of victory or by anger because of its peevishness— pursuing his fill of
honor, victory, and anger without calculation or understanding?

Similar things —he said— must happen also with respect to this [sc. element]. (PIL. R.

9586 C 7-D 3)

Passage T22 construes the satisfaction of spirited desires without calculation or
understanding along the lines of the satisfaction of appetitive desires, to be clear as resulting
in a less true pleasure. To be precise —since the first part of the third proof concerns the
pleasure of the appetite-ruled and spirit-ruled souls— passage T22 holds that spirit-ruled
souls too simply travel between distress and the quiet with neither a sight of nor an
experience of true pleasure, i.e. they are limited to non-pure pleasure.

Why are the conclusions about appetitive pleasure casually extended to the spirited
part? Remember that pleasure is construed as a replenishment of an emptiness and that two

kinds are distinguished, namely bodily replenishment and psychic replenishment. It is far

109



from obvious that spirited pleasure falls under the kind bodily replenishment —as obviously
as appetitive pleasure does— but it is tempting to suspect the assumption that satisfying the
spirited element without rational intervention amounts only to a relief from distress,!8 in
particular that love of honor, love of victory, and peevishness are each a sort of emptiness and
distressful.!® This plausible temptation is not entirely satisfactory: if merely satisfying an
emptiness amounts to a mixed pleasure, then even satisfying the empty states of ignorance
and of foolishness should be mixed to some extent (cf. 585 A §-B 5). Why —then— should
non-rational spirited satisfaction result in a less true pleasure?

The context suggests the probable answer that the objects of spirited replenishment,
namely honor, victory, etc. are assumed to partake of less being and less truth just as the
objects of bodily replenishment, namely bread, drink, etc. (cf. 585 B 11-E 6). Passage T22
and its context —then— present appetite and spirit as enjoying the same kind of hedonic
experience insofar as these soul-elements do not follow calculation or understanding. This
does help to clarify the inclusion of spirit in passage T21. First, it is plausible to say that
imitative poetry itself is ‘without calculation or understanding [&vev Aoyiopod e Koi vod]’:
earlier in Republic 10 (T27 in Chapter 4 §2), imitative poets are denied knowledge
(émomun) and correct judgement (opOn 66&a) about what is excellent in their subject
matters, in which case it is not implausible to characterize imitative poetry as not following
calculation or understanding. Consequently, imitative poetry does not offer to appetite and
spirit an opportunity to follow calculation or understanding, in which case —given T22 and
its context— appetite and spirit will enjoy the same kind of hedonic experience (i.e. mere
relief from distress). Second, it is noteworthy that the greatest accusation against imitative
poetry (i.e. the context to T21) is meant to show its comprehensive corruptive power,
including over us who relax the best element’s guard over the soul-part affected by the poetic
content (cf. R. 10 606 A 3—C 1). If the best element is the rational part —as Chapter 3 §3 will
conclude— and it relaxes its guard in the sense that it does not intervene in the satisfaction of
the affected soul-part’s desires, then the greatest accusation presents imitative poetry as a

context that allows for the non-rational parts to pursue their desires without calculation or

18 Cf. Jowett and Campbell (1894) III 431 (who focus on satisfying anger); Adam (1902) II
356 (who focuses on satisfying the spirited element).

19 Adam (1902) 11 357.
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understanding, in which case —given T22 and its context— the results will be basically the
same whether the soul-part in question is appetite or spirit. In other words, passages T20 and
T21 identify both non-rational elements, both appetite and spirit, as the soul-elements upon

which imitative poetry exerts its corruptive power.

3.3 A Problematic Passage

Although it is generally agreed that poetic imitations negatively affect our non-rational
elements, there is a problematic passage in our midst. This agreement appears to be
challenged by the first attempt to identify the soul-element upon which imitation as a whole
exerts its power (602 C 4-603 B 6): the attempt has been taken to identify an inferior part of
the rational element as the soul-element upon which imitation exerts its power; and the
argument to identify the soul-element affected by imitative poetry concludes with two
observations linking it to the soul-element affected by imitation as a whole. This challenging
alternative would imply that an inferior part of the rational element is the soul-element
affected by imitative poetry rather than the soul’s non-rational parts.

The first observation is that the imitative poet resembles a painter in two ways,
namely in making inferior things with respect to truth and in consorting not with the best
soul-element (t0 BéAtiotov) but with another sort of element (605 A 7-B 1). Which other
sort? First, in the earlier argument (to identify the soul-element upon which imitation as a
whole exerts its power), it is agreed that both painting and imitation as whole associate with
an inferior element (603 A 9-B 6), namely an inferior part that opposes the best element in
the soul (603 A 4-8). Second, the contrast between the best soul-element and another sort of
element (605 A 9—10) parallels the earlier contrast between the best element and an inferior
one (603 A 4-8; cf. 603 B 7-C 4). The first observation —then— supports the view that the
other sort of element with which imitative poetry consorts is of an inferior sort, akin to the
inferior element mentioned at 603 A 4-8. The second observation linking these soul-elements
is that the poet gratifies the silly (dvontov) element which does not distinguish the big and
the small, but regards the same things sometimes as big, sometimes as small (605 B 7-C 4).
This characterization probably alludes to the earlier argument (602 C 4-603 B 6) as the

language readily brings to mind the opening example of the same magnitude appearing to be
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not equal. This interpretation is supported by the fact that the argument to identify the soul-
element affected by imitative poetry (603 B 7-605 C 4) lacks any evidence that would
warrant ascribing this mistake (of not distinguishing the big and the small) to the silly
element, in which case —unless Plato has been careless— it refers back to something already
stated. If this is correct that the soul-element affected by imitative poetry is an inferior sort of
element and the latter appears to be a sub-part of the rational element —on a certain reading
of T23— then the general agreement that poetic imitations negatively affect our non-rational
elements could be in peril. Socrates’ first attempt to identify the soul-element upon which

imitation as a whole exerts its power calls for closer scrutiny.

The argument begins with the question ‘upon which of a human being’s elements does it [sc.
imitation] have the power it has?’ (602 C 4-5). It is agreed that the same magnitude appears
not equal when seen both from nearby and from afar (602 C 7-9); for instance, the same tree
appears to be big and small after being seen close up and at a distance. A similar observation
is made with respect to shape, namely that the same things appear to have different shapes
depending on the location or way in which they are seen (602 C 10-D 1); for instance, the
same stick appears to be bent and straight when seen both in water and outside it.20 These
examples are relevant to the question at hand because they allude to a weakness of our nature
—at the very least, to have what appears conflict with our better judgement— a weakness
exploited by a paradigmatic imitative art, shadow-painting (602 D 2-5).

Socrates and Glaucon then agree on two points (602 D 6-E 3), namely that certain
skills such as measuring and calculating are helpful in these cases because they allow the
truth to rule in us rather than what appears to be bigger than it is or smaller than it is etc. (Cf.
R. 7 523 A 10 ff. (e.g. T24) for another kind of contrast between sense-perception and

reason.) The discussion continues onto the problematic passage:

T23 Tobtw 6& ToALAKIC peTpricavTt Koi onpaivovtt peilo drta 602 E 4
givar 1} éAdtto Etepa Eépov A Toa tavavtio paivetar o ES5S
nePL TOVTAL.

Noad.

20 Cf. R. 10 598 A 7-10: the couch appears different when seen from different angles.
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Ovkodv Epapev T aOT® Guo Tept TavTa Evavtio do&alev
advvartov glvay;
Kai 0p0dc v’ Epapev. E 10
To mopd ta pétpa dpoa doEALOV THS YuyhG TA Kath Ta 603 A1
HETPOL OVK GV €N TODTOV.
OV yap odv.
AAO v TO PETPO Ye Kol Aoyiopd motebov BEATIoTOV Qv
gin T Yoyfc. AS
Ti pnv;
To épa To0VTE Evavtioduevov TV avA®V dv Tt €in &v NUiv.

Avaykn. A8

But often the opposites to this that has measured and indicates certain things to be
larger or smaller than others, or equal, appear at the same time about the same things.

Yes.

Did we not say that it is impossible for the same thing to judge opposites at the same
time about the same things?

And rightly so we said it.

The soul’s element judging what is contrary to the measurements —therefore—
could not be the same as the element judging what is according to the measurements.

Certainly not.

But surely the element putting its trust in measurement and calculation would be the
soul’s best element.

Well, what of it?

The element —then— opposing this would be some one of the inferior elements in
us.

Necessarily. (P1. R. 10 602 E 4-603 A 8)

Passage T23 acknowledges the frequent possibility of a conflict between the rational part’s

indications and what appears. This is understood as a conflict between simultaneously held

opposite judgements (66&at). By appealing to the principle of opposites, it follows that the
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part judging against measurement and the part judging in accordance with it cannot be
numerically one and the same. Since the part judging in accordance with measurement is the
soul’s best element, it follows that the opposing element is one of the inferior parts.

This passage has been problematic because it has appeared to introduce a new
division in the soul, namely a partition of the rational element into superior and inferior
parts.2! This is problematic because the inferior soul-part with which imitation consorts
would not be a non-rational soul-part, in which case there would be a tension between this
view (i.e. that imitation consorts with an inferior part of reason) and the view that imitative
poetry consorts with the non-rational parts (as argued in Chapter 3 §2). The appearance to

divide the rational part arises on account of two assumptions, namely

[A1] that the noun phrase in the dative ‘to this that has measured and indicates [toVT® |[...]
petpnooavtt kai onuaivovtt]’ (602 E 4) is governed by ‘appear [paivetatl]’ (602 E 5), and
[A2] that ‘appear [paivetat]’ (602 E 5) is equivalent to ‘judges [d0Edlet]’.22

It is noteworthy that reading lines 602 E 4-6 with [A1] would yield a different, yet fairly

standard translation:

Tovte 88 moALGKIC petpicavtt koi onuaivovtt peilo dtto eivar § Ehdtto Etepa

£tépov 1| Toa tavavtio gaivetol dupo Tepl ToOTA.

But often the opposites appear at the same time about the same things to this that has

measured and indicates certain things to be larger or smaller than others, or equal.

21 This view is shared by —e.g.: Murphy (1951) 239-243, Kenny (1969) 248-249, Nehamas
(1999a) 264-269, Burnyeat (1999) 223-228, Sedley (2004) 113 n. 4, Kamtekar (2006) 173 n.
11. This view is rejected by —e.g.: Penner (1971) Section II, Burnyeat (1976) 34-35 with n.
21, Lorenz (2006b) Chapter 5, Ganson (2009) 180 nn. 4 and 6 (with their main texts), Moss
(2008) Section 1, Shields (2010) 170 n. 24, Singpurwalla (2010) 886, Storey (2014) Section
2. Cf. the forthcoming n. 23 with its main text.

22 Assumption [A2] is shared by —e.g.: Barney (1992), Burnyeat (1999) 223 n. 12, Nehamas
(1999a) 265, Sedley (2004) 113 n. 40, Kamtekar (2006) 173 n. 11.
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Assuming [A1] would seem to present the rational part alone as the subject of a conflict
between its own indications and the opposites that appear about the same things at the same
time. Assuming also [A2] would seem to present the rational part alone as the subject of
conflicting judgements (06&an): after all, lines 602 E 8—10 show that the rational part’s own
indications are construed as a judgement (66&a). In other words, assumptions [A1] and [A2]
would seem to imply that the rational part both judges (60&Get) that certain things are larger
or smaller than others, or equal, at the same time that it judges (60&alet) the contrary. By
appealing to the principle of opposites, it follows that the rational part is a complex soul-part,
with one part later described as ‘one of the inferior elements in us’ (603 A 7).

Two main kinds of attempts have been made to avoid partitioning the rational part,
with one kind accepting both assumptions [A1] and [A2], with the other kind denying one of
the two assumptions. The first kind of attempt accepts both [A1] and [A2], but it proposes
alternative referents either for ‘this [tovt®]’ (602 E 4) or for ‘the opposites [tavavrtia]’ (602
E 5). Some commentators propose that ‘this [tout®]’ (602 E 4) refers to the person or the
whole soul,?3 but this is not satisfactory: it is generally agreed that ‘this [tovt®]’ has the same
referent as the immediately preceding demonstrative ‘it [tovtov]’ (602 E 3), namely the
referent ‘the rational part [tod Aoyiotwcod]” (602 E 1). Some commentators propose
alternatively that ‘the opposites [tavavtia]’ (602 E 5) refers to the rational part’s own
indications —the opposites to ‘the thing appearing [10 gowvdpevov]’ (602 D 7-8) larger or
smaller etc.— and these conclusions appear (paivetar) to it,24 but this seems awkward:25 it
probably involves an unexpected shift in the use of the verb ‘appear [paivopoi]’. The Greek
verb ‘gaivopon [phainomai]’ has a neutral and a factive use.2¢ The verb in its neutral use
indicates that something presents itself —for instance— in a certain way, but it is not
understood either that it really is so-and-so or that it really is not so-and-so. (You may
consider the statement ‘the submerged stick appears to be bent’ an example of the neutral use:

it cannot be understood from this statement either that the submerged stick really is bent or

23 Respectively Bosanquet (1925) 393 and Halliwell (1988) 134.
24 Adam (1902) 11 408, Lorenz (2006b) 67-68, Kamtekar (2018) 142, 161 n. 19.

25 For another problem with this alternative, see Barney (1992) 286-287 n. 5 and Storey
(2014) 97.

26 LSJ s.v. ‘paive’ B II 1. Cf. Crivelli (ms?) 26-27.
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that it really is not bent.) The verb ‘paivopor’ in its factive use indicates that something really
so-and-so presents itself as so-and-so, and it is understood to be so-and-so. (You may
consider the statement ‘the stars appear to be very far away’ an example of the factive use: it
can be understood from this statement that the stars really are very far away.) Now the
context to T23 seems to be employing the verb ‘gaivopor [phainomai]’ in its neutral use
because —at the very least— what appears is problematic or confusing and incites rational
investigation. The alternative according to which the rational part’s own conclusions appear
(patvetan) to it seems to require employing the verb ‘paivopon [phainomai]’ in its factive use
with an implication of truth, in which case the rational part’s conclusions ‘appear [paiveTat]’
in the sense that they are clearly shown to be the case (cf. R. 7 524 B 7-9). This shift in use
seems necessary for the alternative view: otherwise, why would the results of reason’s
measurements and indications merely appear to it —as if they were on a par with the
apparently large or small etc.— before ‘putting its trust [miotedov]’ (603 A 4) in them??7
Without the shift in use, it seems odd that the rational element would first have the same
attitude (i.e. being-appeared-to) to the results of its own works as the attitude it presumably
takes toward the appearances that cause a disturbance (tapoyn) in the soul and rouse it to
investigation. The alternative according to which the rational part’s own conclusions appear
(paiverar) to it thus probably involves an unexpected shift in the use of the verb ‘paivopon
[phainomai]’ which —although possible— seems awkward.

The second kind of attempt denies either [A1] or [A2]. One attempt accepts [A1], but
denies [A2]?8 in which case the opposites appear to the rational part without its being the
subject of a judgement (66&a) that would conflict with its own conclusions. This attempt is
doubtful though:29 it attributes to Plato an Aristotelian view of appearance according to which
—for instance— the sun appears (@aiverat) a foot across, but we do not judge it to be so (cf.
de An. 111 3 428a18-b9 and Insomn. 2 460b16-22); yet it is generally agreed that Aristotle

has Plato in mind in denying that being-appeared-to involves judgement.30 In other words, an

27 Kamtekar (2018) 142 writes that the rational part becomes ‘the subject of new appearances,
rational ones on the basis of which it forms beliefs’.

28 Halliwell (1988) 134 and Storey (2014).
29 T thank Paolo Crivelli for this objection.

30 Cf. Lycos (1964) 497-500 (discussing R. 10 at 499—500) and Barney (1992) Section II.
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interpretation of lines 602 E 4—6 accepting [A1] although denying [A2] amounts to a view
that is unlikely to be Plato’s since Aristotle —presumably— would have accepted it.

The attempt adopted here denies [A1] and accepts [A2].3! This attempt takes the noun
phrase in the dative ‘to this that has measured and indicates [toOt® [...] pertpioavtt kol
onuaivovtt]’ (602 E 4) as governed by ‘the opposites [tédvavtia]’.32 This alternative should
not be problematic: in particular, the demonstrative ‘this [to0t®]’ refers to the rational part
and it is comparable to saying —for instance— ‘the data tell against the defendant’, in which
case data ‘tell against’ or are opposite (évavtia) to a subject.33 With respect to [A2], there are
two reasons supporting the assumption that ‘appear [paiveton]’ (602 E 5) is equivalent to
‘judges [00&dlet]’. The first is that the appearance-side of the conflict concerns a perceptual
report and there is textual evidence to construe perceptual reports as judgements (66&at). The

second reason is that Republic 9 too evinces a use of ‘appears [paivetal]’ in its judgemental

31 Jowett and Campbell (1894) III 451452 deny [A1] by taking the noun phrase in the dative
‘to this that has measured and indicates [toUT® [...] petpriicavtt kai onpaivovtt]’ (602 E 4) as
loosely connected to the main clause and behaving like a genitive absolute. Adam (1902) II
466 finds this construction suspect.

32 Cf. Barney (1992) 286-287 n. 5.

33 T thank Paolo Crivelli for this example. The conflict at lines 602 E 4-6 is irregular in
comparison to other conflicts falling under the principle of opposites —for instance—
conflicts between desires or between soul-parts. For, the opposition at lines 602 E 4—6 holds
between different kinds of things, namely between what appears and a soul-part rather than
—for instance— between appearances or between soul-parts. Barney (1992) 286-287 n. 5
seems sensitive to this irregularity and writes: ‘There is no problem with using the logistikon
to stand in for what asserts in the enantia + dative construction: cf. Republic 453c3-4 [453 C
1-2 in Slings (2003)], Euthyphro 6a4-5 [6 A 4—6 in Duke et al. (1995)], Protagoras 339b9-10
and Laws 810d3-4.
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construal, in particular something is said to appear so-and-so precisely because it is judged to
be so-and-so. Let us take up each reason in turn.34

It should be uncontroversial that what conflicts with the rational part’s indication is a
perceptual report; for instance, the rational part indicates that some object is straight whereas
sight reports that it is bent. Plato reflects on the nature of sense-perception in Republic 7
paying attention to the question about the subjects in which prospective rulers of Callipolis
ought to be educated (521 C 1-535 A 2). Two requirements are set down for the subjects in
question —first— they must be able to draw the soul from the realm of becoming to the
realm of what is or of being (521 D 4-5) and —second— the subjects must not be useless to
warlike individuals because prospective rulers must be athletes in war when young (521 D 5—
12). The studies that come to mind are arithmetiké and logistiké (522 B 7-523 A 4) partly
because they are useful to warlike individuals since every craft and science is compelled to
have a share in them.3> Socrates also notices that arithmeétiké and logistiké lead to
understanding, but Glaucon does not comprehend the observation and asks for an
explanation. Socrates then goes on to argue that the study of arithmétiké and logistiké is by
nature one which draws the soul in all ways toward being (523 A 5-526 C 7).

The argument relies on a distinction (523 A 10—C 3) between those things in our
sense-perceptions that do not compel the soul to rouse the understanding into investigation —

call these ‘non-summoners’— and those that do compel the soul in this way —call these

34 Readers sympathetic to assumption [A2] may be tempted to defend it by appealing to
Plato’s Sophist (264 A 4-7, 264 B 1-2). For, Plato there defines appearance (pavtoacia) as
judgement (06&a) that arises through perception (i.e. a perceptual judgement) and it is
explicitly connected to the verb ‘appears [@aiveron]’. In other words, the Sophist is in
agreement with assumption [A2]. It is noteworthy that the definition is presupposed earlier
(233 B 1-2 with 233 C 6) as the Visitor first mentions the judgement (66&a) that sophists are
the wisest about all things and then remarks that sophists appear (paivovtat) to be wise about
all subject matters (cf. Crivelli (ms!) 140). This is noteworthy because the Visitor’s
observations partially resemble T23 in the sense that they move from judging to appearing
whereas T23 shows a move in the opposite direction.

35 The distinction between arithmetiké and logistiké has been taken to be between a
theoretical study (e.g. the theory or science of numbers) and a practical study (e.g. the art of
calculation) —e.g.: Adam (1902) II 112, 113; Heath (1921/1981) 13—16. This interpretation
was challenged by Klein (1968/1992) 17-25 who argues that the distinction is between the
art of counting and the art of calculating; see also Annas (1976) 5-6.
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‘summoners’.3¢ Non-summoners are adequately ‘distinguished [kpwvopeva]’ (523 B 2) by the
senses, e.g. sight ‘indicates [éofunvev]’ (523 D 5) a finger to be a finger and not also some
opposite. But summoners are not adequately distinguished by the senses, meaning that some
sense ‘reveals [onAoi]’ (523 C 3) no more this than the opposite or contrary, e.g. the sense of
touch ‘announces [rapayyéAiet]” (524 A 2) that the same thing is both hard and soft. At this

point, the soul is puzzled:

T24  Ovkodv, v & &yd, dvarykaiov &v T0ig To10VTOIG A THV 524 A5
YOV amopeiv i mote onuaivel adtn 1) aicOnoig 10 okAnpodyv,
glmep 10 aOTO Kol LOAAKOV AEYEL, Kai 1] ToD KOVPOVL Kai 1) ToD
Bapéog, Ti 10 KoDPoV kai Papv, €l 16 € Papd KODEOV Kol TO
Kod@ov Papd onuaivet;
Kai yap, on, avtai ye dromot T yoydi ai épunveion kai B1
EMOKEYEMG OEOUEVOL.
Eikdtmg dpa, qv 8 £y®, &v T0i¢ T0100TOIC TPMTOV eV
TEWPATOL LOYIGUOV TE KOl VONGIV Yoy TopaKoAoDGo EMTIGKO-
TElY €ite v €ite dV0 £oTiv EKOoTU TOV ElGOYYEALOUEVDV. B5S

[1ig & ov; B6

Is it not necessary —I said— in cases of this sort —on the other hand3’7— for the
soul to puzzle over what on earth this sense indicates by the hard, if truly it declares
the same thing38 also soft, as well with the sense which is set over the light and the
heavy, what <does it indicate by> the light and heavy, if it indicates both the light

thing to be heavy and the heavy thing light?

36 According to some commentators —e.g. Irwin (1977) 144—148 with 318 n. 26 and Fine
(1980) 227-235— the problem pertaining to summoners is that the senses announce the
property of being F (F-ness) to be also the property of being G (G-ness): the senses —these
commentators claim— identity F-ness with some perceptible property with which they
identify also G-ness.

37 Cf. Jowett and Campbell (1894) III 331 who take ‘a0’ (524 A 5) as ‘[i]n contradiction to
the former case [i.e. 523 C ff.] in which the soul was not perplexed’.

38 | take this to mean the same perceptible particular to which the sense attributes ‘hard’ —as
opposed to mean ‘the hard’ (i.e. hardness).
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Certainly —he said— these are strange expressions which need to be investigated.

It is then likely —I said— in cases of this sort that the soul first tries rousing
reasoning and understanding to investigate, with respect to each set of things
announced,3® whether they are one or two.

How could it not? (P1. R. 7 524 A 5-B 6)

In passage T24, it is agreed that the soul is necessarily puzzled by the senses’ perception of
attributes at opposite ends of a range (e.g. soft and hard, big and small, etc.; cf. 524 A 1-2);40
for instance, it puzzles over what the sense of touch indicates by the hard and the soft —
‘what is the hard?’, ‘what is the soft?’.4! The soul may then rely on certain intellectual
abilities to investigate whether the attributes at opposite ends of a range (e.g. soft and hard)
are one or two things.

The language used to describe the activities of sense-perception in T24 is worth

emphasizing: touch ‘indicates [onpaivel]’ (524 A 6) something about the hard and the soft; it

39 T render ‘€kaota @V cicayyeAlopévev’ as ‘each set of things announced’ to capture the
plural ‘Exacta’. I take it that by ‘Exoaocto TV sicoyysAlopévemv’ Socrates means —for
instance— ‘hard and soft’ (524 A 3), ‘light and heavy’ (524 A 7-9), as well as ‘big and
small’, ‘thick and thin’ (cf. 524 C 3-4). In other words, the translation is meant to capture
each pair of things announced.

40 | take the phrase ‘the sense set over the hard is compelled to be set over also the soft” (524
1-2) to identify the range of attributes over which the sense of touch governs. The phrase
does not mean that the sense feels both hard and soft in all cases. Cf. Adam (1902) II 111 (on
R. 7524 A2).

41 The ‘what is it?” question is vague (cf. Robinson (1953/1980) 59-60). The soul could be
asking for a verbal definition of the terms ‘hard’ and ‘soft’. (This is denied by —e.g.:
Robinson (1953/1980) 53, plus Cross and Woozley (1964) 7.) It could be asking for an
extensional definition, for the feature or features which distinguish the hard and the soft, that
is for the feature or features that all and only hard things share and for the feature or features
that all and only soft things share. Alternatively, the soul could be asking for a real definition,
for the real nature, of the hard and the soft (Cross and Woozley (1964) 6-8). This too is
ambiguous: either the soul is asking for a real definition of the hard without positing an entity
corresponding to ‘the hard’ or it is asking for a real definition of the hard while positing a
corresponding entity, namely the Form of the Hard. Nothing here hangs on which question is
being asked although I would suggest that a real definition without positing an entity (i.e. a
Form) is at hand: after all, the context suggests that something more than verbal or
extensional definitions are at hand; and the question is necessarily raised, yet there is no good
reason to believe that all souls would ask the ‘what is it?” question while positing an entity
(i.e. a Form).
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‘declares [Aéyet]’ (524 A 7) the same thing to be hard and soft; it ‘indicates [onpaivel]” (525 A
9) light things to be heavy (and vice versa). It is worth emphasizing also that the language of
indicating appeared prior to T24 (523 D 5; cf. the language of announcements in T24 (524 B
5) and previously at 524 A 2). Now return to passage T23 and observe that the rational part
too engages in the activity of ‘making indications [onpaivovt]’ (602 E 4) about the
perceptible world. Observe moreover that the immediately following exchange is phrased in
terms of judgements (d0&ut) (602 E 8603 A 3). This implies that the activity of making
indications is construed as making or having a judgement (00&alewv). Consequently, the
senses’ indications can be construed as judgements about the perceptible world.42 This would
explain Socrates’ assumption of —and Glaucon’s unhesitating agreement to— the presence
of a judgement opposite to the rational part in T23; put another way, Plato’s use of ‘appears
[paiveTan]’ can be explained by a shared assumption that sensory indications are judgements
(06&a). The conflict in T23 shows the rational part indicating (i.e. judging) some object to be
straight whereas sight indicates (i.e. judges) it to be bent. In other words, reading Republic
Books 7 and 10 together support assumption [A2] and a judgmental reading of ‘appear
[aiveTon]’ in T23.

There is a second reason supporting assumption [A2] that ‘appear [@aivetot]’ (602 E
5) is equivalent to ‘judges [60&alet]’, namely that a passage in Republic 9 too reveals a
judgemental use of ‘appears [@aivetat]’. The third argument to show that the just are better
off than the unjust (R. 9 583 B 2-588 B 1) —as we have seen— distinguishes distress (A0mn)
and pleasure (Mdovn) as opposite conditions plus a third sort which is neither to feel distress
(AomeicBar) nor to feel pleasure (yaipewv) (583 C 3-9), ‘a certain quiet [fjovyiav Tvd]’ of the
soul with respect to the opposites (583 C 7-9). Socrates subsequently invites Glaucon to

consider some claims to the effect that conditions devoid of distress are in fact most pleasant:

T25  Ap’ oLV pVNUOVEDELG, IV 8 €YD, TOVG TOV KOUVOVT®OV 583 C 10
Adyovg, oD Aéyovotv dtov KAUVOGLY;
[Toiovg;
Qg ovoev dpa €otiv {otov Tod Vywaively, AAAL GOAG

EreAn0etl, Tpiv kapve, fd1oToV dv. D1

42 Cf. Moss (2008), Ganson (2009), Storey (2014).
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Mépvnpuan, Een.
OvkodV Kol TV TEPL®OLVIY TVI EYOUEVOV AKOVELG
AeyovToVv MG 0vdgV fid1ov 10D TavcacHot ddVVOUEVOV;
AKOVO. D5
Kai &v AA01G ye, oipat, ToALoic Too0To1C aichévn
Y1yvopévoug Todg dvOpdTov, &V 0ig, dTav AmdvTat, TO [
AmeloBat Kai v Novyiov To0d To100Tov EYKOUAlovcty O¢

fid1eTov, 00 TO YoipELy.

Todto0 Yap, Een, T0TE 110V ToMG KOl dyonmnTOV YiyveTat, D10
novyio.
Kai 8tav modonton &pa, eimov, yaipov tic, 1 Thg Ndovic 583 E1

novyia Avmnpov Eotat.

"Towc, £on. E3

So —I said— do you remember the claims of the sick, the things they claim
whenever they are sick?

Of which sort?

Namely that nothing is more pleasant than being healthy, but it had escaped their
notice — before being sick— its being most pleasant.

I am reminded —he said.

Do you not hear too those who are in some excessive pain saying that nothing is
more pleasant than to end suffering pain?

I do hear them.

Yes —I suppose— and in many other cases of this sort you perceive human beings
finding themselves, cases in which, whenever distressed, they praise not being
distressed and the quiet from this sort of thing as most pleasant —<they do> not
<praise> being pleased.

For —he said— this [sc. not being distressed] at the time [sc. of being distressed]

becomes equally pleasant and desirable43 —a quiet.

43 LSJ s.v. “ayamntoc’ 11 1.
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Then —I said— the quiet from pleasure will be distressful also for someone enjoying
pleasure whenever it comes to an end.

Probably. (P1. R. 9 583 C 10-E 3)

In passage T25, Socrates invites Glaucon to consider claims about the quiet (or quiet
conditions) from the perspective of either distress or pleasure, that is judgements about the
quiet (or quiet conditions) at the time of feeling distress or feeling pleasure.44 Consider the ill
who express the judgement that being healthy is most pleasant insofar as they are ill and thus
in distress (583 C 10-D 2). (Since their condition is on a par with those in excessive pain
(583 D 3) and with normal people in distress (583 D 7), it is safe to assume that the illness in
question here is distressful.) The ill compare their currently distressful condition to a different
condition, namely being healthy. The comparison is accentuated by their confessing that
being healthy is now seen in a new light given the context of their illness (cf. T26). In
comparison to being ill, being healthy is understood to lack the property of being ill, namely
distressfulness; for instance, being healthy once again will be the end of being ill —note
‘tavoactar [to end]’ in 583 D 3—4— the end of being in distress (cf. ‘0 pun AvneicOou [not to
feel distress]” in 583 D 6-9). In other words, being healthy does not have the property of
distressfulness, i.e. being healthy is not distressful.

The ill —however— do not claim that being healthy is not distressful insofar as they
claim instead that being healthy is most pleasant. Although they (correctly) understand that
being healthy is not distressful, they make the further claim that being healthy has the
property contrary or most opposed to the property of their current distressful condition —a
claim which is false: a condition which is merely not distressful need not be pleasant. The
same pattern is observed in the case of those experiencing pleasure, e.g. someone currently
experiencing pleasure anticipates the end of the current experience (i.e. the end of pleasure)
to be distressful (583 E 1-3). Since the end of distress is on a par with not feeling pain (cf.

583 C 10-D 11), it is safe to assume that the end of pleasure is on a par with not feeling

44 Call these ‘non-concurrent’ judgements, in the sense that they are not expressed
concurrently with an experience of the quiet. There are also —call them— ‘concurrent’
judgements, namely judgements about the quiet from the perspective of the quiet, that is
judgements expressed concurrently with experiencing the quiet. I take Plato to recognize
mistakes pertaining to concurrent judgements in the second step of the argument in the
topographic analogy (584 D 1-585 A 7).
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pleasure (t0 un yoipewv), in which case —according to 583 E 1-3— those currently
experiencing pleasure anticipate the end of or not (un) feeling pleasure to be distressful —a
judgement which is false: a condition which is merely not pleasant need not be distressful.
The claims under discussion —then— are false judgements about quiet conditions
(e.g. being healthy), to be clear conditions devoid of distress and of pleasure. Now consider

Socrates’ assessment:

T26 TG ovv OpOGCS Tt TO pny dAyelv 8L 1yeichot f TO un 584 A4
yaipew aviapov; AS
Ovdopde.

Ovk &0ty &pa TodTo, GALL paiveTal, v & &yd, Tapd TO

GAyevov 1100 Kol wapd TO MOV AAyevov TOTE 1) ovyia, Kol

00OV VYIEG TOVTOV TAV PAVTOCUAT®OV TPOG NOOVIG AANBeLaLy,

AL yonTEia TIG. A10
Q¢ yodv 0 Aoyoc, £, onuoaivel. All

So, how is it correct to regard that not feeling pain is pleasant or that not feeling
pleasure is painful?

Not at all.

Therefore this is not correct —I said— but the quiet then appears pleasant
compared4S with what is painful and painful compared with what is pleasant; and
there is nothing sound from these apparitions with respect to the truth about pleasure,
but a certain sorcery.

As at any rate the argument shows —he said. (P1. R. 9 584 A 4-11)

Glaucon here agrees with Socrates that regarding what is not painful to be pleasant or what is
not pleasant to be painful is wrong. Socrates then clarifies that what is neither painful nor
pleasant ‘appears [paivetot]’ (584 A 7) to have the contrary property in comparison to what is
painful or what is pleasant. The assessment in T26 invites the suggestion that ‘appears

[eaiveton]” here enjoys a judgemental construal. For, Plato writes that the quiet appears to

S LSTs.v ‘mapd’ C17.
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have some property insofar as it is compared to either a painful or a pleasant condition and
the comparative context suggests that Plato has in mind the judgements leading up to T26 —
for instance— the claims of the ill.46 The impression is that the quiet’s appearing so-and-so is
explained by the fact that it is judged to be so-and-so. There is a further impression that the
‘apparitions [pavtacudtov]’ (584 A 9) here are those false judgements about the quiet. This
impression is emphasized by the reappearance of the phrase ‘nothing sound [00d&v
0Y1Eg]” (584 A 9) later in Republic 9 (589 C 3) in a context pertaining to false judgement —
note ‘yevdorto [speaks falsely]” (589 C 1).47 In other words, Republic 9 also supports
assumption [A2] and a judgemental reading of ‘appears [@aivetai]’ in T23.48

The aforementioned observations should tell against the view both that the sense of
‘appears [paivetat]’ in this part of Republic 10 is purely phenomenal or sensory (i.e. non-
judgemental) and that terms such as ‘appearances [poawopeva]’, ‘images [eidwia]’, and
‘apparitions [@oavtacopota]’ are terms ‘not so easily construed judgementally’#®. Two
arguments were given in favor of assumption [A2] that ‘appear [paivetoun]’ (602 E 5) in T23
is equivalent to ‘judges [00&alet]’. The first argues that perceptual reports are construed as

judgements (66&an) about the perceptible world, in which case T23 involves an episode of

46 It may be objected that ‘judges [d0&Glel]” or ‘judgement [06&a]’ are not used in this
context. It is noteworthy —however— that Socrates introduces the views under scrutiny with
‘So, do you remember the claims [Adyovc] of the sick, the things they claim [Aéyovowv]
whenever they are sick?’ (583 C 10-11). This is noteworthy because —first— ‘Adyot [logoi]’
and ‘00 [doxai]’ seem to be treated interchangeably in Republic 8 (560 B 6-561 B 3; cf.
T30 in Chapter 4 §3) and —second— a parallel passage in Republic 9 (573 A 4-B 5)
mentions only judgements (d0&o) suggesting that no substantive difference between ‘Adyor’
and ‘d6&at’ need be registered.

47 Republic 7 (523 A 10-B 6) presents for another connection between perceptual judgements
with ‘nothing sound [ovd&v VyiEc]’ (523 B 3) and what is ‘appearing [pawoueva]’ (523 B 5).
Cf. PL. Sph. 232 A 1-7 with 233 B 1-D 2.

48 Cf. Republic 8 (557 C 4-10) connecting ‘paive [appear]” and ‘kpivo [judge]’.

49 Storey (2014) 103 writes: ‘Book 10 furnishes us with plenty of evidence to allay any doubt
about the sense of ‘“appears” Plato is using. First, of course, what Socrates calls
“appearances” seem to be sensory appearances: paintings, reflections in mirrors, and visual
illusions. It should also be noted that these are not only called phenomena but also,
synonymously, eidola and phanstasmata, images and semblances, and these words are not so
easily construed judgementally. But most importantly, since Plato is using appearance
language to make a distinction, and he does so carefully and deliberately (596 A —598 C), our
understanding of what he means should follow this distinction.’
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judgement since what ‘appears [@aivetou]’ is a perceptual report. The second argument relies
on Republic 9 (T26) as it not only presents a judgmental use of ‘appears [paivetat]’, but also
suggests that the (false) judgements in question are referred to by the term ‘apparitions
[pavtaopdtwv]’ in which case ‘pdavtacua [apparition]’ can have a judgemental construal.50
There is evidence to suggest a judgemental construal also of images: a verbal lie is described
as an image (gidwAov) of a true lie in Republic 2 (382 B 6—C 3) and the principle requiring
each person to perform one task is described as a sort of image (e£idwAov) of justice in
Republic 4 (443 C 4-8). It is also tempting to understand a ‘shadow-painting of excellence
[oxiaypapiov apetig]’ (365 C 4) in judgmental terms as a reputation for excellence (cf. R. 2
365A 4-C 6 with R. 8 554 C 11-D 4).5! (Chapter 4 §2 defends a connection between

imitative poetry’s so-called ‘images [eid0wAa]’ of excellence and judgements.)

3.4 An outstanding question

There remains an outstanding question with respect to T23: ‘why is it assumed that a soul-
part makes or has these perceptual judgements?’. This is a question difficult to answer with
conviction, but not because of the view defended here: Plato simply does not state a precise
relation between sense-perception and the soul’s parts;52 yet he clearly assumes that sense-
perception and the inferior element in T23 are related in some way. The view defended here
takes the inferior element in T23 to be the appetitive part and if Plato held this view, then he
clearly assumes that sense-perception and the appetitive part are related in some way. Perhaps

sense-perception belongs to the appetitive part, in the sense that sense-perception is an

50 Cf. Republic 2 (382 A 1-3) for its notion of a verbal apparition (pavtacuo Ady®)
associated with falsehood.

51 Republic 10 (598 B 6—C 5 with 600 E 4-601 A 3) makes a connection between imitation
and false judgement in the case of a painter who makes what appears to be a carpenter to
those who falsely think it to be a carpenter (cf. Pl. Sph. 234 B 5-C 1). Republic 10 (601 B 9—
602 C 3) —immediately before T23— suggests a connection between appearance-language
and false judgement: imitators are said to lack knowledge (émiotqun) and correct judgement
(06&a. 0pb1Y) suggesting that they may just have false judgement; but poetic imitators will
nevertheless make what ‘appears [@aivetat]’ (602 B 2) to be fine to the ignorant many (cf.
T27 in Chapter 4 §2).

52 Cf. Bobonich (2002) 322.
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element or feature of it:33 remember that the appetitive part is responsible for desires
pertaining to food, drink, etc. (R. 4 436 A 10-B 2, 439 D 6-8), in which case it is responsible
for our bodily survival; remember also that the senses can adequately discern objects such as
fingers, in which case they presumably can discern objects of concern to the appetitive part
(e.g. food, drink, etc.); there is —then— a functional benefit to the appetitive part and sense-
perception having an intimate relation,>* even more so than other soul-parts. (The intuition is

that the body brings together appetite and sense-perception.>s)

3.5 Conclusion

Chapter 3 has taken two steps on the path to discover the relation between the non-rational
parts, excellence, and vice in order to ascertain whether the spirited element could indeed be
the primary beneficiary of early ethical education. The first step shows that imitative poetry
appeals to the soul’s non-rational elements, appetite and spirit. The second step both
identifies an inferior non-rational element as the soul-element upon which imitation as a
whole exerts its power, as the subject of what appears to be F, and recognizes a judgemental
use of appearance-language such as ‘appears [paivetar]’. These two steps are relevant to our
study: the general discussion on imitation characterizes the non-rational element under its
sway as an element sensitive or susceptible to perceptual illusions and which holds false
judgements contrary to reason in these cases; the particular discussion on imitative poetry
clearly identifies the soul-element under its power to that soul-part affected by imitation as a
whole; this identification tacitly implies that the non-rational parts are vulnerable to imitative
poetry, most likely that —just as the inferior element in the general discussion on imitation is
easily deceived by perceptual illusions and holds false judgements contrary to reason in these
cases— the non-rational parts are easily deceived by imitative poetry and hold false
judgements contrary to reason in this context. Imitative poetry is basically concerned with

excellence and vice, in particular with presenting what appears to be excellent to the many. If

53 Both Moss (2008) 46—49 and Storey (2014) 115-116 attribute sense-perception to the non-
rational parts due to Plato’s 7Timaeus (69 C-D, 70 D-71 B, 77 B 4-6).

54 Cf. Lorenz (2006b) 68.

55 Cf. P1. Phd. 82 D 9-83 E 3.
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the above is correct, then it seems very likely that the non-rational parts would be sensitive or
susceptible to what appears to be excellent and would be the bearers of false judgements
about what is excellent.

Chapter 4 continues on this path. It argues that the poets’ images or apparitions of
excellence just are false judgements about excellence since poets copy what the many falsely
judge to be excellent. Chapter 4 then advances the view that the soul’s non-rational parts are
the primary subjects of these false judgements, (‘primary’) in the sense that these false
judgements are acquired first by some non-rational part. This foreshadows a problem for the
standard view of early ethical education: the non-rational parts thus seem to be especially
susceptible to acquiring false judgements relevant to ethical training, but early ethical
education is meant to instill true judgements; if the spirited part is the primary target of
education, does this not potentially put spirit at risk of simultaneously holding false and true

judgements thus compromising its psychic integrity?
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Chapter 4

Images of excellence and non-rational parts

4.1 Introduction

Chapter 3 argues that imitative poetry exerts its power upon both non-rational parts of the
soul, appetite and spirit. It also both identifies a non-rational element as the subject of what
appears (paivetor) to be F and defends a judgemental use of appearance-language such as
‘appears [paivetal]’. Chapter 3 concludes observing a tacit implication of the discussions on
imitation as a whole and imitative poetry in Republic 10, namely that the non-rational parts
would be sensitive or susceptible to what appears to be excellent and would be the bearers of
false judgements about what is excellent.

Chapter 4 takes two more steps on the path to discover the nature of the relation
between the non-rational parts, excellence, and vice in order to ascertain whether the spirited
element could indeed be the primary beneficiary of early ethical education. Chapter 4 §2
further defends the judgemental construal of appearance-language specifically in the context
of imitative poetry. Chapter 4 §3 argues both that the many hold false judgements about
excellence and vice plus that the soul’s non-rational parts are the primary subjects of these
false judgements. Chapter 4 §4 then shapes these results into a worry for the standard view on

early ethical education.

4.2 What appears excellent and judgement

Chapter 3 alludes to an expectation that an imitative poet’s image of excellence —what
appears to be excellent— amounts to a false judgement about excellence (and vice). Does
this expectation hold true? First, does Plato employ a judgemental use of appearance-
language specifically in the context of imitative poetry? This Section 2 will acknowledge this
judgemental use in the context of imitative poetry since poets imitate the many’s convictions
or judgements about excellence and vice. (Section 3 will argue that these judgements are

indeed false.)
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There is an initial impression that Plato is employing a judgemental use of
appearance-language in the context of imitative poetry. The opening discussion of Republic
10 focuses on imitation and imitators, via the painter, characterizing them all (i.e. imitation
and imitators, in particular painters) as being far from the truth and producers of ‘images
[eldwAa]’ (cf. 597 D 10-598 A 1 and 598 B 6-D 7 —‘image [¢idwAov]” at 598 B 8).! The
discussion then focuses on imitative poets (598 D 8-599 A 6) —exemplified by Homer—
asking whether or not they too are imitators and the question is phrased in terms of whether
they make ‘apparitions [@oavtdouata]’ (599 A 3). The terms ‘images [€ldwAa]’ and
‘apparitions [@avtdopata]’ seem to be used interchangeably: the opening discussion on
imitators uses the term ‘image [€idwAov]’ and the question on the status of poets as imitators
uses the term ‘apparition [@avtacpa]’, but shortly later the term ‘image [eiddAov]’ (599 D 4)
is used in relation to a poet —Homer— and the conclusion to the question on the status of
poets as imitators uses the term ‘images [eiddAwv]’ (600 E 5; cf. 605 B 5-C 4).2 After
concluding that poets imitate images of excellence without any grasp of the truth (600 E 4—
6), they are compared to painters who ‘make what seems to be a shoemaker [okvTOoTOHOV
nomoet doxodvta ivar]’ (600 E 7-601 A 1) both without knowing about shoemaking and for
an audience also devoid of knowledge (600 E 6-601 A 3). The comparison suggests that
imitative poets will make what ‘seems [doxkel]’ to be excellence —note the judgmental term
‘seems [dokel]’— both without knowing about excellence and for an audience also devoid of
knowledge.

Attention 1s now turned to specifying the degree to which imitative poets do not have

knowledge of truth (601 C 7602 C 3). Socrates again focuses on —and illustrates his point

I Cf. Chapter 3 §2 n. 3 and the forthcoming n. 2.

2 In the Sophist (235 B 8-236 D 4), Plato distinguishes between two kinds of images
(e10wAa), a likeness (eikwv) and an apparition (pdvtacpa). Likenesses are associated with
faithful representation whereas apparitions are associated with deceptive representation (cf.
Crivelli (2012) 24-25). The Republic lacks these precise distinctions, but some commentators
—Halliwell (1988) 118 and Moss (2007) 419 n. 7— find that ‘likeness [eik®V]’ is a neutral
non-prejudiced term whereas ‘image [€idwAov]’ is often associated with deception and that
Plato abandons ‘likeness [gikdv]’ for ‘image [€idwAov]’ in Republic 10. (There is no use of
‘likeness [eik@v]’ in Book 10.) Note that the term ‘sikdévog [images]’ in T10 (402 C 6) —on
the interpretation offered there— could be associated with deception: after all, the images in
question are vices and describing vices as ‘images’ of excellences suggests that vices —as it
were— try to pass off as excellences (cf. R. 7 536 A 2-8).
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via— painters who are already known to be third from truth. Socrates now introduces an
epistemic tripartite hierarchy: users have most experience and knowledge (émotiun) (cf. R. 2
374 C 8-D 7); makers have correct judgement (0pO1| 66&a) by associating with users;3 and
imitators —here painters— have neither knowledge nor correct judgement (602 A 3—7): after
all, (imitative) painters do not use what they paint —hence no knowledge— nor do they
associate with users —hence no correct judgement. These findings are then applied to

imitative poets specifying the degree to which they lack knowledge of truth:

T27 Obte dpa eicetar odte OpOA SoEdcel 6 uUNTHG TEPL OV v 602 A8
ppfiton Tpog kA0S §j Tovnpiov.
Ovk €otkev. A10
Xapielg av €in 0 v Ti] TOMGCEL LUNTIKOC TPOS GOPiay TEPL
OV v o).
OV mhvv.
AL’ 0OV 81 BpOC YE UNGETAL, OVK EI00G TEPL EKAGTOV B1
dmn movnpoV §| xpNOTOV: GAL’, OC EOIKEV, 010V QOIVETOL KOAOV
glvoil T0ig ToALOIC T€ kai pndav €idoctv, TodTo PpncEeTaL.

Ti yap dAdlo; B4

The imitator —then— neither will know nor will judge correctly about the things he
imitates whether they are fine or poor.

Apparently not.

How accomplished the poetic imitator is in relation to wisdom about the things he
makes!

He isn’t really.

Yet he will nevertheless go on imitating no matter what, not knowing in which way
each thing is poor or useful. But —as it seems— what appears to be fine to the many
who know nothing, this he will imitate.

What else? (PL. R. 10 602 A 8-B 4)

3 Cf. PL. Cra. 390 B 1-D 8; Pl. Euthd. 289 A 4-D 7; Pl. Grg. 517 C 7-518 A 5.
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Passage T27 denies knowledge (émiotmiun) and correct judgement (0pOn d0&n) about
excellence and vice to imitative poets. But they continue to imitate ‘what appears to be fine
[olov @aiveton kaAdv etvai] to the many’ (602 B 2-3).

Passage T27 precedes the argument identifying the soul-element upon which imitation
as a whole exerts its power (602 C 4-603 B 6), namely the argument in which ‘appears
[paiveTon]’ is employed in its judgemental use (cf. Chapter 3 §3, especially T23). Given the
proximity of these passages, does appearance-language in T27 follow this pattern? Poets are
said to make apparitions (pavtdopata) of excellence and to imitate what appears (paiveton)
to be excellent. Is appearance-language here employed in its judgemental use? It is
noteworthy —to begin— that there is indeed a connection between judgement and the poets’
imitations of what appears to be fine to the many. For, a comparison between sophists and
poets in Republic 6 reveals that they express no more than the views and convictions of the
many.

Republic 6 (490 E 1-495 B 7) investigates the corruption of a truly philosophical
nature. Socrates observes that the masses find sophists to be corruptive forces (492 A 5-B 1),
but he challenges this view claiming that the many —those who charge the sophists— are
really the greatest ‘educators’, that is corrupters: the many make anyone be just as they wish
(492 B 1-5). Socrates also identifies the many’s mechanisms of ‘education’ or manipulation.
First, they corrupt in mass gatherings with loud and excessive censure to speech or deeds as
well as with loud and excessive praise. These circumstances are corruptive because the views
or judgements acquired in private education will be swept away or abandoned by this sort of
blame or praise (cf. R. 3 412 E 4413 C 4: I assume the idea to be that mass blame and praise
work upon our pains, pleasures, fears, etc.). Once swept away, the young person calls the
same things ‘honorable [kaAd]’ and ‘shameful [aicypd]’ as the many, practices the very same
things as the many, and becomes that sort of person (492 B 6-D 1). The second mechanism
by which the many ‘educate’ or manipulate is punishment. If mass blame and praise do not
work, then the many punish in a variety of ways (492 D 2-8). (I take the second mechanism
to support the idea that mass blame and praise work upon our pains, pleasures, fears, etc.: I
assume that punishment is meant to induce some kind of distress.) Short of having a divine

character or receiving the grace of divine intervention, no human character can escape current
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political systems (492 D 9493 A 3). In other words, the many set the agenda or discourse
about excellence and there is basically no escape to endorsing it.
Socrates and Glaucon then agree on the relationship between the sophists’ teachings

and the views of the many:

T28 "Exactog TV pisdapvodviay idtotdv, odg 81 odtot 493 A6
cOPIOTOS KAAODGL Kol vTitéyvoug nyodvtat, un dAlo mot-
deve 1 Tadta T0 TOV TOAAGY 0Oypata, 6 0o&dlovoty dtav
a0po1sddGtY, Kol Gopiay TanTnV KoAElY. oldvrep av &l
Opéupatoc peyddov Kai ioyvpod TPEPOUEVOL TAS OPYAS TIG A10
kol Emboupiog katepdviavey, 6mn t€ TPoseLdETV yp1 Kol 61 B1
yacOat avtod, Kol OmOTE YOAETDTATOV, T) TPAOTATOV, KOl EK
tivov yiyvetat, kol povag 81 £’ oig £xdotag slmdev
PO&yyecOar, kol ofac avd dAlov eOeyyouévov fiuepodtal te
Kol dyplaivel, katopadmv 6& TadTo TAVTO GVVOVCiY TE Kol B5S
YPOVoL TP1PT] copiay Te KOAEGELEV Kol MG TEYVNV GLGTNGA-
uevog €mi dtdackariov Tpémotto, UNdEY idmg 1) AAnOeia
TOVT®V TAV dOYUATOV T€ Kol EMOLIIGY OTL KOAOV T} aicypoOv
1 dyaBov 1} kokov fj dlkatov 1j ddkov, dvopdlot 6 mava Cl
tadto émi toic Tod peydhov {dov S6Euc, oic pév yaipot
gKEivo ayadd KaAdv, oic 8¢ &ybotro Kkokd, dAlov 8¢ pmdéval
&xol AOyov mtepl anT®V, ALY Tdvaykaio ol kadol kol
KoAd, TNV 0¢ 10D dvaykaiov Kol dyafod euoty, doov drapépet C5
@ OVTL, uNte Epakmg ein unte AA® dvvatog detéat,
to10010¢ 81 MV TPOG Atd¢ oV dTomog &v cot Sokel elvat
TOLOEVTNG;

"Epovy’, &on. Co
Each of the private wage-earners —whom these [sc. people] call ‘sophists’ and
regard as rivals in craft— teaches nothing but the very convictions of the many, that is

their judgements whenever they are assembled together and this he calls ‘wisdom’. It
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is just as if someone were learning the passions and appetites of a huge and strong
beast he is rearing: how to approach and handle it; when it is most difficult to deal
with or most docile, plus what makes it so; what sounds it utters in either condition;
and what tones of voice soothe or anger it. And having learned all this by associating
and spending time together, he calls this ‘wisdom’ and gathering it together as if a
craft he starts to teach it. Knowing nothing in reality about these convictions and
appetites which is honorable or shameful, good or bad, just or unjust, he uses all these
[sc. terms] in conformity with the great beast’s judgements, calling the things it enjoys
‘good’ and the things that vex it “bad’ —he has no other account to give of them— but
he calls what he is compelled to do ‘just’ and ‘honorable’, neither having seen nor
being able to explain to another how much the natures of necessity and goodness
really differ. Don’t you think —by Zeus— that such a man would make a strange
educator?

I do indeed —he said. (P1. R. 6 493 A 6-C 9)

Passage T28 claims that sophists teach the very same convictions (d0ypata) or judgements
(06Em) of the many when gathered together (493 A 6-9); put another way, sophists are not
original thinkers, but basically regurgitate the views of the times and the environment. This
activity is compared to learning the appetites and passions of a beast without knowing which
of these are in fact excellent or vicious (493 B 7-C 1). The comparison views sophists as
using evaluative terms in the same way as the many (cf. 492 B 6-D 1) and using them merely
in relation to their pleasures and distresses —note “yaipot [enjoys]’ (492 C 2) and ‘dyBotto
[vexed]’ (492 C 3)— or their demands (493 C 1-6). (This observation may be alluding to the
many’s acquisition of evaluative judgements, namely that they are acquired merely in relation
to pleasure and distress.)

The passage immediately following T28 (493 C 10-E 1) finds these sophists to be no

different from poets:
T29 "H obv 11 10010V S0KET Srapépetv O THY TGV TOAADY Kai 493 C 10
TOVTOSUTMY GLVIOVI®V OPYNV Koi 100VAS KOTAVEVONKEVOL D1

co@iav yoOUEVOG, €1T’ €V Ypapiki) 1T’ €v povoikT ite O

134



&V TOMTIKT); OTL HEV Yap €AV TIG TOVTOIC OLIAT EMOEKVOE-

vog, 1| moinowv 1 tva GAANY dnpovpyiav 1) TOAEL dtakoviay,

KLplovg A TOD OBV TOLG TOAAOVG, TEPAU TAV AVAYKOi®MVY, 1 D5
Aropndeto Aeyopévn avaykm moteiv otd tadto 6 dv ovTot

EMovAGV: O¢ 6¢ Kol dyada kol kodd TodTo T dAn0eiq, 1jon

TAOTOTE TOV HKOVGAG AVTAY AOYOV S100VTOG 0V KOTAYEAUGTOV;

Oipan 84 ve, R & 8¢, 008’ dcovoopa. E1l

Is there any difference between this person and the one who regards as wisdom to
understand the disposition and pleasures of the multifarious many gathered together,
whether in painting or in music or —of course— in politics? For, whenever someone
busies himself with them by putting on a show —be it poetry or some other creative
endeavor or service to the city— and makes the many sovereign over him beyond
what is called for, the so-called ‘Diomedean’ necessity is upon him to make the things
which they praise. But that these are truly good and fine, have you ever heard from
him an account about them that was not ridiculous?

I have not —he said— nor will I hear it. (P1. R. 6 493 C 10-E 1)

Passage T29 finds that —just as the sophists— poets too aim to please the many (cf. R. 10
605 A 2-6). The analogy between sophists and poets reveals the relationship between poets
and the convictions or judgements of the many. Poets too —then— express nothing more
than the convictions or judgements of the many (cf. R. 4 426 C 2—6 with R. 10 598 D 8-599
A 6 (cf. 599 C 6-D 2)). It is noteworthy that this view is articulated early in the Republic as
poets and private individuals are alleged to share the same views about excellence and vice
(R. 2 363 E 4-364 B 2), to be precise poets are echoing the many (cf. R. 2 358 E 2-6, 359 A
4-7, 360 D 1-3, and 365 B 4-C 1). This evidence acknowledges a connection between the
poets’ imitations of what appears to be fine or excellent to the many (in T27) and judgements
about what is fine or excellent. It seems certainly the case that ‘appears’ in the phrase ‘what
appears to be fine [or excellent] to the many’ (602 B 2-3) is employed in its judgemental
sense and thus what appears to be excellent to the many just is what is judged to be excellent

by the many.
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But are these judgements false? The above considerations do not show that the
many’s evaluative judgements are false. Reflect —however— on the earliest remarks on
poetry in Republic 2: there are two kinds of stories included in musical training, true and false
stories (376 E 8-377 A 7); Homer, Hesiod, and other poets composed false tales (377 D 3-5);
a great fault in uttering a falsehood (yevdecBan) is found to be ‘whenever someone using
words creates a bad image about what the gods and heroes are like ['Otav eixdln T1g Kokdg
¢ AOY®, Tepi Oedv Te Kai pdwv olot giow]’ (377 E 1-2; cf. 377 E 6-378 A 1). In Republic
3, after discussing stories about gods, heroes, etc., Socrates refrains from discussing stories
pertaining to humans ‘because —I suppose— we are to say that poets and prose writers speak
badly about the greatest things pertaining to humans [‘Ott otpot Mudc &peiv Mg po Kai
momrtal Kol A0Yomolol Kak®d¢ Aéyovoty mepi avOpanwv ta péyiota]’ (392 A 12-B 1). Note the
adverb ‘kakdc [badly]’ both here and in the gloss to a great fault in uttering a falsehood. The
impression is that to speak badly (kax@®dg) about the greatest things pertaining to humans is to
utter falsehoods (yevdecoBar): indeed, consider the claims about humans ascribed to poets and
prose writers (R. 3 392 B 1-7; cf. R. 8 568 A 8—C 2). These early remarks on poetry stress the
presence of false views. For, poets echo the views held by the many (R. 6 493 C 10-E 1 with
T28) and it is thus not implausible to expect false views in the many’s evaluative judgements
—the purview of poetry upon which Plato focuses. (Section 3 next will argue both that the
many’s judgements about excellence and vice are false plus that an inferior non-rational part

is the subject of these false judgements.)

4.3 The many’s false judgements about excellence

Republic 8-9 (from 544 C 1) picks up a previously interrupted discussion (R. 5 449 A 1-B 1)
to sketch the four main kinds of degenerate constitutions and the men like them, in particular
their coming-to-be as well as their nature. The purpose of the discussion is to assess these
constitutions alongside Callipolis and the man like it in order to answer the question: ‘is the
just soul better off than the others?’ (cf. R. 1 354 A 12-C 3). The four degenerate
constitutions are timocracy (R. 8 545 C 7-548 D 5), oligarchy (R. 8 550 C 8-553 A 2),
democracy (R. 8 555 B 4-558 C 5), and tyranny (R. 8 562 A 4-569 C 9). It is agreed that

there is a form of human character corresponding to each constitution and so there are four
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main kinds of degenerate psychic constitutions (R. 8 544 D 5-E 6; cf. R. 4 435 A 6436 A 7,
in particular 435 D 9-436 A 7): the timocrat (R. 8 548 D 6-550 B 8), the oligarch (R. 8 553 A
3-555 B 3), the democrat (R. 8 558 C 6562 A 3), and the tyrant (R. 9 571 A 1-4, 572 D 6—
576 B 9).

The sketch of the democrat in Book 8 includes his coming-to-be (558 C 6-D 7, 559 D
1-561 B 3;4 c¢f. R. 9 572 B 9-C 8, 572 D 9-E 2) and his nature or what he is like (561 B 3—
562 A 3; cf. R. 9 572 C 8-D 5).5 Socrates and Adeimantus agree both that he could be the son
of an oligarchic man, raised in his father’s ways, and that he too —the son— then rules by
force the non-necessary pleasures within him. In other words, Socrates and Adeimantus agree
that the son has an oligarchic soul (558 C 10-D 7; cf. 559 D 1-6). It is suggested that the
change from having an oligarchic constitution to a democratic soul begins with experiencing
pleasures ‘of all sorts [mavtodamdag]’ (559 D 7), especially when certain appetites in the
oligarchic soul —namely those conducive to pleasures of all sorts— receive help from other
persons with similar appetites, presumably in the sense that like-minded others provide for
the satisfaction of the appetites in question (559 D 5-E 8). The appetites in question are the
non-necessary ones (559 E 9-560 A §; cf. R. 9 572 B 9-E 2), in which case the suggestion is
that the change from having an oligarchic constitution to a democratic constitution begins
with experiencing non-necessary pleasures. With the experience of non-necessary pleasures,
the young oligarch’s non-necessary appetites are nourished, becoming many and strong —a

multitude (560 A 9-B 5). Socrates continues:

T30 Tehevtdoon 81, oipat, kotéhaPov v Tod véou Tiig Woyfig 560 B 6
axpOToALY, aicOopevaL kKeviv LoONUATOV TE Kol €mTNOEL-
HATOV KOADY Kol AOywv aAnB@dv, ol 61 dpiototl ppovpoi te
Kol OAOKEG &V AvOpAV BE0PIADV giot dtavoiatg.
Kai oo v’ Epn. Cl

Wevdeic on kai dhalovee, oipat, Adyot e kod §6Eot avt’

4 The discussion on the democrat is interrupted to distinguish between necessary and non-
necessary appetites (R. 8 558 D 8-559 C 12).

5 Scholars generally identify two phases in the democrat’s coming to be, phase one (R. 8 558
C 8-561 A 8) and phase two (R. 8 561 A 8-562 A 3) —e.g.: Scott (2000) 22 (a ‘junior’ and a
‘senior’ democrat), Parry (2007) 390, Johnstone (2013) 154.
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Finally —I suppose— they [sc. the non-necessary appetites®] seize the acropolis of

the young man’s soul, perceiving that it is devoid of fine notions, ways of living, and

6 Cf. Jowett and Campbell (1894) III 393, Scott (2000) 34, Hitz (2010) 118, Johnstone (2011)
161, Johnstone (2013) 154, Arruzza (2019) 171. Cf. the forthcoming n. 14 with its main text.
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true views, those which are the best watchmen and guards in the minds of men loved
by the gods.

By far the best —he said.

Then —I suppose— false and boastful views and judgements, rising quickly, occupy
this same part of him in place of the others.”

They do indeed —he said.

Won’t he then return to those Lotus-eaters and live with them openly? And if any
help should come to the thrifty part of his soul from his relatives, don’t those boastful
words —having barred the gates of the royal wall within him— prevent the allied
force itself from entering and even refuse to admit words of older private individuals
as ambassadors? Proving stronger in the battle, won’t they call shame ‘foolishness’
and drive it out as a dishonored fugitive? And calling temperance ‘cowardliness’,
won’t they shower it with abuse and banish it? As for moderate and orderly
expenditure, won’t they persuade him that it is boorish and illiberal, and join with a
multitude of useless appetites to drive it over the border?

They will indeed.

And when they have somehow emptied and purged these from the soul of the one
they are seizing hold of and initiating with solemn rites, they then immediately
proceed to lead in arrogance, anarchy, extravagance, and shamelessness in a blaze of
torchlight, accompanied with a vast chorus of followers and crowned with garlands.
They praise them and give them fine names, calling arrogance ‘good breeding’,
anarchy ‘freedom’, extravagance ‘magnificence’, and shamelessness ‘courage’. Isn’t
it in some such way as this —I said— that a young person exchanges an upbringing
among necessary appetites for the freeing and release of useless and non-necessary
pleasures?

Yes —he said— that’s clearly the way it happens. (P1. R. 8 560 B 6-561 A 5)

In passage T30, the young oligarch is finally corrupted and comes to be ruled by false

judgements about excellences and vices. Passage T30 sheds some light on the views and

7 Views and judgements are characterized as boastful probably because they make excessive
claims about democratic desires and values, e.g. freedom (cf. R. 9 562 B 7—C 3).
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judgements of democrats. I write ‘some’ light because a young democrat and an older
democrat may not share the same views (cf. R. 8 561 A 6-B 7).8 But even if older democrats
mollify their attitude, they nevertheless enjoy a central false judgement about the equality of
desires and pleasures and it probably informs other false judgements (cf. R. 8 561 B 8-C 5
with 562 B 7-C 3). Democrats —then— surely hold false judgements about excellence and
vice.

Now it is arguably the case that the many are democrats or even worse (e.g. drones).
For, the many’s desires are ‘of all sorts [mavrodamndc]’ (R. 4 431 B 9 in T16) and persons who
enjoy desires of all sorts deny true views both distinguishing between necessary and non-
necessary appetites plus calling to restrain the latter: this is explicitly true of democrats (R. 8
561 B 8-C 4) and it is surely true of those drones who expose young oligarchs to pleasures
‘of all sorts [mavtodamdc]’ (R. 8 559 D 7) before they become democrats. Note —moreover—
that both the many and the democrat are characterized as ‘manifold’, respectively
‘mavtodan®v [pantodapon]’ (R. 6 493 D 1) and ‘mavrodanodv [pantodapon]’ (R. 8 561 E 3).
Since the many are democrats —or worse— and the latter hold false judgements about
excellence and vice, it follows that the many hold false judgements about these.

This is consequential: since poets imitate what appears to be excellent to the many, to
be precise what the many judge to be excellent, and the many hold false judgements about
excellence (and vice), it follows that poets imitate false judgements about excellence (and
vice). In other words, imitative poetry’s images or apparitions of excellence just are the
many’s false judgements about excellence. Now Chapter 3 showed that what appears consorts
with an inferior non-rational part of the soul, (‘consorts’) in the sense that what appears —or
the judgement in question— is attributed to an inferior non-rational part as its subject. This
result from Chapter 3 applied to the context of imitative poetry would imply that an inferior
non-rational part is the subject of false judgements about excellence and vice. Do poetic
images or apparitions of excellence —what appears excellent to the many— consort with an
inferior non-rational part of the soul?

Passage T30 strongly suggests that a non-rational part is the primary subject of these
false judgements about excellence and vice acquired as a consequence of desires, aversions,

etc. (I write ‘primary’ because —if the following is correct— a non-rational part first acquires

8 Cf. the previous n. 5 in this Section 3.
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the false judgements in question and it is then joined by the rational part.) Recall the picture
in which ‘false and boastful views and judgements, rising quickly, occupy this same part of
him [sc. the acropolis] in place of the others’ (560 C 2—4 in T30). This picture suggests that
an inferior non-rational element is the primary subject of the false judgements in question
before they occupy or are acquired by the rational part.® This suggestion can be traced to
describing the judgements as ‘rising quickly [dvadopapovteg]” (560 C 3). There are two
alternative interpretations depending on whether ‘dvadpapodviec [anadramontes]’ is meant to
be taken literally or not. If ‘avadpapdvteg’ is meant literally, then the term would indicate
that judgements move from one place to another, to be precise from an undisclosed place
upwards to the acropolis: ‘dvadpopovteg’ is composed with the preposition ‘dvé’ which
could mean upwards movement.!0 Since the young man in question develops from an
oligarchic soul —a soul ruled by the appetitive part— the literal interpretation of
‘avaopapovtes’ would suggest that the false judgements move from the appetitive part (i.e.
an inferior element) upwards to the acropolis (i.e. the rational part), in which case the
appetitive part is a subject of the judgements in question before the rational part. If the
alternative according to which ‘dvadpapdvtec’ is not meant literally —nothing requires
taking it so— then judgements do not literally move from one soul-part (e.g. appetite) to the
acropolis (i.e. reason). The non-literal ‘avadpapdévteg’ could mean only that judgements
come to be swiftly in the young man’s acropolis —they sprout up!'— in which case no other
soul-part would have already been a subject of the judgements in question. (This is the only
instance of ‘avatpéym [rise quickly]’ in the Platonic corpus, so relying on other instances to

favor one alternative over another is not an option.)

9 There 1s good reason to believe that the acropolis is the rational part of the soul: a properly
trained acropolis —full of fine notions, etc.— would be our best guard (R. 8 560 B 8-9); the
best guard is reason mixed with musical training, in particular the best guard keeps us from
indulging (i.e. it controls, opposes, etc.) our money-loving nature, that is our appetitive part
(R. 8549 A 9-B 8; cf. R. 4 442 A 5-7 in T2); now, a proper musical and physical training
results in two soul-parts, reason and spirit, being put in charge of the appetitive part (R. 4 441
E 7-442 B 9 = partially T2); but the best guard (of the two) would rule (R. 3 412 B 9414 B
6) and reason would be the best guard: after all, ruling belongs to the rational part whereas
spirit is to be obedient to and an ally of it (R. 4 441 E 3-6).

10LS) s.v. “avé’ F 1.

LS s.v. “Gvatpéyem’ 11 3.

141



The literalist reading according to which the false judgements in question rise up from
the appetitive part is preferable. For, it is very likely that the young oligarch secretly held at
least some false and boastful judgements before being fully corrupted and these must be
attributed to the appetitive part. Consider —first— the young oligarch’s association with the
drones as there is reason to believe that the drones hold ‘false and boastful views and
judgements’ (560 C 2): these judgements play a role in the release of non-necessary appetites
and pleasures which are conducive to lawlessness —if unchecked— and the drones are
preoccupied with lawlessness (cf. R. 8 560 C 2-561 B 7 with R. 9 572 B 9-573 A 3 and 571
A 7-D 6); in other words, these judgements would be very favorable to the drones. There is
reason to believe also that the young oligarch is exposed to the drones’ views (cf. R. 8 549 C
1-550 B 8). Now —second— it is reasonable to assume that close or intimate association
with certain individuals and indulging in their practices results in adopting certain views or
judgements (cf. R. 2376 C 8-377B 9, R. 3395 C 3-D 4, 408 C 5409 E 3, R. 4 429 E 7-430
B 6). The young oligarch’s association with the drones is probably intimate enough to result
in acquiring some of their views: after all, the young oligarch adopts their behavior (cf. R. 9
572 C 6-D 5). In other words, it is very likely that the young oligarch acquires some false
views before being fully corrupted and having his rational part be occupied by them. This
idea (that the young oligarch already holds some false judgements before being fully
corrupted) is supported by a general phenomenon of degeneration. Corruption brings to the
surface —out in the open— something previously secret. Consider timocrats who have a
secret love for money which is made manifest as the city degenerates into an oligarchy (cf. R.
8 548 A 5-C 4, 549 A 9-B 11, and 550 D 2-551 B 8). Consider also democrats who enjoy
lawless desires in dreams —secretly— which are awakened as they degenerate into
tyrannical beings (cf. R. 9 574 D 1-575 A 8 and 576 B 3-5 with 571 C 3-D 6). Now observe
that the young oligarch’s corruption brings to the surface false and boastful views and
judgements (cf. 560 C 2-5 in T30). If these observations are correct, then there is reason to
believe that that young oligarch secretly held at least some false and boastful judgements
before being fully corrupted. There is reason to believe —moreover— that these false
judgements should be attributed to the appetitive part: first —as we have seen— these false
and boastful judgements conflict with oligarchic views in the sense that they cannot be

simultaneously held by numerically one and the same soul-part; second, the psychic conflict
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experienced by the young oligarch strongly suggests that oligarchic views are held by the
rational part with the support of the spirited (cf. Chapter 2 §4 on T19 with R. 4 440 A 9-440
B 8); if the above is correct and the young oligarch secretly holds at least some false and
boastful judgements before being fully corrupted, then these must be attributed to the
appetitive part. In other words, the young oligarch’s appetitive part is the primary subject of
the false and boastful judgements which rise quickly and occupy the rational part.!2 In other
words, T30 strongly suggests that the many’s false judgements about excellence and vice are
acquired first by the appetitive part, an inferior non-rational part of the soul.

This Section 3 has argued that the soul’s appetitive part can be the primary subject of
false judgements about excellence and vice. It is now important to remember that conclusions
about the appetitive part have been casually extended to the spirited in the context of
imitative poetry and elsewhere (cf. Chapter 3 §2, the discussion pertaining to passages T21
and T22; cf. R. 9 586 B 7-D 3). It is plausible —then— to extend these results to the spirited
part, i.e. to extend insights about the appetitive part and these judgements to spirit. The
spirited part too can be the primary subject of false judgements about excellence and vice:
after all, there are judgements that praise timocratic desires and values, namely spirited
desires and values not ruled by or following the rational part; and —following the precedent
set by T30— their proper subject would surely be the spirited part. (It is tempting to construe
some judgements in Republic 8 549 C 1-550 B 8 in this way.) In other words, it is plausible
to construe both non-rational parts of the soul as the primary subjects of false judgements

about excellence and vice.

4.4 An old worry for the standard view?

12 The above interpretation casts a plausible light on Socrates’ greatest accusation against
imitative poetry (i.e. its ability to corrupt even good people). Good persons who follow law
and reason in cases of private misfortune (e.g. losing something valuable) have correct
judgements. In the theater —however— they temporarily abandon these judgements and they
allow their irritable element to be pleased. If the above is correct, then Socrates’ concern
could be that sustained gratification (i.e. strengthening) of their irritable element will make
them —Ilike the young oligarch— altogether abandon their correct judgements and then come
to be ruled by false ones, by what appears to be excellent.
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This ought to be concerning for the standard view according to which the spirited part —a
non-rational element— is the primary target or beneficiary of early ethical education. If —as
we have seen— there is a strong impression that non-rational parts are especially sensitive or
susceptible to be subjects of false judgements relevant to ethical training and the spirited part
i1s meant to explain the acquisition of true judgements, is it not in danger of experiencing
conflict that threatens its psychic integrity by holding opposite judgements at the same time?
Supporters of the standard view may wish dismiss this worry about partitioning the spirited
part. For, there will be no false judgements —for instance— about what is excellent for the
non-rational parts to pick up or acquire during early ethical education in Callipolis. It may be
tempting to suppose that the non-rational parts are subjects of false judgements relevant to
ethical training only insofar as they are exposed to imitative poetry. But imitative poetry is
banned from Callipolis and so there should be no worry about the spirited part’s being
potentially subject to conflicting judgements at the same time.

The worry —however— cannot be so easily dismissed. It is uncontroversial that
imitative poetry does play a role in corrupting our judgement and that this specific risk (of
being corrupted by poetry) would be eliminated in Callipolis. But passage T28 —I
parenthetically noted— seems to allude to a view according to which the many acquire
evaluative judgements in relation to their desires, pleasures, etc.; and passage T30 —I shall
argue next— strongly suggests that the many acquire judgements about excellence and vice
as a consequence of non-necessary desires and pleasures. These observations hint at a
problem that runs deeper than merely the style and content of the stories to which we are
exposed as children: these observations suggest that the problem of acquiring false
judgements here is more proper to the soul itself rather than something merely picked up by
the soul.

Passage T30 strongly suggests that judgements about excellence and vice are acquired
as a consequence of desires, pleasures, etc.: the young man —we shall see— is corrupted
only by non-necessary desires and pleasures and these cause a confusion of excellences for
vices and vices for excellences. There is a scholarly debate concerning the role —if any— of
reason in the degeneration of psychic constitutions and in the established degenerate
characters. By ‘reason’ it seems to be meant an autonomous soul-part that deliberates about

the ends of degenerate constitutions and gives shape or order to the life of the person in
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question.!3 (Do oligarchic youths deliberate about becoming democrats? Do democrats
deliberate about and order their lives?) But the salient and persistent talk of non-necessary
appetites and pleasures in the context of the young man’s change gives the impression that his
degeneration lies squarely on the multiplication and strengthening of his non-necessary
appetites and pleasures such that the young man is corrupted only by or because of them, in
the sense that these appetites and pleasures are the agents of corruption. Note —first— that
his acropolis or rational part is seized by non-necessary appetites: this would parallel the
soul’s degeneration with the city’s degeneration in which its own members —not external
individuals— take control (R. 8 557 A 2-8).14 In what sense is it ‘seized’? Since there seems
to be no substantial difference between seizing —say— a city and enslaving it, this talk may

bring to mind an earlier passage on the generation of an oligarch:

T31 To 84 ve, otpon, Aoy1oTikOV T€ Kod Oupoetdeg yopod Evoey 553D1
kol EvOev Tapakadicoc V1’ EKEIVE Kol KATAOOVAMGAUEVOS, TO
peV 00oeV Ao €0 AoyilesBat 00OE oKomelV GAL’ T} OmOOeV €&
EhattOvVoV ypnudtov Thsio Eotat, TO 8¢ o Oavpdle Kai
TWAY UNodgv dAAlo fj TAoDTOV T€ Kol TAoLGiovE, Kol PLAOTL- D5
peichat und’ €9’ &vi GAA® 1) €l xpNUATOV KTNOEL Kal £0V T
dALo gig TodTO OEPN.
Ovk €01’ aAAN, Een, petafoln obTm Toyeld Te Kol ioyupa

€K IAOTIHOV VEOL €lC PLAOYPHLLOTOV. E1l

13 Scholars in favor of attributing a role to the rational part in the democrat’s case include —
e.g.: Irwin (1995) 282-283 (a role for degeneration in general), 284 (for the democrat’s
rational plans), 286 (implying that there is ‘rational choice and deliberation’ in the oligarchic
youth’s degeneration; moreover, the democratic soul rationalizes its treatment of appetites),
Parry (2007) 393 n. 6. Scholars who deny a role to the rational part in the democrat’s case
include —e.g.: Hagen (1986) 621 (‘The democratic man fails to have a single end at all’),
Scott (2000) Section 4 (reason is not active in the revolution from Republic 8§ 560 A 9),
Santas (2010) 175-176 (although allowing the other degenerates to enjoy some order and
instrumental rationality), Johnstone (2011).

14 There are two alternatives to the question ‘who or what seizes the acropolis?’ on account of
the feminine, plural particles ‘televt@dcor’ (560 B 6) and ‘aicOépevar’ (560 B 7): they agree
both with the democratic party’s non-necessary ‘appetites [mtBopiar]’ (cf. 560 A 9-B 2) and
with the young man’s ‘associates [OpuAiion]’ (cf. 560 B 3-5)

145



Then —I suppose— he sits on either side the rational and spirited elements on the
ground under it and enslaves them: the first he will forbid to calculate or examine
anything but how a little money will be worth much more; the second he will forbid
to admire and honor anything but wealth and the wealthy, and to love being honored
for anything but the possession of wealth and whatever may contribute to it.

There is —he said— no other change as swift and forcible from an honor-loving

youth into a money-lover. (P1. R. 8 553 D 1-E 1)

T31 observes that the transition from a timocratic youth to an oligarch finds the rational part
enslaved to the appetitive, (‘enslaved’) in the sense that reason is now forced to satisfy the
appetitive part’s money-making desires. If we accept the assumption that there may be no
substantial difference between seizing and enslaving in this context, then it is likely that the
young man’s acropolis or rational part is ‘seized’ by non-necessary appetites in the sense that
it is enslaved to oblige and promote them; in other words, the young man’s non-necessary
appetites now forcibly task the acropolis or rational part with obliging and promoting them
—not just necessary appetites.!> This new task (of obliging and promoting non-necessary
appetites and pleasures) seems to be an inevitable outcome of the growing number and
strength of non-necessary appetites and pleasures, (‘inevitable’) in the sense that there is no
reflection or deliberation to acquire the new task and the acropolis or rational part is forced
by the torrent of multitudinous non-necessary appetites and pleasures (cf. T39). It is worth
emphasizing that oligarchs raise their children to be weak at enduring pleasures and pains (R.
8 556 B 7-C 2): this suggests that oligarchic children merely give in to these pressures rather

than deliberate. In other words, there is a strong impression that an increase and

15 The young man’s soul now seems to be ruled by the appetitive part as a whole rather than
by just one kind of appetite (e.g. the necessary appetites in the case of oligarchs): after all,
exclusively catering to non-necessary appetites is impossible as some appetites are
indispensable for survival (cf. R. 8 558 D 11-559 A 2); and the idea of catering exclusively to
non-necessary appetites does not fit well with lines 561 A 6-8. This seems to hold in the case
of the established democratic soul (from 561 A 8). (R. 9 572 B 9-D 5 confirms that the
democratic soul begins to be established from 561 A 8.) See Chapter 3 §2 n. 8 for the
prevalent interpretation concerning the established democratic soul.
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strengthening of non-necessary appetites and pleasures is the sole cause of corrupting the
young man’s oligarchic soul.

There is a strong impression also that only these non-necessary desires and pleasures
—without an intervention from the rational part— cause the young man to have a change of
mind about excellences and vices, to be precise a change of mind resulting in confusing
excellences for vices and vices for excellences. For, the new task of obliging and promoting
non-necessary appetites and pleasures presupposes having oligarchic ways of living, views
(Aoyour), etc. —by which the young man would forcefully rule his non-necessary appetites—
be expelled. This must be the case since the new task is incompatible with an oligarchic soul:
seriously indulging non-necessary appetites leads one away from oligarchic ways (cf. R. 9
572 B 9-2). Oligarchic views (AO0yor) and judgements (d0Eou) —moreover— must be
expelled before the arrival of other views and judgements (cf. R. 8 560 C 2-5) lest the
acropolis (i.e. the rational part) suffer self-partitioning.!¢ For, oligarchic judgements arguably
are held by the rational part: the psychic conflict experienced by the young oligarch strongly
suggests that oligarchic views are held by the rational part with the support of the spirited (cf.
Chapter 2 §4 on T19 with R. 4 440 A 9-440 B 8); and the rational part’s being occupied by
false and boastful judgements in T30 supports the idea that oligarchs have their rational part
occupied by oligarchic views (cf. R. 8 553 D 1-E 1). Now the co-existence of oligarchic
judgements in the acropolis at the same time as the false and boastful judgements would fall
under the so-called ‘principle of opposites’:!7 the boastful judgements do not admit or
welcome oligarchic views in the sense that they deny (évavevovot) their claims (cf. R. 8 561
B 8-C 5 paying attention to the parallel language of non-admittance, explicated by the
democrat’s denial —note ‘dvavever [denies]’ at 561 C 3); but surely the oligarchic
judgements assent (€mwvevovot) to these claims; consequently, the boastful views and the
oligarchic views are opposites forbidden to coexist in the acropolis at the same time at pains

of violating the principle of opposites (cf. R. 4 437 B 1-5 with 436 B 9-C 3). Since they

16 Tt is curious that certain oligarchic excellences seem to linger in the young man’s soul (cf.
R. 8560 C 6-D 8).

17 For the sake of brevity, I shall mainly use alone either ‘judgements [06&at]” or ‘views
[AOyol]” barring evidence that they are not treated interchangeably in T30. The mention of
only judgements —not judgements (06&at) and views (Adyor)— at risk of expulsion from the
soul in a parallel passage (R. 9 573 A 4-B 5) supports treating them interchangeably.
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cannot coexist in the acropolis at the same time, then the rise of false views presupposes the
expulsion of oligarchic judgements from the acropolis.

The young man’s oligarchic judgements are very likely expelled by his non-necessary
pleasures (cf. Chapter 2 §4): first, a young oligarchic man distinguishes between necessary
and non-necessary appetites (cf. R. 8 554 B 7-E 3), which is a true distinction (cf. R. 8 558 D
8-559 C 7, 561 B 8—C 5); second, he would need to abandon this true distinction in order to
oblige and promote non-necessary appetites since the distinction is meant to keep non-
necessary appetites in check (cf. R. 8 561 B 8—C 5); third, the young man would be depriving
himself of something good in banishing a true distinction, yet no person voluntarily deprives
herself or himself of good things (cf. R. 3 412 E 9413 A 10; R. 2381 C 2-5 (and R. 3 396 C
6-E 2, in particular 396 D 3-E 1)); fourth, there are three ways to be involuntarily deprived
of true judgements, namely theft, compulsion, plus beguilement, and the evidence here points
in favor of the young oligarch being a victim of beguilement, to be precise of being charmed
by pleasure (cf. R. 3 413 B 1-C 4; for compulsion and beguilement, R. 4 429 E 7-430 B 6, in
particular 430 A 3-B 3). (He likely gives up the distinction willingly (i.e. with desire): after
all, he wants to experience non-necessary pleasures and giving up the distinction makes room
for this. However, he is likely ignorant of giving up a true distinction —something good for
him— in which case he acts unintentionally.!8) If this is correct that the young oligarch
banishes his judgements in virtue of being charmed (i.e. beguiled or tricked) by pleasure, then
it is hard to appreciate in which way his rational part would play an autonomous role in his
degeneration, in particular that the rational part would deliberate and choose to oblige and
promote non-necessary appetites and pleasures.!® If this is correct, then non-necessary
appetites and pleasures by themselves cause the young man’s judgement about excellences
and vices to be corrupted. He comes to be ruled by false judgements: he confuses excellences
for vices, e.g. he condemns shame calling it ‘foolishness’ and he condemns temperance

calling it ‘cowardliness’, etc.; he confuses vices for excellences, e.g. he praises shamelessness

18 T thank Paolo Crivelli for pressing this clarification.

19 The young oligarch’s case seems to be an example of pleasure persuading and drawing
people to adopt certain ways of life (cf. R. 7 538 C 6-D 5). Note that pleasure can also fix
people’s attention (cf. R. 7519 A7-B 6 and R. 9 586 A 1-C 6).
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calling it ‘courage’ and he praises anarchy calling it ‘freedom’, etc.; and these false
judgements occupy the acropolis or rational part of his soul.20

Passage T30 is not the only place in the Republic to appreciate evaluative judgements
as consequences of pleasure and distress. (To be clear, I shall speak of these as ‘hedonic
experiences’ and | expect that our findings could be extended to desire and aversion since
there is precedent on treating desires and pleasures interchangeably in Republic 8 —for

instance— 558 C 10-560 B 5.) Plato writes in Republic 10:

T32 [...] olc®’ 611 605D 2
xopopév te Kai £vOovTeg NUAG aTovg Emopeda GUUTAGYOV-
TEC, Kol 6ovdALovTEC ETaUVODUEY O AyaBOV otV O¢ v
Nuag 6t pdAioto odTm S1001). D5

Oida- nidg 8 ov; D6

20 It may be objected that there is nothing to expel in the young man’s acropolis since it is
devoid of fine notions, ways of living, etc. (R. 8 560 B 6—C 1). The next event in the young
man’s degeneration (560 C 2—5) —however— supports the claim that oligarchic judgements
have been expelled from the young man’s acropolis (i.e. the rational part). After being seized,
false and boastful views and judgements occupy the young man’s acropolis ‘in place of the
others [avt’ ékeivov]’ (560 C 2-3). Which other views and judgements? There are two
alternatives depending on the use of ‘avti [anti]’, either it denotes no exchange of views and
judgements (cf. R. 3 411 C 1-2) or it denotes an exchange (cf. R. 2 371 C 8-D 3). The second
(i.e. latter) alternative is intuitively preferable: note that being brought up in a certain way
amounts to acquiring corresponding judgements (cf. R. 2 376 C 8377 B 9 and R. 4 429 E 7—
430 B 6; cf. R. 3 408 C 5409 E 3 for the acquisition of models based on upbringing); the
young man is brought up in oligarchic ways (558 C 6-D 7); and oligarchs are not utterly
devoid of views or judgements (cf. 559 E 9-560 A 3, 560 C 6-D 2, 561 B 8-C 5); and so the
young man’s acropolis almost certainly acquires oligarchic judgements. This alternative may
seem to conflict with the observation that the young man’s acropolis is empty of true views
(560 B 6-8) since oligarchs hold a true distinction between necessary and non-necessary
appetites, in which case a young oligarchic soul probably endorses this true distinction and
consequently is not altogether devoid of true views. But it is not unfathomable to consider the
young man empty of true views if this distinction is the only true view held. The second
alternative —then— supports the claim that oligarchic judgements have been expelled from
the young man’s acropolis (i.e. rational part): oligarchic judgements are replaced by false and
boastful judgements.
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[...] you know that we both enjoy and,
giving up ourselves, follow them feeling sympathy; and in earnest we praise as good a
poet who puts us most of all in this way.

I know. It must be so. (P1. R. 10 605 D 2-6)

T32 observes that poets are praised or judged to be good to the extent to which they please
their audience —similarly for politicians (R. 4 426 C 2—-6). Republic 5 (462 A 2-464 D 5)
invites considering evaluative judgements also as consequences of hedonic experiences.
Following a discussion on the arrangement of sharing women and children among Callipolis’
rulers (R. 5449 A 7462 A 1; cf. R. 4 423 E 5-424 A 4), there is an argument to confirm that
sharing women and children is the best arrangement for Callipolis —or any city— as it
furnishes the greatest good for a city, namely unity (cf. 461 E 5-462 A 1).2! This unity results
from two elements —on the one hand— the application of possessives such as ‘mine’ in
unison (in virtue of sharing women and children) and —on the other hand— the sharing of

pleasure and distress (which bind together the city).

T33 [Maodv Gpa TOAemV paloTta £V AT GOUPOVIGOVGLY EVOG 463 E 4

Tvoc 1 €0 1) kak®g TpatTovtog O vovaT édéyopey T pripa, O ES
BT1 1O oV £0 TPATTEL §) 6T1 TO EUOV KOKDC.

AMbOéotata, 7 & ¢

OvKoDV petd ToVTOL TOD SOYUATOC TE Kol PLLOTOC EQOUEY 464 A 1
oLVOKOAOVOETV TG TE 1OOVAS Kol TAG AVTOC KOWVH;

Kai 0p0d¢ ye Epapiev.

OvKoDV pHaAeTo Tod aOTOD KOWV®OVAGOLUGLY NIV 01 ToATTaL,

0 M €UoOV OVOUACOVGLV; TOVTOV 08 KOWVMVODVTEG OVTM O AS

21 The law to share women and children applies to Callipolis’ rulers —to be clear— both to
guardians and to auxiliaries. The first mention of the law appears to be addressed to
Callipolis’ top rulers, namely guardians: note ‘dpyovotv [rulers]’ (R. 4 423 B 6) and ‘@OAa&L
[guardians]’ (423 C 2; cf. 423 C 6-D 2). But the concluding remarks (R. 5 464 A 7-D 5)
mention not only ‘guardians [@OAagwv]’ (464 A 9), but also ‘auxiliaries [émkovpoig]’ (464 B
6). The ruling class includes both guardians and auxiliaries (cf. R. 8 545 C 7-D 7). Note that
Plato has used ‘guardians [@OAakag]” (R. 3 416 C 7) to cover both guardians and auxiliaries
shortly after distinguishing the two (R. 3 414 B 1-6 cf. 415 A 1-7).
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AOTNG TE Kol NOoVi|¢ HiAMoTa Kovaviay EE0voty;

IToAv ve. A7

Therefore —in this above all other cities— when someone is doing either well or
badly, they will sound together the phrase which we said just now, saying ‘that “my”
so-and-so is doing well’ or ‘that “my” so-and-so is doing badly’.

Quite true —he said.

Did we not say that shared pleasures and distresses follow closely in conjunction this
conviction and phrase?

And we spoke correctly.

Is it not the case that —most of all— our citizens will share of the same thing, which
they will call ‘mine’? And thus sharing this, will they then have most of all shared
distress and pleasure?

By far. (PL. R. 5463 E 4464 A 7)22

It is tempting to read T33 as suggesting the connection according to which our hedonic
experiences are consequences of evaluative judgements: ‘this conviction and phrase’ (464 A
1) in the agreement ‘that shared pleasures and distresses follow closely in conjunction this
conviction and phrase’ (464 A 1-3) may appear as referring to the evaluative judgements in
the preceding lines (e.g. ‘my so-and-so is doing well’).

But this 1s probably not the case. The agreement likely refers back to the argument
according to which a city is bound together insofar as citizens apply the same possessives
such as ‘mine’ to the same things and thus come to share their hedonic experiences (R. 5 462
A 9-C 8). This kind of city is then compared to a human being’s experiences of physical pain
and pleasure in order to elucidate the part-whole relation between a citizen’s doing well or
poorly and the city’s own pleasure and distress (462 C 9—E 3). The stress on agreeing to use
possessives in unison and the consequent shared hedonic experiences strongly suggests that
‘this conviction and phrase’ (464 A 1) in T33 refers to the use of the possessive ‘my [£uov]’ at
463 E 6 (cf. ‘mine [éudv]’ at 464 A 5). Note that an elaboration on T33 at Republic 5 (464 C

5-D 5) speaks of Callipolian guardians who share ‘a single conviction [€vi d0yuatt] about

22 Aristotle criticizes this view in Pol. 11 3.
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what is their own’ (464 D 3) and —so far as possible— pleasure and distress. There is reason
to believe —then— that the agreement in T33 (464 A 1-3) is probably not suggesting the
connection according to which our hedonic experiences are consequences of evaluative
judgements. But where does this leave us with the evaluative judgements at R. 5 463 E 5-7
(in T33)? It 1s plausible to suppose that they are acquired on the basis of hedonic experiences.
This is encouraged by the analogy with our experiences of physical pain and pleasure: after
all, it is intuitive that a judgement about my foot doing badly —in this context— would
surely be a consequence of some distress in the foot. If this is correct, then Republic 5 (462 A
2-464 D 5) allows us to acknowledge evaluative judgements also as consequences of hedonic
experiences.

Consider —finally— the characterization of imitative poetry as it is at least open to

construing evaluative judgements as consequences of hedonic experiences:

T34 [...]" mpatTOovTOg, POauéy, AvOpmITOVS 603 C5
ppetton 1 puntikn Praiovg fj €kovoiog mpdéelc, Kol €K ToD
TpaTTEY T £V 010UEVOC T} KOKMC mEmpayévar, Kai &v To0Tolg
&1 mdiow §) Avmovpévoug 7 yadpovrag. pn Tt GALO 7 Tapd
ToDTO,

Ov3év. C10

[...]. Imitative poetry —we say— imitates human beings engaged in
actions under compulsion or voluntarily, who suppose to have done either well or
badly from their acting, who are either distressed or pleased in all of these for sure23.
Is there perhaps something other in addition to this?

Nothing. (P1. R. 10 603 C 5-10)

Passage T34 suggests some connection between evaluative judgements and pleasure, distress,
etc. This is at least allowed by the ambiguity in writing that we experience distress or

pleasure ‘in all these [év tovtO1C maowv]’ (603 C 7-8), a phrase either picking up only ‘actions

23 | take the ‘61’ (603 C 8) as a particle of emphasis having no temporal significance (LSJ s.v.
‘on’ D).
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[rpdceig]’ (603 C 6) or referring to both our actions and our evaluative judgements. (Plato
probably has in mind the more inclusive reading according to which there is some connection
between our hedonic experiences and both our actions and our evaluative judgements.) What
connection does Plato have in mind? The connection between experiencing distress or
pleasure and our evaluative judgements itself is vague. For, Plato could have in mind either a
view according to which our hedonic experiences are consequences of evaluative judgements
—just as thinking to have done well in an exam may give us pleasure— or a view according
to which our evaluative judgements are consequences of hedonic experiences —just as
enjoying a meal makes us deem it good. It is tempting to read T34 as suggesting the former
view, but it cannot be ruled out that T34 includes the connection according to which our
evaluative judgements are consequences of hedonic experiences. (The same ambiguity holds
with respect to the connection between experiencing distress or pleasure and our actions. For,
Plato could have in mind either hedonic experiences causing our actions —just as
overwhelming distress compels a tyrannical person to do the unthinkable (cf. R. 9 573 C 11—
575 A 8)— or hedonic experiences as consequences of our actions —just as great joy may be
felt upon embracing an old friend.)

It 1s plausible —then— to suppose that some judgements about excellence and vice
are acquired as a consequence of desires, pleasures, etc. and the evidence (T30) strongly
suggests that false judgements in this domain are indeed acquired as a consequence of non-
necessary desires and pleasures. We should thus exercise caution before dismissing the worry
raised against the standard view on early ethical education: the problem of acquiring false
judgements about excellence and vice runs deeper than merely the style and content of the
stories to which we are exposed as children; and the acquisition of these false judgements as
a consequence of desires, pleasures, etc. suggests that the problem is more proper to the soul
itself rather than something merely picked up by the soul. (Chapter 5 §§2-3 further explore

this problem and re-articulate the worry in a decisive challenge to the standard view.)

4.5 Conclusion

Chapter 4 advances our understanding of the nature of the relation between the non-rational

parts, excellence, and vice in order to ascertain whether the spirited element could indeed be
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the primary beneficiary of early ethical education. Chapter 4 §2 further defends the
judgemental construal of appearance-language in the context of imitative poetry; for instance,
what appears (@oaivetol) to be excellent to the many just is what the many judge to be
excellent. Chapter 4 §3 argues that the many hold false judgements about excellence and
vice. Since imitative poets represent what appears excellent to the many, it follows that
imitative poets represent what the many falsely judge to be excellent. This is consequential:
Chapter 4 §§2-3 show appearance-language behaving in the same way as in Chapter 3 and
the latter argues that an inferior non-rational part is the subject of what appears to be F, of
what is judged to be F; Chapter 4’s findings together with Chapter 3 would imply that an
inferior non-rational part is the subject of what appears excellent to the many. Chapter 4 §3
shows that —indeed— the appetitive part (i.e. a non-rational part) is the primary subject of
the many’s false judgements about excellence and vice. Now since conclusions about the
appetitive part have been casually extended to the spirited in the context of imitative poetry
—and elsewhere— it is plausible to extend these results to the spirited part. In other words,
the spirited part too can be the primary subject of false judgements about excellence and vice.

Chapter 4 §4 raises a worry for the standard view on early ethical education insofar as
the spirited could be the primary subject of false judgements about excellence and vice. The
worry raises —again (cf. Chapter 2 §4)— the specter of partitioning the spirited part on the
standard view: if the non-rational parts are especially susceptible to false judgements about
excellence and vice and the spirited part is meant to explain the acquisition of true
judgements in this domain, could it be in danger of holding opposite judgements at the same
time? It is not obvious that the spirited part would be exempt from experiencing this kind of
conflict that threatens its psychic integrity. Chapter 4 §4 then argues that this worry cannot be
easily dismissed by claiming that there will be no false judgements for the non-rational parts
to pick up or acquire during early ethical education in Callipolis: there is reason to believe
that false judgements about excellence and vice are acquired as a consequence of desires,
pleasures, etc., in particular non-necessary desires and pleasures; and this suggests that the
problem of acquiring these false judgements is more proper to the soul itself rather than
something merely picked up by the soul due to the style and content of the stories to which

we are exposed as children.
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Chapter 5

Early ethical education

5.1 Introduction

Chapter 4 argued that the notion of what appears to be excellent to the many ought to be
understood as what is falsely judged to be excellent by the many. It argued also that the soul’s
non-rational parts are the primary subjects of these false judgements, in the sense that they
are the first to acquire these false judgements. Moreover, the non-rational parts acquire these
false judgements as a consequence of non-necessary desires and pleasures. These findings
hint that the problem of acquiring these false judgements is more proper to the soul itself and
that addressing the problem must go beyond merely controlling the style and content of the
stories to which we are exposed as children.

Chapter 5 shall conclude the objection against the standard view of early ethical
education, namely the view that the soul’s spirited element is the primary target of early
ethical education in the sense that it is the proper or ultimate subject of Callipolian laws, true
ethical judgements, and a sound ethical discriminatory faculty. Chapter 5 §2 begins by
arguing both that the non-rational parts by nature have non-necessary desires and pleasures
and that early ethical education involves correcting this natural disposition in a way that
creates a real possibility of psychic faction. Chapter 5 §3 seizes on the fact that early ethical
education may cause the soul to experience psychic faction to argue that the standard view is
committed to the possibility of partitioning the soul’s spirited element. Chapter 5 §4 offers an
explanation for construing the rational part as the primary target of early ethical education, an
explanation that involves identifying the acquisition of a rational understanding of laws and
law-inculcated judgements as an achievement of early ethical education. Chapter 5 §5

articulates an advantage of the account defended in Chapter 5 §4.

5.2 The non-rational parts’ natural desires

The picture emerging from Chapter 4 is that our judgement about values and norms is

especially vulnerable to non-necessary desires and pleasures, in the sense that the latter seem
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certainly bound to corrupt and give rise to false judgements. These false judgements —
moreover— have first an inferior non-rational part as their subject. This emerging picture
deserves further attention: it has consequences for understanding the tasks of early ethical
education and this understanding raises a suspicion about the standard view’s construal of the
soul’s spirited part as the primary target or beneficiary of early ethical education. Since non-
necessary desires and pleasures mislead us to acquire false judgements and musical trainees
are meant to acquire true judgements, it seems very likely that early ethical education must
do something about our non-necessary desires and pleasures —more below. This rough
understanding of early ethical education already raises a suspicion about the standard view: if
spirit is the primary target of early ethical education and thus it learns to do something about
non-necessary desires and pleasures, but spirit has its own non-necessary desires and
pleasures with which to deal, would this not risk partitioning the spirited part? Does it not
seem that spirit could thus suffer psychic conflict —for instance— by experiencing both a
non-necessary desire and an opposition to it? (This suspicion is pursued in Chapter 5 §3 after
hearing from the standard view.)

The standard view may speak up: ‘There is reason to protest against the application of
the emerging picture in Callipolis. Applying the emerging picture to young Callipolian
students is a specious move! For, the danger of non-necessary desires and pleasures is
practically non-existent in Callipolian education. First, Callipolian students initially receive
an upbringing appropriate to the auxiliary class (cf. R. 3 404 A 9-B 4, 414 A 7-B 6), a
lifestyle in stark contrast to a life characterized by non-necessary desires and pleasures (cf. R.
3416 C5-R. 4420 A9 and R. 8 543 B 1-C 3 in contrast to R. 9 586 A 1-D 3). This kind of
—call it— ‘auxiliary’ upbringing is arguably devoid of these pleasures harmful to psychic
excellence: after all, Callipolian students are being trained to become temperate (R. 3 389 D
7-8) and the temperate are devoid of excessive pleasure (cf. R. 3 402 E 2—-4). In other words,
early ethical education in Callipolis is not an environment suitable for the temptations,
deceptions, etc. of non-necessary pleasure —there are no drones in Callipolis (cf. R. 3 414 B
1-6)!

We may support our protest by looking at the discussion on temperance in Callipolis

(R.4 430 E 4-432 B 2), in particular:
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T16 Kai pnv kai ¢ ye moAhag kol tovtodoamag Embouiog Kol 431 B9
NdovdG Te Kol Amog v Toisi pdAiota dv Tig ebpot kKol yovauéi Cl1
Kol 0lKETOG, Kol TV EAeVOEPOV AeyOUEV@V €V TOTG TOAAOTG TE
Kol QOOAOIG.
[Tévo pév ovv.
Tag 0¢ ye amhic te kai petpiag, oi oM petd vod te Kol C5
d0ENG OpOfic Aoyoud dryovtat, €v OAyolg Te EmTenn Kal Toig

BéAtiota pev edoty, BEATIoTA 08 TodeVOEToLY.

AAno1, Eon.

Ovkodv Kol tadta Opdg Evovta 6ot £v T TOAEL, Kol
KPOTOLUEVOC 00TOO TOC EmBupiog TG &V TOIC TOALOIG T€ Cc10
Kol POOAOLG VIO TE TAV EMBLIGY Ko THG PPOVICENG TG &V D1

101G EAATTOCT TE KOl EMEIKESTEPOLG;

"Eyoy’, £on. D3

Moreover, one would find many and varied desires, pleasures, and distresses
especially in children, women, and household slaves, plus in the inferior majority of
those who are called ‘free’.

Certainly.

But you would chance upon the simple and moderate ones, which are led by
calculation with the aid of understanding and correct judgement, in a few who have
the best natures and the best education.

True —he said.

Do you not see these too in your city, namely the desires of the inferior majority
mastered on the spot by the desires and by the wisdom of the excellent minority?

I do —he said. (PL. R. 4 431 B 9-D 3)!

I'T deliberately do not include Republic 9 590 C 7-591 A 4 in the protest to reflect —as far as
I know— its being overlooked by proponents of the standard view: after all, this passage in
Republic 9 strikes me as compelling evidence against the standard view. Cf. Republic 8 550 A
5-B 3.
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Passage T16 suggests that Callipolian students are ruled by someone else’s rational part:
children are ruled by the superior few who are regarded as wise and as having desires,
pleasures, etc. led ‘by calculation with the aid of understanding and correct judgement [petd
vod 1e kol O00Eng opOic Aoywou®d]’ (431 C 5-6); at least wisdom, calculation, and
understanding are plausibly construed as belonging to reason and the rational part —note the
proximity between the Greek words ‘Aoyiopdg [calculation]’, ‘Adyoc [reason]’, and ‘10
Aoyotwcdv [rational part]’ (cf. R. 10 602 D 6-E 3); consequently, it is likely that having these
intelligent desires is an outcome of the rational part’s rulership, i.e. the souls of the superior
few are ruled by the rational part.2 But if Callipolian students are ruled by someone else’s
rational part, it is preferable to hold the view that these students experience the truest pleasure
possible for them rather than non-necessary pleasures (cf. 431 C 5-8 in T16 with R. 9 586 D
4-587 A 3; R. 6 500 D 5-501 C 4). This is confirmed by passage T6: the best education
imparts correct or true hedonic experiences. Consequently’ —so continues the standard
view’s protest— ‘the threat of non-necessary desires and pleasures at least for young
Callipolian students is at best questionable as these observations suggest that young
Callipolian students —despite not being ruled by their own rational part— may very well be
unlikely to suffer at the hands of non-necessary pleasures and their concomitant false
judgements; and the conditions pertaining to their upbringing and education do not make
them —or their non-rational parts— more receptive or friendly to the acquisition of false
judgements about values and norms (cf. R 4 425 A 3-7).” Thus ends the standard view’s
protest.

This protest rightly points out the ideal and favorable conditions in which young
Callipolian students are educated (cf. R. 3 401 B 1-D 3), conditions averse to non-necessary
desires and pleasures. But appealing to the external environment does not ultimately succeed
to dismiss the emerging picture’s application here: the standard view’s protest does not
address the dangers posed by the very nature of the soul. Consider the distinction between
necessary and non-necessary appetites in Republic 8 (558 D 8-559 C 7), in particular the two

characterizations of non-necessary appetites:

2 The suggestion in passage T16 is confirmed later both in the description of the wise in
Republic 4 (442 C 4-8) and in the description of true pleasure for non-rational parts in
Republic 9 (586 D 4-587 A 3): the souls of the wise are ruled by the rational part and their
intelligent desires are an outcome of the rational part’s rulership.

158
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Aéyouev;

KoAGg pHev odv.

[...]

Ti 6& M Tépa TOVTOV Kol AAAOIOV E6EGUATOV T TOLOVTOV
gmBopia, dSvvarn O koAalopévn ék vEmV Kol TodELOUEVT €K
1OV TOADV dmorddttesOat, Koi Prafepd pHev copatt,
BroBepd 8& yoyfi TPOC TE PPOVIGLY KOl TO GOPPOVETV; Gpdl Ve
OpODG ovK Avaykaio dv KaAoiTo;

‘OpBoTata Pev odv.

What next? And those [sc. appetites] that someone could remove —if he tried from
youth upwards— and whose presence does no good, but even the opposite, would we

be speaking wrongly if we said that all of them are not necessary?

We would be speaking correctly.
[...]

And what about the appetite going beyond these and seeking other sorts of foods,
which being checked and educated from youth upwards it is possible to remove from

the many, which is harmful to the body, and harmful to the soul’s practical wisdom

and temperance? Would it be correctly called ‘not necessary’?

Most correctly. (P1. R. 8 559 A 3-7, 559 B 8-C 2)

Passage T35 does not give the impression that non-necessary appetites are foreign to the soul
in the sense that it is born without non-necessary appetites and later acquires them from the
surrounding environment. The impression in T35 is that non-necessary appetites are
presupposed, present from childhood and innate to the soul regardless of the environment.

This impression is confirmed by a later passage elaborating on non-necessary appetites and

pleasures:
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T36 [...]. T@®V un avaykaiov 18ovdV te Kol Embupudy 571 B3
Sokodot TIvEC ot etvar Tapdvopot, ol Kivduvedovst v
gyyiyveoOou mavti, kohaldpevar 6& VO TE TAOV VOU®V Kol B5
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navtdmacty droAldttecton i OAlyal AcimecBon kol dobeveic,

@V 0¢ loyvpdtepat kai mAeiovg. Cl1

[...]. Some of the non-necessary pleasures and appetites seem to me to be lawless.
They may be present in everyone, but they are checked by the laws and by the better
appetites with reason. In a few persons, they have been eliminated entirely or a few
weak ones remain, while in others they are stronger and more numerous. (Pl. R. 9 571

B3-C1)

Passage T36 confirms the impression in T35 that non-necessary appetites and pleasures are
innate or natural to the soul regardless of the environment of upbringing. For, T36 puts
forward the idea that lawless non-necessary appetites and pleasures may be present ‘in
everyone [mavti]’ (571 B 5) except the few who manage ‘to eliminate [dmoAiAdttecOan]’ (571
B 7) them. Since it is not the case that everyone lives in the same natural and cultural
environment, T36 suggests that non-necessary appetites and pleasures are not a consequence
of the environment in which the soul is incarnated. It is noteworthy —moreover— that their
absence is due to being extirpated from the soul rather than merely to avoiding catching them
as if a contagious disease.

The discussion on weeping and lamenting in Republic 10 is helpful in case there is
resistance to the suggestion that all human souls are born with lawless appetites and

pleasures. Weeping and lamenting the loss of something valuable is arguably a lawless

appetite:
T37 OvkodV 10 pev avrrteivey dtakehevdpevov Adyog Kol VOUOG 604 A9
€otiv, 10 6¢ EAkov &mi T0c AVTag avTo T0 TAOOC; A10
AAno.
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Is it not the case that reason and law exhort him to resist whereas the experience
itself drags him to sorrows?

True.

And when opposite movements come to be in this man about the same thing at the
same time, we say that it is necessary for there to be two things within him.

It must be so.

Is it not the case that one of the two is ready to be persuaded by the law, wherever the

law leads?

How? (P1. R. 10 604 A 9-B 6)

Passage T37 considers that there are cases in which grieving can be lawless, in the sense that
it goes against reason and law (cf. 603 E 4-604 D 6, especially 604 A 9—B 6). Moreover, the
greatest accusation against imitative poetry describes the desire to grieve excessively as

something natural:

T38 Ei évBoupoio 611 10 Pig Kateydpevov tote €v T0ig oikeiong 606 A 3
CLLLPOPAIS Kol TETEWVN KOG TOD dokpdGal T Kol AmodvpacOon
ikov@dg koi dmomAncOijvat, pvcet dv To10dTOoV 010V TOVTOV AS
gmbopuely, 101 €otiv ToVTO TO VIO TOV TOMTAOV TUTAGUEVOV

Kai yoipov: A7

If you consider that what is held back by force in cases of personal misfortunes and

which craves to weep and to lament excessively to its satisfaction —being by nature
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desirous of things such as this— is that which is satisfied by the poets and enjoys

them. (PL. R. 10 606 A 3-7)

Passage T38 describes the irritable element’s basically insatiable craving to weep and to
lament as something it desires ‘by nature [@Ocet]’ (606 A 5). It follows that there is at least
one natural lawless desire (cf. R. 1 329 B 6-D 2, R. 2 359 C 3-6).3 The charges against
imitative poetry insist that surrounding environments indeed are not inconsequential, but the
picture reveals that non-necessary appetites and pleasures in the environment are able to work
their magic —or wreak havoc— precisely because some soul-part already enjoys them (cf. R.
8 559 E 4-8; R. 9 574 E 4-575 A 8 acknowledges both external and internal lawlessness).
Both T35 and T36 reveal that the soul has natural or innate non-necessary appetites
and pleasures. These passages thus advance the emerging picture’s impression: since these
desires and pleasures mislead us to acquire false judgements about values and norms whereas
musical training is meant to instill true judgements, it is now certainly the case that early
ethical education must do something about our non-necessary desires and pleasures.
Consequently, the standard view’s protest —namely that the dangers of non-necessary
pleasures are practically non-existent in Callipolian education— does not succeed: the
existence of non-necessary appetites and pleasures is not merely sensitive to the environment
in which the soul incarnates, in the sense that being born in an ideal environment such as
Callipolis does not magically yield a soul clean of harmful appetites and pleasures; put
another way, no human soul is born as if an unproblematic clean slate (cf. R. 6 501 A 2-8, R.
10 611 B 9-D 7, 618 B 3-7). The basic point to acknowledge is that the emerging picture
does indeed apply even to young Callipolian students because —simply put— the human
soul by nature possesses harmful appetites and pleasures. Passages T35 and T36 also clarify
the vague suggestion that early ethical education must do ‘something’ about non-necessary
desires and pleasures. For, these passages clarify that non-necessary desires and pleasures
must be corrected by weakening or eliminating them (cf. Chapter 5 §3, from the main text to

n. 7). In other words, early ethical education is tasked with weakening or eliminating certain

3 Cf. Pelosi (2010) 15 n. 3 (who agrees on construing weeping and lamenting as innate).
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harmful appetites and pleasures* (cf. R. 7 519 A 7-B 6 with R. 9 586 A 1-C 6: non-necessary
desires and pleasures appear as ‘leaden weights [poAvpdidag]’ (519 B 1)).

Now it may be tempting to regard the natural presence of non-necessary desires
exclusively for the soul’s appetitive part thus exempting the spirited part from naturally
having non-necessary desires: first, the distinction between necessary and non-necessary
appetites arises in the context of sketching the degeneration of the soul from an oligarchic
constitution to a democratic, two constitutions arguably ruled by the appetitive part (cf. R. 8
553 B 7-E 1 and 559 C 8-12 for the oligarch and Chapter 4 §4 n. 15 for the democrat);
second, the elaboration on non-necessary appetites and pleasures in T36 arises in the context
of investigating the tyrannical soul, again a soul ruled by the appetitive part; third, the
irritable element examined in Republic 10 —the element with a natural desire to weep and
lament— is arguably the appetitive (cf. Chapter 3 §2, the interpretation of T20). In other
words, it may be tempting to suppose that non-necessary desires and pleasures belong only
the appetitive part, in which case the spirited part escapes having innate non-necessary
desires.

This temptation should be rejected. Passage T22 in context reveals that the spirited
part too has non-necessary desires and pleasures just as the appetitive part (cf. R. 8 586 B 7—
8; 583 B 3-5 with 587 B 15-17: appetitive and spirited souls enjoy the inferior pleasures).
Since T35 and T36 indicate that the appetitive part has them by nature, what good reason is
there to deny this for the spirited part? Why think that the spirited part —unlike the appetitive
— gains its non-necessary desires and pleasures rather than having them by nature? Indeed,
remember that conclusions about the appetitive part are casually extended to the spirited part
on at least two occasions (cf. Chapter 3 §2, in particular passages T21 and T22). There is a
precedent that favors applying insights about the appetitive part to the spirited in a certain
context, namely the very context in question of non-rational desire and pleasure. In other

words —barring explicit evidence to the contrary— it is preferable to construe the spirited

4 Cf. Wilberding (2012) esp. 137 with n. 30. Passage T16 —to be clear— need not mean nor
entail that young Callipolian students are in fact lacking non-necessary desires and pleasures.
For, T16 is compatible with T35 and T36: lines 431 C 5-8 arguably express the outcome of
receiving the best education and practicing the general instructions laid down in T35 and T36
to restrain and to eliminate the non-necessary desires and pleasures.
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part too as having by nature non-necessary desires and pleasures (cf., below, the discussion

on Republic 9 588 B 1-592 B 5).

5.3 The standard view’s final challenge

Chapter 5 §2 offers a better understanding of Plato’s views about early ethical education,
namely the understanding that musical and physical training involves weakening or
eliminating the non-rational parts’ innate non-necessary desires and pleasures. Some are
explicitly characterized as harmful to the soul’s temperance —‘harmful’ probably in a sense
that recognizes an incompatibility between them and psychic temperance— yet temperance is
a goal of early ethical education (R. 3 389 D 7-8; cf. T9, T16). Non-necessary desires and
pleasures are explicitly characterized also as being harmful to the soul’s practical wisdom
(ppévnoic), in which case they are harmful to the rule of reason since wisdom (co@ic)
involves the rational part’s rule (R. 4 442 C 4-8). If non-necessary desires and pleasures are
harmful to the rule of reason, then they are harmful to the soul’s justice and harmony (R. 4
443 B 1-6, 443 C 9-444 A 3) yet psychic justice and harmony are goals of early ethical
education (T1 with R. 3 412 A 4-8 and T2). In other words, non-necessary desires and
pleasures are harmful to the soul’s excellences and harmony. Since they are an obstacle to the
goals of early ethical education, it is natural to connect these observations and construe early
ethical education with the task of weakening or eliminating the non-rational parts’ innate non-
necessary desires and pleasures.

This Section 3 will identify two ways to weaken or eliminate non-necessary desires
and pleasures, either indirectly by cultivating desires of another kind or directly by opposing
them. It is important that the latter (i.e. direct opposition) involves psychic conflict: if
Callipolian students learn to weaken or eliminate their own non-necessary desires and
pleasures by directly opposing them and spirit too —in addition to the appetitive part—
enjoys non-necessary desires and pleasures, then Callipolian students will experience psychic
conflict in learning to weaken or eliminate their own spirited non-necessary desires and
pleasures. If this is correct, then this presents a decisive challenge to the standard view: if
spirit is the primary target or beneficiary of early ethical education and thus explains the

soul’s learning to oppose directly its non-necessary desires and pleasures, then spirit would
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suffer psychic conflict within itself; consequently, the standard view of early ethical
education is committed to the possibility of endangering the integrity of the soul’s spirited

element.

The construal of early ethical education as involving weakening or eliminating the non-
rational parts’ non-necessary desires and pleasures can be gleaned from the final evaluation
of injustice and justice through an image of the soul in Republic 9 (588 B 1-592 B 5). After
the three proofs to show that the just are better off than the unjust (576 D 6-588 A 10),
Plato’s interlocutors turn to assessing the claim that injustice profits a totally unjust person.
The assessment is pursued by forming an image of the soul to elucidate the meaning of the
claim. The image is composed of three elements: a multi-headed beast with tame and savage
heads, then a lion, and finally a human being; the first element is greatest in size whereas the
third is smallest; all three are joined together and covered by the image of a human body.
These elements correspond respectively to the soul’s appetitive, spirited, and rational parts:>
for instance, the appetitive part is regarded as the largest of the three (R. 4 442 A 6 in T2).
The claim that injustice profits the unjust amounts to regarding as profitable the ‘feeding well
[edmyobvtl]’ (588 E 6) of both the appetitive part and the spirited part and thus their being
made strong while the rational part is made ‘to starve [Apoktoveiv]’ (589 A 1) and made
‘weak [ao0evii]” (589 A 1). The result is that the rational part is dragged by either of the two
and these in turn are not friendly to one another. Now the claim that justice is profitable
amounts to regarding as advantageous the encouragement of the rational part’s being in
control of the entire human being, namely by making an ally out of the spirited part and by
taking care of the appetitive part, e.g. by ‘hindering the growth [droxwAdwv @vecBan]’ (599
B 3) of the wild appetites. The result is a friendly relation among all soul-parts (cf. R. 4 442 C
9-D 4).

These psychic images of injustice and justice shed light on the work of early ethical
education: after all, psychic justice is a result of receiving an ideal musical and physical
training (T2 with R. 4 443 B 1-6 and 443 C 9—444 A 3). Both images draw attention to wild

or savage elements in the non-rational parts. The image of injustice presents them as being

5 Cf. Jowett and Campbell (1894) IIT 435, Adam (1902) 11 363 note to 588 D 24 and 364 note
to 589 B 9, Kamtekar (2006) 174.
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harmful to the soul’s excellences and harmony, in which case they could be equated with the
soul’s non-necessary desires and pleasures (cf. T35).6 The fact that the lion is not depicted
with wild or savage heads does not tell against its having savage or non-necessary desires:
spiritedness and savageness are intimately related in the concern about spirited guardians
being ‘savages [dyprot]’ (375 B 10) to one another and to other citizens (cf. R. 2 375 B 8—C
5); moreover non-necessary pleasures are attributed to spirit (R. 9 586 C 7-D 3). The point is
that both appetite and spirit have wild or savage elements to them. The image of justice
explicitly calls for ‘hindering the growth [dmokwAvwv evesbot]’ (599 B 3) of the appetitive
part’s wild appetites, namely its non-necessary desires. Since the spirited part too has wild
desires, the image of justice should be understood as implicitly calling for hindering the
growth of also the spirited part’s wild or non-necessary desires. By ‘hindering the growth’ of
both appetite’s and spirit’s non-necessary desires, Socrates probably has in mind at the very
least weakening them, at the very best eliminating them (cf. next paragraph): note that a soul-
part grows upon being fed —especially upon being fed well (cf. 588 E 6—7)— in which case
it should not be fed if the goal is to hinder its growth; but not feeding a soul-part is basically
to starve it, the result of which is its being weakened (cf. 588 E7-589 A 1; R. 10 606 D 1-8
—note ‘to dry up [adyueiv]’ (606 D 5), i.e. not water or feed). If this is correct —namely that
achieving psychic justice involves at the very least weakening the non-rational parts’ non-
necessary desires— and psychic justice is a result of receiving an ideal musical and physical
training, then a task of early ethical education is to weaken the non-rational parts’ non-
necessary desires. (Remember that non-necessary desires are innate to embodied human
souls.)

But how are the non-rational parts’ non-necessary desires to be weakened? The
opening question in passage T35 presupposes that non-necessary desires can be eliminated
with appropriate training from a young age (R. 8 559 A 3—4; cf. T36 and R. 7 519 A 7-B 6).
The ensuing question identifies one practice for eliminating them, namely the practice of
‘checking [koAalopévn]’ (559 B 9) non-necessary desires. This is helpful because —I assume

— if checking does not eliminate non-necessary desires, then presumably they are at least

6 Cf. Wilberding (2012) 137.
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weakened (cf. T36).7 There are two ways to check or hinder the growth of non-necessary
desires and pleasures.

The discussion on balancing soul-parts in Republic 3 (410 B 10412 A 3; cf. T1 with
R. 2 375 B 8-C 9) proposes that strengthening opposites encourages one of the opposites in
question to be weakened. Being gentle and being spirited are opposite natures (R. 2 375 C 6—
9).8 Socrates and Glaucon observe that cultivating or nurturing a gentle nature (i.e. the
philosophical element) amounts to weakening a spirited nature (cf. R. 3 410 C 8-D 5 with
411 A 5-C 3) whereas cultivating or nurturing a spirited nature amounts to weakening a
gentle nature (cf. 410 C 8-D 5 with 411 C 4-E 3). The contrast between —on the one hand—
cultivating or nurturing and —on the other hand— weakening suggests that cultivating or
nurturing is tantamount to strengthening. In other words, strengthening a gentle nature results
in weakening a spirited nature whereas strengthening a spirited nature results in weakening a
gentle one. Plato does not explain this dynamic, but he could be thinking of these natures as
being spatially extended and of an increase in size for one nature (i.e. its being strengthened)
as resulting in a decrease in size for the other (i.e. its being weakened) insofar as they share
the same finite space (i.e. the soul): these gentle and spirited natures are associated with
respectively the rational and spirited parts of the soul; and Plato hints at the idea of soul-parts
being spatially extended: the appetitive part is regarded as the largest of the three (R. 4 442 A
6 in T2) whereas the rational part is regarded as small (T15) —indeed the smallest (cf. R. 9
588 C7-D 4).9

An idea similar to that of balancing soul-parts in Republic 3 is developed in Republic

6 via an analogy:

T39 A v Oto e €ic &v T al émbopion 6ddpa pEmovaty, 485D 6
iopev mov 81t gic TaALa ToVT® AcOevécTepal, BoTEP PEDO
gkeloe AmWYETEVUEVOV.

Ti pnv;

7Cf. PL. Phdr. 253 E 5-255 A 1.
8 Cf. PL. PIt. 307 C 2-7,308 B 69,308 E4-310 A 6.

9 Johansen (2004) 140-141 and 151 observes that Plato does seem to construe the soul as
spatially extended in the 7Timaeus.

167



Q1 81 oG To padn ot Kol v T To10DToV £pPLHKAGLY, D 10
nepl TV THG Youydc, olpan, NSoviy adtic ko’ adThv eiev dv,
TAG 0& 010 TOD GMUATOG EKAEITOIEY, €1 LT TEMAAGUEVDG GAN
aAn0Bdg PLLOcoPOS TIC €1N. El
Meyain avaryxn. E2

But for anyone whose desires are exceedingly directed towards some one thing, we
know —I suppose— that they are in that case weaker for other things just as a stream
partly diverted elsewhere.

Certainly.

Then, for whom they [sc. the desires] flow towards learning and everything of that
sort —I think— they would be concerned with the pleasure of the soul itself by itself
while they would abandon the [sc. pleasures] that come through the body —if
someone is not feigning, but is truly philosophical.

Quite necessary. (P1. R. 6 485 D 6-E 2; cf. R. 7517 C 6-D 3 and R. 1 328 D 3-5)10

Passage T39 introduces a view similar to the one expressed in the discussion on balancing
soul-parts in Republic 3 (cf. the previous paragraph). Both focus on a dynamic relation
between psychic entities in terms of their relative strengths —call it ‘power dynamics’.
Republic 3 focuses on the power dynamics between opposite characters whereas T39 focuses
on the power dynamics between desires. Socrates probably has in mind desires of a certain
kind —rather than particular desires— as suggested by the example given (485 D 10-E 2): it
alludes to desires in relation to the appetitive, spirited, and rational parts of the soul (cf., for
an explicit distinction between three kinds of desires and pleasures on the basis of the soul’s
parts, R. 9 580 C 10-582 B 2, in particular 580 D 2-9, 581 C 4-8, 583 A 1-11).
Consequently, T39 focuses on the power dynamics between desires of certain specific kinds.
The basic idea is that the strength of desires of certain kinds affects the strength of desires of
other kinds.

10 Cf. P1. Phd. 64 C 10—67 E 3. Johansen (2004) Chapters 7 and 8 argues that Plato’s Timaeus
presents a more favorable view of the body.
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It is worth emphasizing that the opening lines of T39 suggest a general principle, in
the sense that the basic idea is not confined to power dynamics between opposites like the
aforementioned remarks on balancing opposite soul-parts in Republic 3. Appetite and reason
may be loosely construed as opposites —for instance, being furthest from one another (cf. R.
9 587 A 8-B 3)— but the basic idea in T39 is probably not limited to desires of opposite
kinds: it is plausible to hold the view in T39 also between appetitive and spirited desires, plus

between rational and spirited desires. This is confirmed in Republic 9:

T40 Ti 8¢ 6 AOTILOC; IV &’ &Y+ 0D THV eV Amd TV YpNUTOV 581D5S
NSOVI)Y QopTIKNV TIval TyiTan, kad ad THV 4rd Tod pavOdvery,
Ot un paOnuo Ty eé€pet, Kamvov Kol eAvapiov;
Ovtwg, Eon, Exet.
Tov 8& eiLdcogov, RV & &yd, ti oldueda Tag EAlag NSovag
vouilew mpog v Tod gidévar TaAn0ec 6mn Exet Kai v D10
T0100T® TWVi Gl slvar pavOdvovta; od Tavy TOPP®; Kol KAAETV El
1@ VTl AvayKoiog, MG 0VOLEV TV GAA®DV deOUEVOV, €1 Un
&véyxm qv;

EV, &¢n, 3¢l €idévo. E 4

But what about the honor-lover? —I said— Does he not regard the pleasure of
money somewhat vulgar and the pleasure of learning —except learning that brings
honor— smoke and nonsense?

So it is —he said.

And with respect to the philosopher —I said— what do we suppose he believes
about the other pleasures in comparison to the pleasure of knowing the truth wherever
it lies and always being in some such condition while learning? Will he not believe
them to be far behind? And will he call them ‘really’ necessary, since he is in need of
not one of them unless it is necessary?

Rest assured —he said— it must be so. (P1. R. 9 581 D 5-E 4; ¢f. R. 7540 D 3-E 1
and 516 C 8-E 2)!1

11 Cf. P1. 7i. 89 D 2-90 D 7 for echoes.
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Passage T40 confirms that the basic idea in T39 is not confined to power dynamics between
opposites. For, it claims that a person with spirited desires as strongest (i.e. the honor-lover)
will have little-to-no interest in appetitive desires as well as rational desires; put another way,
strong spirited desires weaken the strength of desires of the other kinds. The same is to be
said about the philosopher —for instance— that a person whose rational part flows strongly
—whose rational part is fed appropriately— will have weakly flowing non-rational parts. The
aforementioned reflections from Republic 3 and passages T39 and T40 together suggest a
strategy of desire management with an eye to weakening certain desires without directly
opposing them —call it ‘indirect’ opposition. The strategy is basically to encourage the
development of desires of a certain kind (e.g. the rational) in a way that results in waning or
weakening desires of other kinds (e.g. the appetitive and the spirited).

The second way to check or hinder the growth of non-necessary desires and pleasures
is suggested by the verb ‘to check [koAdlewv]’. Unlike the first method (i.e. indirect
opposition), the verb ‘to check’ suggests a direct opposition to non-necessary desires and
pleasures of the kind that creates psychic conflict. This suggestion is supported by examining
the context to passage T35 in which talk of checking non-necessary desires from a young age
appears, namely the context of sketching a young oligarch’s corruption into a democrat.
There is here an imaginary scene of the young oligarch receiving help from his family (T19).
This help can be plausibly taken to stand for a case of checking desires: after all, checking
may lead to expelling desires (T35) and the help results in some non-necessary desires ‘being
destroyed [depBapncav]’ (560 A 5) while some ‘fall out [éémecov]” (560 A 6). It is
noteworthy that this help amounts to an opposition between soul-parts (cf. Chapter 2 §4 and
the interpretation to T19, in particular the main text to n. 38). There is thus a second way to
check or hinder the growth of non-necessary desires and pleasures and —to be clear— this
second way involves psychic conflict or an opposition between soul-elements.!2 (Cf. T36 —
note ‘kohaldpevon [checking]’ at 571 B 5— with R. 10 604 C 5-D 3: reason and law are

meant to check the desire to weep and lament, in a way that shows psychic conflict.)

12 The description of the democrat’s refusal to distinguish between two kinds of desires (R. 8
560 B 8—C 5) also suggests a construal of checking desires in the form of direct opposition
rather than indirect opposition: ‘to check [koAdalew] (561 C 2) is here coupled with
enslavement of desires, an activity suggestive of engagement rather than neglect.
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There are —then— two ways to weaken or eliminate the non-rational parts’ non-
necessary desires and pleasures, either indirectly by cultivating desires of another kind or
directly by opposing them. Direct opposition —to be clear— involves psychic conflict. Since
early ethical education is tasked with weakening or eliminating non-rational non-necessary
desires and pleasures (cf. T35), it is surely the case that Callipolian students themselves learn
to do this. Observe that the opening question to passage T35 indicates self-effort in early
ethical education. Observe also that Callipolian training to become courageous, temperate,
etc. requires practice (cf. R. 4 444 E 3-5), e.g. to learn about and acquire temperance requires
practicing temperance.!3 (This seems to be a point in having students be tested (cf. R. 3 412 B
9-414 B 6).) The basic idea is that early ethical education is not entirely passive, in which
case students will learn to weaken or eliminate their own non-rational non-necessary desires
and pleasures. Since the spirited element possesses non-necessary desires and pleasures, it
follows that Callipolian students will learn to weaken or eliminate their own non-necessary
spirited desires and pleasures. It is probably certain —moreover— that Callipolian students
will learn to weaken or eliminate their own non-necessary spirited desires and pleasures by
directly opposing them: after all, there is no obvious reason to suppose that weakening or
eliminating non-necessary spirited desires must be only indirect. It is very plausible to
suppose —then— that Callipolian students will experience psychic conflict in learning to
weaken or eliminate their own non-necessary spirited desires and pleasures. But if spirit is the
primary target or beneficiary of early ethical education —if spirit explains the soul’s learning
to restrain or oppose its non-necessary desires and pleasures— then spirit could suffer
psychic conflict with itself, e.g. by experiencing both a non-necessary desire and an

opposition to it. If this is correct, then the standard view of early ethical education is

13 Wilberding (2012) 141 writes: ‘The appetitive part’s “opinion” that reason should rule
results from the elimination of its teleologically unnecessary appetites and the moderation of
its materially necessary appetites. It remains to examine sow and when this is accomplished.
The answer to the “how” question is fairly straightforward. It is by performing moderate
actions that we become moderate: “by over-feeding (euokhounti) the multiform beast one
makes it strong” (588e6—7) and it is likewise by “feeding it in a nourishing manner
(trephon)” that it is domesticated (589b2-3). But if this is so, then it would seem that the
domestication of the appetites does indeed take place in the moral education described in
Books II-III, and in particular through the regimen of physical training, broadly construed
(gumnastike).
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committed to the possibility of partitioning the spirited element. In other words, the standard

view endangers the integrity of the soul’s spirited element and this is generally unacceptable.

5.4 Early ethical education and reason

Since the primary target or beneficiary of early ethical education cannot be the spirited part
lest its integrity be threatened, an exegetically preferable account of early ethical education
identifies the rational element as the primary target or beneficiary.!4 What could explain this
special status of the rational part? It will prove helpful to focus on an explicit achievement of
early ethical education, namely the acquisition of laws and law-inculcated judgements in the
finest way possible (cf. T5 with T3). For —we shall see— acquiring laws and law-inculcated

judgements in the finest way possible involves a rational understanding of them.

In Republic 9 (587 A 8—C 4) and Republic 10 (604 A 9-D 6 and 607 A 5-B 1), Socrates
casually couples law and reason suggesting that he assumes a link or relation between the two
(cf. R. 9 571 B 2—C 2). What might this link be? It is noteworthy that laws articulated for
Callipolis are explicitly results of reasoning, e.g. laws concerning stories about gods, laws
concerning erotic relations, laws concerning physical training, etc. (cf. R. 2 378 E 5-383 C 7,
R.3402E2-403C3,R.3403C8405A5,R.5470A5-471C3,R. 10604 B 7-D 6). Itis

worth emphasizing that the Greek word ‘Adyog [logos]” —typically translated by ‘reason’—

< 2

can mean °‘principle’, ‘rule’, or ‘law’, in particular one resulting from reckoning or

14 Cf. Schofield (2010) Section 2, Singpurwalla (2013) 49-50 and 61-62, Thaler (2015). For
a qualified alternative, Wilberding (2009) 363—-364: ‘The education has two parts, each of
which contains two subparts. Mouiské has one part concerned with content (logoi) and
another concerned with rhythm and melody, while gymnastiké has both athletics and what we
might call lifestyle-training. Of these four components, it is reasonable to assume that the
entire discussion of content (logoi) is directed at forming not the spirited part but the
proportional part, which is the other explicitly mentioned aspect of the soul that profits from
the education, while lifestyle-training is aimed at training the appetitive part of the soul.’
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calculation.!5 A first impression is that conscious effort to articulate laws comes to be in
virtue of some reasoning or calculation in contrast to being declared at a whim. What about
the other side of this coin, namely conscious effort to follow laws?

The discussion in Republic 10 (603 E 4-604 D 10) intimates that conscious or
deliberate effort to act in the best way possible involves some reasoning or calculation. This
view can be appreciated in the first and second arguments to distinguish soul-parts in
Republic 4 insofar as these arguments seem to describe cases of conscious or deliberate effort
to act correctly: the first argument acknowledging an opposition to appetitive desires states
that the opposition arises ‘from reasoning [éx Aoyiopod]’ (439 C 3-D 3 at 439 D 1); and the
second argument acknowledging an opposition to appetitive desires makes the observation
that the spirited part’s opposition arises ‘when appetites force someone contrary to rational
calculation [6tav Pirdlwvtal tva mopd TOV Aoyiopov €mbopiot]’ (440 A 9-10 in TI8).
Sometimes —as the discussion in Republic 10 intimates— conscious or deliberate effort to
act in the best way possible entails following laws, yet this need not be a blind or passive
endeavor as some reasoning or calculation can be involved. In fact, Socrates seems to
endorse the plausible view that the ideal case finds reason and law working together for the
sake of acting in the best way possible.

If the cooperation of reason and law is ideal in the domain of action, then it is
tempting to suppose that this cooperation should come to be in early ethical education. For, it
is concerned with providing the best education and it is natural to assume that the best
education would deliver an ideal condition such as the cooperation of reason and law. It is

worth emphasizing —first— that early ethical education is meant to bring about the best men

15 LSJ s.v. “Adyog’ 11 2 d. Cf. P1. Cri. 46 B 3—6: “We must therefore investigate whether we
should act in this way or not: as I am —not only now but always— the sort who in my affairs
is persuaded by nothing other than the principle which appears best by my reckoning
[oKkomgicOar obv yp1 Hudg eite Tadta TpaxTéoy eite P Mg &yd od VOV TpdTov dAAY Kai del
701007T0¢ 010G TAV UMV PNdevi dAA® meifecOat i Td Aoy O¢ &v pot Aoyopéve BérTioTog
eaivnton].” In this passage, the ‘Adyog’ in question —‘T®d AOY®w’ (46 B 5)— appears in the
context of making a practical decision. It appears also to be construed as the result of
reckoning or deliberating about a course of action. The word almost certainly picks out that
which ought to be done, that is a rule or principle. It is important that T4 may come to mind:
here we have ‘young souls [véwv wyvoyag]’ (365 A7) reasoning or calculating —note
‘ovAoyicacBor [to reckon]’ (365 A 8)— about the kind of person they ought to be, in
particular whether excellent or vicious; and so they are engaged in an activity at the very least
overlooked —at most denied— in standard accounts of early ethical education.
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and women possible (cf. R. 5 456 E 4-457 A 2) and —second— that excellent individuals
make a conscious or deliberate effort to act in the best way possible (cf. R. 4 443 C 9444 A3
with R. 9 591 B 3-592 B 5). Now remember —third— that musical and physical training are
designed to have well-trained youths absorb laws and law-inculcated judgements in the finest
way possible (cf. TS5). These three observations plus the above view that conscious or
deliberate effort to act in the best way possible involves some reasoning or calculation
suggest that early ethical education would indeed support the cooperation of reason and law.
If this suggestion is correct, then early ethical education will involve some reasoning or
calculation.

The view that early ethical education would aim to bring about the cooperation of
reason and law can be motivated by reflecting on both passage T6 (reprinted below for ease
of reference) and the goal of having Callipolian students absorb laws and law-inculcated
judgements in the finest way possible.!6 Passage T6 —to anticipate— alludes first to the
acquisition of laws and law-inculcated judgements and the passage acknowledges that this
takes place before well-trained youths have a rational understanding of them. But T6
acknowledges also the arrival of rational understanding in which case well-trained youths
will ultimately have a rational understanding of laws and law-inculcated judgements. The
passage —however— is vague about the timing of reason’s arrival. Does it arrive during or
after early ethical education? The plausible view is that well-trained students acquire a
rational understanding of the laws and law-inculcated judgements during early ethical
education: a goal of this education is to have the laws etc. absorbed in the finest way possible
(cf. T5); and it is arguably the case —we shall see— that the finest way possible involves
rational understanding rather than not. In other words, passage T6 and the goal of having
Callipolian students absorb laws and law-inculcated judgements in the finest way possible
jointly indicate that well-trained students will acquire a rational understanding of them during

early ethical education.

16 Whiting (2012) 181 floats the idea that T6 suggests the advent of reason itself from musical
training: ‘[...] Socrates takes the proper combination of the spirited and philosophic natures
to begin with musical training (which includes what we now call “literature”) and he may
even take reason itself to emerge from such training’. Kamtekar (2008) 344 n. 22 refers to T6
in describing music and physical training as ‘prerational’.
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In Republic 3 (401 D 4-402 A 6), Socrates articulates —with Glaucon’s agreement—

the motivations behind providing a most proper education in musical training:

T6

Ap’ odv, Qv &’ &ym, @ Nhadkmv, To0TmV EveKo KUPLOTAT 401 D 4
&V LOLGIKT TPOPN, OTL PAALGTO KOTadVETOL €1G TO £VTOC THG D5
Yoy 6 te puBUOG Kol appovia, Kol EpPpoUEVESTOTO GTTETOL
avThg PEPOVTA TNV EDGYNUOGVVNV, Kol TOLET EDGYN OV, EGV
115 OpOGCS TPaPR, €1 8& N, Todvavtiov; Kol dTL ad TV E1l
TOPOAETMOUEVOV Kol 1) KOADG dnpiovpyndéviov i un
KOADS pOVTOV 0&0ToT’ v aicBdvorto 0 €kel TpaQeic Mg
£0et, Kai 0pOdG O dvoyepaivev T0 HEV KoL ETatvol Kol
yaipot Kol KotadeyoUevog €1g TV yoynyv Tpéeott’ av an’ ES5S
aOTdV Kol yiyvorto KaAdg te kayaBdog, T 6’ aioypd ywéyot 402 A1
7’ v OpOGC Kol ool ETt vEog Av, Tpiv Adyov duvatdc ivol
AaPeiv, ELBOvVTOC ¢ Tod Adyov domalott’ v avTtov yvopilov
O oikeldtTTa LAAoTo 0 0VTM TPOPELS;

"Epoi yodv dokel, £pn, 1@V To100TOV EVEKa £V LOVGTKT) AS

givat 1} Tpoe). A6

So —I said— Glaucon, are these the reasons that musical training is most important?
For, rhythm and harmony above all permeate the inner part of the soul, and affect it
most strongly bringing it grace, and make someone graceful —if properly educated,
but if not, the opposite. For, the properly educated man will most sharply perceive if
things have been omitted or not been finely crafted or not been finely grown. And —
being then correctly disgusted— fine things he will praise, enjoy, be nourished by
them —receiving them into his soul— and he will become fine and good whereas
base things he will rightly censure and hate while still young, before being able to
understand an account. But he who is thus educated will kindly welcome the account’s

arrival recognizing it above all because of kinship.
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Yes —he said— I agree that those are the reasons to provide education in music and

poetry. (P1. R. 3401 D 4-402 A 6)17

Passage T6 alludes first to the acquisition of laws and law-inculcated judgements without a
rational understanding: a well-trained youth’s good conduct such as welcoming the fine and
rejecting the base is plausibly seen as a consequence of acquiring laws and law-inculcated
judgements. First, Socrates observes that well-trained youths will praise the fine and censure
the base ‘before being able to understand an account [mpiv Adyov Svvatdg sivan AaPeiv]’ (402
A 2-3). Socrates probably has in mind that well-trained youths will enjoy good conduct
before being able to grasp the reason or explanation of their behavior:18 after all, it is later
agreed that youths are for the most part devoid of reasoning (cf. R. 4 441 A 7-B 3). But
Socrates observes also that well-trained youths ‘will kindly welcome the account’s arrival
[€ABOVTOC 0¢ ToD Adyov domdlort’ dv]’ (402 A 3). Socrates here seems to acknowledge that
well-trained youths will later come to have a rational understanding of their good conduct.!®
(This much seems uncontroversial. The explanation ‘above all because of kinship [6
oikeldtrta pahota]’ (402 A 4) will be discussed later.) In other words, Socrates praises the
good conduct of well-trained youths before they acquire a rational understanding of it. Now
consider —for instance— that well-trained youths are to be disgusted at weeping and
lamenting (cf. R. 3 387 E 10-388 A 4; note ‘being then correctly disgusted [0pOdG o
dvoyepaivov]’ (401 E 4) in T6). The goal of being disgusted at weeping and lamenting arises
in the context of training youths to be courageous (R. 3 386 A 6389 D 6). This suggests that
being disgusted at weeping and lamenting is a part of being courageous. It is worth

remembering that being courageous is characterized as preserving laws and law-inculcated

17Cf. P1. Lg. 2 653 A 5-C 6 and 654 C 3-D 4.
18 Cf. Jowett (1881), Lee (1955/2007).

19 Cf. Jowett and Campbell (1894) 137: ‘Education may be truly regarded as a process in
which instincts, feelings, impressions, words, rules, are gradually ennobled and lighted up by
reasoning and reflection. The results of reasoning and reflection may again become instincts
and feelings; no conscious effort of thought is required to recall the first principles of
morality. But this practical intuition of morals which is gained by use must not be
confounded with that narrower and feebler perception of right and wrong which is given in
childhood; or with the simple abstractions of right and wrong which are gained by later
reflection.’
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judgements about the fearful and the not fearful given throughout early ethical education (cf.
R. 4429 B 8430 C 1, in particular 429 C 1-2 (the lawgiver’s declarations in education), 429
C 7 (the law-inculcated judgement through education), 430 A 2-3 (absorbing laws in the
finest way possible), and 430 B 4 (the correct and law-inculcated judgement about the fearful
and not fearful)). (There may be more than one law relevant to weeping and lamenting, but
Republic 10 604 B 7-8 discloses the law to keep quiet in misfortunes in a discussion on
weeping and lamenting.) It is plausible to suppose —then— that good conduct here is
initially the result of acquiring laws and law-inculcated judgements without rational
understanding.

But Socrates observes that well-trained youths ‘will kindly welcome the account’s
arrival [éAB6vTOG 8¢ ToD Aoyov domalott’ av]’ (402 A 3). Socrates seems to have in mind that
well-trained youths will later come to have a rational understanding of their good conduct
and its underlying laws and law-inculcated judgements. Now Republic 4 describes early
ethical education as designed to have well-trained students absorb laws and law-inculcated
judgements in the finest way possible, in such a way that they preserve and not abandon these
laws and judgements at all costs (cf. T5 with R. 3 412 D 9-E 7). Considering jointly these
two observations —first— about the arrival of reason in the context of good conduct
motivated by laws and law-inculcated judgements and —second— about acquiring laws and
law-inculcated judgements in the finest way possible, it is tempting to suppose that acquiring
laws and law-inculcated judgements in the finest way possible involves rational
understanding. This is a plausible view. For —we shall see— a rational understanding of laws
and law-inculcated judgements makes them truly our own, indeed an expression of the best
part of ourselves, and we are least likely to abandon that which we consider our own and an
expression of the best part of ourselves.

The idea here is encouraged by Socrates’ final words in T6, namely that well-trained
youths recognize the account in question ‘above all because of kinship [61" oikeldotnTo
udiotal’ (402 A 4). For, Socrates probably has in mind that well-trained youths recognize
the account above all because they appreciate it as their own due to their own rational
thought. (Note that the primary meaning of the noun ‘oikeldtnta [oikeiotéta]’ is connected to
the adjective ‘oikeioc [oikeios]’ which has proprietary senses.) There are two ways to

understand this suggestion as there are two alternatives to interpreting ‘the account’s arrival
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[EXOOVTOC 6¢ TOoD AOYov]’ (402 A 3). Either the account comes from an external source —such
as an educator— or the account comes from an internal source. These alternatives can be
illustrated by the task of founding Callipolis and establishing its laws. Observe that Socrates
reflects and reasons about these laws rather than declaring them at a whim (cf. R. 2 378 E 5—
383C7,R.3402E2-403C3,R. 5470 A5-471 C3, R. 10604 B 7-C 1). Now imagine that
these arguments for the laws are shared with well-trained youths who accept them —note
‘will kindly welcome [dondlort’ dv]’ (402 A 3)— much like Adeimantus and Glaucon. It
seems trivially true that well-trained youths would rely on their own reasoning insofar as they
accept the account: they would presumably go through the account accepting its premises and
conclusion (i.e. the law). If this is correct, it would be plausible to say both that well-trained
youths have a rational understanding of these laws and that they would likely regard or
recognize them as their own precisely because they are accepted on the basis of their rational
thought. The basic idea is that acquiring a rational understanding of laws (and law-inculcated
judgements) in this fashion, namely by accepting an argument based on one’s own reasoning,
would plausibly be said to make them one’s own. (This alternative allows us to imagine
speaking of ‘your laws’ in addressing Callipolian students much like Socrates describes
Callipolis or its children as ‘yours’ in addressing either Adeimantus or Glaucon (cf. R. 3 409
E5 R 4427C6-D1,427C9,R.5461 E6,R.7534D 3, R. 10607 A 6).)

The second alternative to interpreting ‘the account’s arrival [éAO0viog 8¢ TOD
Adyov]’ (402 A 3) views the account as coming from an internal source. Although the talk of
‘arrival’ readily suggests its coming from an external source (cf. R. 8 559 E 9-560 A 3 with
560 C 6-D 2), this is not necessary: we are not required to have in mind an external source in
the phrase ‘the reason came to me’ since the phrase can —and usually does— mean that the
reason was issued by one’s own mind. This second alternative corresponds to Socrates’
reflecting and reasoning about Callipolian laws, in the sense that the laws’ accounts come
from an internal source, namely Socrates’ reason. Since Socrates argues for these laws on the
basis of his reasoning, it would be plausible to say both that he has a rational understanding
of them and that he would likely regard these laws as his own precisely because they result
from his rational thought. If this is correct and the account in T6 comes from an internal
source, then it would come from the well-trained youths’ own reason. It would thus be

plausible to say both that they have a rational understanding and that they would likely regard
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the account as their own precisely because it results from their rational thought. The basic
idea is that acquiring a rational understanding in this fashion, namely by formulating an
account based on one’s own reasoning, too makes the account our own. In other words, both
alternatives to interpreting ‘the account’s arrival [€A06vtog ¢ Tod Adyov]’ (402 A 3) point to
the view that well-trained youths acquire a rational understanding of their behavior and the
underlying laws and law-inculcated judgements, in the sense that their understanding arises
by virtue of their own reasoning.

The next basic idea is that laws and law-inculcated judgements made our own by
rational thought are least likely to be abandoned —for two complementary reasons. The first
is that we are least likely to abandon that which we consider our own. We have a special
concern or attitude —a certain love— for ourselves and our closest relations such as romantic
partners, children, even animals. We can have this kind of love even for things beyond

humans and non-human animals:

T41 OD 1ot &vexo NPOIMV, v 8’ &yd, &1L pot E5o&ag ov cpddpa 330B 38
dyomdy Ta xpNUaTo, ToOTO O TO0VGLY MG TO TOAD Ol AV un Cl
aOTOl KTHoOMVTOL 01 O& KTNGApEVOL SITAT] i ol GAAOL
aomalovtol adTd. AGomEP Yap 01 TOMTAL TA AVTMV TOMLOTO
Kol 01 TaTéPeg TOVG ToAdaG Ayamdotv, ToTr T 01 Kai ol
YPNUATICAUEVOL TO XPAUATO GTTOVIALOVGLY MG EPYOV EQVLTAV, C5
Kol KoTd TV ypeiav Yrep ol GAAOL yoAemol obv Kai
ovyyevécOat giciv, 0008V €0€AovTeg Emauvelv GAL’ §j TOV
TAODTOV.

AAno1|, Eon, Aéyelc. Co

Let me tell you the reason for asking —I said— because you seem to me not to love
money very much, and those who have not procured it themselves are for the most
part like this. But those who have made it themselves are twice as attached to it than
the others. For —just as poets love their poems and fathers their children— those who

have made money take their money seriously both in this way as something they have
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made themselves and for its use in the same way as the others. So, it is difficult even
to associate with them: being willing to praise nothing other than wealth.

This is true —he said. (P1. R. 1 330 B 8-C 9)

T41 recognizes that we can have a special concern or attitude —a certain love— even for
things we produce such as artworks, money, etc.. Socrates takes this seriously and uses the
so-called ‘Noble Lie’ for the welfare of Callipolis by expanding the reach of this love to
include not only all members of Callipolis, but also the land itself.20 This love motivates us to
care for ourselves and our own, most basically in the form of preserving ourselves and them
(cf. R. 3412 D 2-E 3); put another way, this love engages us in such a way that we are least
likely to abandon the object of love. Now it is plausible to suppose that laws and law-
inculcated judgements made our own by rational thought would be included within this circle
of special concern or love. Consider the above-mentioned examples of artworks and money.
These suggest two alternatives for explaining our special concern for them, respectively
either because we appreciate them as expressions of ourselves or because we appreciate them
as instrumental to our well-being. It is almost certain that laws and law-inculcated
judgements made our own by rational thought would fall under one of the two considerations
(either as expressions of ourselves or as instrumental to our well-being) or even both. Since
the special concern or love we have toward things we consider either as expressions of
ourselves or as instrumental to our well-being engages us in such a way that precludes
abandoning them, it is plausible to suppose that laws and law-inculcated judgements made
our own by rational thought are least likely to be abandoned.?! It is striking that this idea
finds a parallel in Socrates’ observation that compulsory learning does not stick or remain (cf.

R. 7536 D4-537 A3, R. 8 548 B 4-C 4) and that Socrates invites Glaucon to abide by —and

20 Cf. Wilberding (2012) 131: ‘The different features of the Noble Lie are meant to address
the various ways in which these cares and concerns [sc. for ourselves and our kin] might
jeopardize the city. For example, when one’s city is under siege and things are at their
bleakest, this concern for one’s own well-being encourages one to take one’s family and flee
the city. Hence, the myth of autochthony, which by suggesting that the very earth under foot
is one’s kin turns this desire on its heels and persuades one to remain and fight.’

21 Cf. P1. Men. 97 E 6-98 A 4.
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so preserve— the law not to welcome imitative poetry by rehearsing the argument against it
in Republic 10 (607 E 4-608 B3).22

The second —and complementary— reason for thinking that laws and law-inculcated
judgements made our own by rational thought are least likely to be abandoned is that we are
least likely to abandon that which we consider an expression of our reason. First, it is
generally agreed that reason is the best thing and the best feature or part of ourselves (cf. R.
10607 A3-B 1, R. 9 588 B 10-E 3, R. 8 549 A 9-B 8 with 560 B 6—C 1; cf. R. 9 590 C 7-D
7 and R. 10 604 B 1-D 6). Second, it is generally agreed also that it is shameful to submit the
better to the inferior, e.g. the better part of ourselves to the inferior part of ourselves (cf. R. 4
430 E 4-431 B 3, R. 9 589 C 6-D 4). Third, shame acts as a guardian in the sense that it
keeps us from engaging in shameful actions, words, etc. (cf. R. 3 388 D 2-8, R. 5 465 A 8-B
5, R. 8 560 A 4-8 —note that shame restores or preserves the young man’s oligarchic
constitution— and R. 10 604 A 1-8). Laws and law-inculcated judgements made our own by
rational thought are thus an expression of the best thing and the best part of ourselves. Since
it is shameful to submit the better part of ourselves to the inferior, abandoning our rationally
understood laws and law-inculcated judgements would be shameful. (I am assuming that
abandoning them is a form of submitting the better to the inferior.) Since well-trained youths
have been brought up to have the right dispositions to the fine (t& kaAd) and the base (t&
aioypd) —alternatively, the honorable and the shameful— even before any rational
understanding, it is probable that well-trained youths will be especially sensitive to shame
associated with abandoning laws and law-inculcated judgements made their own by rational
thought. Well-trained youths would thus be especially averse to abandoning their own laws
and law-inculcated judgements, those made an expression of their best part, namely reason.

The idea that early ethical education aims at the acquisition of laws and law-
inculcated judgements by virtue of a student’s own reasoning can be gleaned from Republic 9
(590 C 7-591 A 4). For, the passage expresses views that applied to early ethical education
imply the acquisition of laws and law-inculcated judgements by virtue of a student’s own

reasoning.

T42 Ovkodv iva kai 6 T010DT0g VO OUoiov ApynTaL olovTep O 590 C7

22 Cf. PL. Phd. 77 C 6-78 A 10; Grg. 513 C4-D 1.
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BérTioToC, SodAOV 0TOV Paplev &IV etvan xeivov Tod
BedtioTov, &xovtog &v auTt®d TO Ociov dpyov, ok €mi PAAPT D1
1] T0D 0VAov oidpevol delv dpyechar avtdv, Homep Opacv-
LLOYOG HETO TOVG APYOUEVOVG, AAL (O AUEVOV OV TOVTL VTTO
Beiov kol ppovipov Gpyecdat, pdAicto pev oikelov £yovtog v
avTd, €l 8¢ pn, EEmBev peat®dTog, tva £lg dLVOUY TAVTEG D5
duotot dpev kai eilot, T® oadTd KuPepvOUEVOL;

Kai 0p0dc v, €.

ANAOT 8¢ ve, v & €yd, xoi 6 vopog &tt Totodtov BodAetar, E1l
TAGL TOiG €V Tf] TOAEL GUUAYOG AV, Kol 1) TOV Taidwv dpyn,
70 | &dv EhevOEépouc sivar, Eng v év avToic domep dv TOAEL
TOMTEIOY KATAOTNOMUEY, Kol TO fEATIoTOV Bepamedcavteg S91A1
@ Top’ MUV TO0VT® AVTIKOTOGTHCOUEY UANKO OO0V Ko
Gpyovta &v aOTQ, Kol TOTE o1 EAe0BEPOV Apiepey.

AnAoi yép, 7 8 Bc. A4

Is it not for the sake of having even this kind of man [sc. the artisan] be ruled by
something similar to what rules the best man that we say it behooves him to be a slave
of that best man, who has the divine ruler within himself? It is not for harming the
slave that we think it behooves him to be ruled —just as Thrasymachus thinks of the
ruled— but because it is better for all to be ruled by a divine and wise ruler, above all
that he has in himself as his own, alternatively one placed upon from outside, so that
—so far as possible— we all be similar and friendly to one another, being steered by
the same thing.

And rightly so —he said.

And it is clear —I said— that the law too has in view this much —being an ally to all
in the city— as well as the rule of our children: they are not to be free until we
establish a constitution in them —just as in a city— and taking care of their best [sc.
soul-part] with our own we establish as counterpart a similar guard and ruler in it; and
just then we set it free.

Yes it is clear —he said. (P1. R. 9 590 C 7-591 A 4)
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Passage T42 speaks about being ruled by ‘a divine and wise ruler’ (590 D 4). The ‘divine and
wise ruler’ in question is almost certainly reason: note that divinity and wisdom are often
associated with reason (cf. R. 4 441E 3-6,442 C 4-8, R. 7 518 D 9-519 B 6 with 532 B 6-D
1,R.9586 D4-587A 13,589 C6-D4,R. 10611 B9-612 A 7). The first part of T42 (590 C
7-D 7) presents two ways for a person to be ruled by reason. Either we are ruled by our own
reason or we are ruled by another person’s reason. The second part of T42 (590 E 1-591 A 4)
states that early ethical education —note ‘the rule of our children’ (590 B 2) and the goal of
‘establish[ing] a constitution in them’ (590 E 3-591 A 1); cf. R. 4 441 E 7-442 B 9 with 445
C 4-E 3— aims to have well-trained students be ruled by their own reason.

The two alternatives for a person to be ruled by reason suggest two alternatives for a
person to regard the laws and law-inculcated judgements imparted throughout early ethical
education, either well-trained students regard them as their own or they regard the laws etc.
as imposed upon them. The former alternative seems to be likely: first, imposing laws and
law-inculcated judgements upon a person indicates a lack of education (cf. R. 3 405 A 6-B
4); second, laws and law-inculcated judgements imposed upon a person are not likely to stick
or remain (cf. R. 7 536 D 4-537 A 3); third, the goal of having well-trained students be ruled
by their own reason simply seems incompatible with the result that well-trained students
regard laws and law-inculcated judgements as imposed upon them. The impression is that
laws and law-inculcated judgements issued or accepted by one’s own reason are always
preferable to those issued and imposed by others.23 In other words, the views expressed in
T42 applied to early ethical education imply that well-trained students will acquire laws and

law-inculcated judgements by virtue of their own reasoning.

It may be objected that well-trained youths do not come to have a rational understanding of
their good conduct, laws, etc. during early ethical education. For, it is tempting to claim that
well-trained youths would acquire this understanding (by virtue of their own reasoning) only
after early ethical education. Two observations may be made.

The first observation (against the view defended here) arises from an agreement in

Republic 4:

23 Cf. Ti. 89 A 1-B 3 for an analogue with respect to bodily health.
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T12 AMN’ 0V yoremdv, o, eavijvor Kol yop &v Toig modiolg 441 A7
10070 v’ &v T1¢ 1001, &1L Bupod pev evbug yevopeva pectd €oTt,
Aoyiopod 8’ &viot pev Epotye S0KoDGLY 0VOETOTE UETAAUUPA-
Ve, ol 6& ToAAOL OYE TTOTE. B1

Noi pé A, v 8 8y®, KaADG ye elmec. B2

But it isn’t difficult —he said— to show [sc. spirit to be different from the rational
element]. For, even in children one can see this, that they are full of spirit right from
birth whereas some seem to me never to get a share of rational calculation —and the
many quite late.

Yes by Zeus —I said— you have spoken well. (Pl. R. 4 441 A 7-B 2; c¢f. R. 7534 D
3-7)24

This passage could be taken to express the view that most human beings lack the ability to
reason during the years of early ethical education. If this view is endorsed in T12, then most
human beings would not be able to acquire a rational account of laws and law-inculcated
judgements during early ethical education. How —then— does T12 fit with the view
defended here?

The worry seems to arise especially were we to take the phrase ‘quite late’ to entail
that most human beings get their share of rational calculation aftfer early ethical education,
which —in the Callipolian scheme of education— would be after the age of 20. But why
suppose this interpretation? There is no obvious motivation to understand the phrase ‘quite
late’ in this way and it is hardly credible. Moreover, it cannot be ruled out that ‘quite late’
applies either to the period of childhood or to the period immediately after childhood, in

which case Glaucon would be claiming that most human beings get their share of rational

24 Cf.Pl. Lg. 672 B 8-C 7.
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calculation either late in childhood or in adolescence; but this would still be during the years
of early ethical education.25 At any rate, let us dispel the worry in the best way possible.

Exactly what does Glaucon have in mind? By the phrase ‘get a share of’, Glaucon
probably means ‘to have’ rational calculation in the sense of ‘to exercise’ it: Glaucon
contrasts getting a share of rational calculation with being ‘full of spirit right from birth’; the
latter observation readily elicits the fact that children show or manifest their spirit right from
birth; and to show or manifest one’s spirit amounts to its being exercised; if this is correct,
then Glaucon is making the observation that children do not show or manifest —exercise—
rational calculation as early as spirit. Now what is meant by ‘rational calculation’? Glaucon
probably has in mind the kind of rational calculation concerned with action, namely practical
reasoning. This is suggested by the context: the first argument to reveal a partite soul focuses
on a conflict between a desire to drink and an opposition to it that arises ‘from rational
calculation [ék Aoyiopod]’ (R. 4 439 C 3—-D 9 at 439 D 1); the next argument to reveal another
psychic division returns to the case of appetitive desire forcing someone to act ‘contrary to
rational calculation [mapd tOv Aoywopov]’ (R. 4 439 D 10440 E 5 at 440 B 1). This
opposition or conflict between rational calculation and appetitive desire restricted to the
context of children in T12 may bring to mind an earlier discussion on temperance: after all, it
is not uncommon to find many and varied desires in children, that is desires not led by
rational calculation (cf. R. 4 430 E 1432 B 2, especially 431 B 9-C 8); and it may be no
coincidence that Plato complements Glaucon’s observation in T12 with the example of
Odysseus acting temperately (cf. R. 4 441 B 2—C 3 with R. 3 398 D 7 ff. at 390 D 1-6).
Glaucon may be simply commenting on the fact that children are rarely seen exercising
rational calculation in their actions. At any rate, it seems to be the case that Glaucon has in
mind the kind of rational calculation concerned with action.

If this is correct, then it is arguably the case that Glaucon’s observation proves no
challenge to the view defended here (according to which Callipolian students acquire a

rational account of laws and law-inculcated judgements). For, Glaucon’s observation does not

25 We have seen (cf. Chapter 2 §2, the main text to n. 18) that T12 neither means nor entails
that the rational part cannot be exercised: Callipolian students receive a mathematical
education at the same time as their musical training (R. 7 536 D 4-547 C 5); in other words
—despite T12— young Callipolian students are not disqualified from an education that
paradigmatically depends on and develops rational calculation (cf. Jenkins (2015)).
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fit well with Plato’s expectations of Callipolian early ethical education. There is evidence to
argue that Callipolian students would find their rational calculation stimulated and developed
—thus exercised— during early ethical education. Consider the goal to make Callipolian
students acquire temperance: first —as we have seen— acting temperately can involve
exercising rational calculation, for instance to mitigate the strength of a non-rational desire
(cf. R. 4431 B 9-D 8 with R. 10 603 E 4-604 D 10, especially 604 B 7-D4, and 606 B 5-C 1
with 607 E 4-608 B 3, especially 608 A 1-5); second, Callipolian students are expected
eventually to be independently temperate and not always dependent on a teacher (cf. R. 9 590
E 1-591 A 4 with R. 4 429 E 7-430 B 6, especially if Plato has in mind rational persuasion);
it is plausible to conclude —then— that Callipolian students will exercise their own rational
calculation in the course of early ethical education. The basic point to stress against taking
T12 as an objection to the view defended here is that Glaucon’s observation is not a
psychological necessity since the exercise of rational calculation is something encouraged or
facilitated by education.2¢ The evidence suggests that Callipolian education will stimulate and
develop —thus exercise— students’ rational calculation from a young age, to be clear during
early ethical education.

The second observation (against the view defended here according to which early
ethical education involves acquiring a rational account (A6yoc) of laws and law-inculcated
judgements) arises from an agreement in Republic 7. It is tempting to think that acquiring a
rational understanding falls outside the scope of early ethical education —for two reasons. In
Republic 7 (521 C 1-535 A 2), Plato pays attention to the subjects in which to educate
prospective rulers of Callipolis and Socrates requires that they must be able to draw the soul
from the realm of becoming to the realm of what is or of being (521 D 4-5). After showing

that physical training does not satisfy this requirement, Socrates asks:

T43 AM dpa. povoikn donv 10 mpdTEpovV dSMAOopey; 522A2
A Qv 8ketvn v, Eon, GvTioTPOQOC THC YOUVOSTIKTG, &
pépvnoat, €0t TodELOVGA TOVG PUAOKOS, KATH TE ApUOVIioY

€0OPUOCTIOV TVA, OVK EMGTAUNY, TAPUIO0DGA, Kol KOTA AS

26 Cf. R. 7 521 C 1-532 D 1 with 536 D 4-547 C 5: mathematical studies that rouse up
rational calculation —note ‘calculation and understanding [Aoyiopov te koi vonow]’ (524 B
4) in its context— are to be pursued alongside early ethical education.
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T0100T0V 0VSEV £lyev. B2

But could it be the musical training we thoroughly discussed earlier?

But that —he said— is just the counter part of physical training. If you remember, it
educated the guardians in customs: imparting by harmony a certain harmonious
temper —not knowledge— and by rhythm a certain gracefulness; and cultivating
certain other habits akin to these in the stories, whether fabulous or closer to the truth.
But as a subject leading to something such as that, of the kind you now seek, there is
nothing in it.

You —I said— remind me with the greatest precision: for, it really has nothing like

that. (PL. R. 7 522 A 2-B 2)

Passage T43 shows Socrates and Glaucon agreeing that the cognitive state resulting from
musical training cannot be or pass for knowledge (¢motun). Since it can be supposed that a
rational understanding —say— of laws amounts to knowledge and since musical training
does not yield knowledge, then we should deny that well-trained youths acquire their rational
understanding during early ethical education. The second reason is due to another passage in

Republic 7:

T44 "H xoi Stodexticdv Koeic Tov Adyov £xdotov Aappavovio 534B3
Th¢ ovoiag; kal tov un &xovta, kad’ dcov av un &xm Adyov
avT® T€ Kol dAL® 5106vat, Kotd To600TOV VOOV TTEPL TOVTOV B5
00 PNOELG EYELV;

1&g yap &v, 7 & 8, eainv; B7
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Do you too call a ‘dialectician” who understands the account of the being of each
thing? And who does not, will you say that so far as he does not have an account to
give either to himself or to another to that extent he does not have an understanding of
it?

How —he said— could I not say this? (P1. R. 7 534 B 3-7)

Passage T44 may tempt us with the view that a rational understanding of good conduct, laws,
etc. falls under the purview of dialectic. For, the phrase ‘tov Adyov [...] AauPdvovta [who
understands the account]’ (534 B 3) may bring to mind that phrase ‘mpiv Adyov dvvordg eivar
AaPeiv [before being able to understand an account]’ (402 A 2-3) in T6 and the parallelism
may tempt us to suppose that the understanding mentioned in T6 is an achievement of
dialectic (cf. R. 7 538 C 6-539 A 4). If this is correct, then the understanding mentioned in T6
falls under the purview of dialectic beyond the scope of early ethical education. In other
words, these passages in Republic 7 suggest that a rational understanding of good conduct,
laws, etc. falls outside the scope of early ethical education.

The agreement in Republic 7 (T44) —however— does not support the objection that a
well-trained youth’s rational understanding arrives after early ethical education. This
agreement denying knowledge (émiotiun) as a cognitive state resulting from musical training
is tenuous: it is possible that the term ‘émotmun [knowledge]” acquires a more specific sense
in the middle books of the Republic, namely as a term reserved for the cognitive grasp of
Platonic Forms (cf. Chapter 2 §2 n. 16 with the main text to n. 17). If this is correct, then it is
dubious to rely on the agreement [i] that musical training does not yield knowledge and the
premise [ii] that a rational understanding —say— of laws amounts to knowledge to argue for
the conclusion [iii] that well-trained youths do not acquire their rational understanding during
early ethical education: it is not obvious that premise [ii] is true in the stricter sense of
‘knowledge [émotun]’. Passage T44 —moreover— does not decisively support the
objection that a well-trained youth’s rational understanding arrives after early ethical
education: acquiring a rational understanding of the being of each thing —presumably
answering the ‘what is F?’ question (cf. R. 7 538 D 6-E 5)— is not the same thing as

acquiring a rational understanding of laws and law-inculcated judgements; the difference
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between answering the ‘what is F?” question and acquiring an account of laws is manifest (cf.

R.2378E5-383C7,R.3402E2-403C3,R.5470A 5471 C3,R. 10604 B7-C1).

5.5 Conclusion

Chapter 5 §§2—3 concluded the objection against the standard view of early ethical education
according to which the soul’s spirited element is the primary target of early ethical education,
in the sense that it is the proper or ultimate subject of Callipolian laws, true (law-inculcated)
judgements, and a sound ethical discriminatory faculty. Chapter 5 §2 argued first that both
non-rational parts, the appetitive and the spirited, by nature have non-necessary desires and
pleasures. This is problematic because non-necessary desires and pleasures are obstacles to
acquiring psychic excellences such as temperance, justice, etc.. Since early ethical education
is meant to bring about psychic excellences, it must work on weakening or eliminating the
non-rational parts’ innate non-necessary desires and pleasures. Chapter 5 §3 identified two
ways to weaken or eliminate these desires and pleasures, either indirectly by cultivating
desires of another kind or directly by opposing them. The latter strategy of direct opposition
involves psychic conflict. Now early ethical education is not an entirely passive training in
the sense that students learn to weaken or eliminate their own non-rational non-necessary
desires. These observations are decisively troubling for the standard view that the soul’s
spirited element is the primary target of early ethical education. For, the spirited element
possesses non-necessary desires and pleasures which Callipolian students will learn to
weaken or eliminate and it is very likely that Callipolian students will learn to weaken or
eliminate them by directly opposing them: after all, there is no obvious reason to suppose that
weakening or eliminating non-necessary spirited desires must be only indirect. It is possible
—then— that Callipolian students will experience psychic conflict in learning to weaken or
eliminate their own non-necessary spirited desires and pleasures. But if spirit is the primary
target or beneficiary of early ethical education and it explains the soul’s learning to restrain or
oppose its non-necessary desires and pleasures, then spirit could suffer psychic conflict
within itself. If this is correct, then the standard view of early ethical education is committed

to the generally unacceptable possibility of partitioning the spirited element.
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Chapter 5 §4 defended the view that early ethical education must primarily target the
soul’s rational part. Early ethical education is concerned with training students to act in the
best way possible —for instance— to welcome excellences such as courage and to reject
vices such as cowardice. This training begins with acquiring laws and law-inculcated
judgements without a rational account. It is acknowledged that well-trained students will later
acquire that rational understanding, but the timing is unclear. Does it arrive during or after
early ethical education? There is reason to believe that acting in the best way possible is the
result of a cooperation between reason and law. This plausible view suggests that early
ethical education will culminate with a cooperation between reason and law, with the arrival
of that rational account of laws and law-inculcated judgements, in which case this education
will involve some reasoning or calculation. This suggestion is supported by reflecting on
early ethical education’s design to have well-trained youths absorb laws and law-inculcated
judgements in the finest way possible. Students who have absorbed laws etc. in the finest way
possible preserve them —do not abandon them— basically at all costs. This kind of
preservation is best explained by acquiring a rational account of laws and law-inculcated
judgements —for two complementary reasons: first, a rational account would make laws etc.
our own and we are least likely to abandon that which we consider our own; second, a
rational account would make laws etc. an expression of the best part of ourselves, namely
reason, and shame would deter us from the shameful act of abandoning our laws and law-
inculcated judgements. Since early ethical education is designed to have have well-trained
youths absorb laws and law-inculcated judgements in the finest way possible and this
involves a cooperation between reason and law, namely the acquisition of a rational
understanding of laws etc., then early ethical education must primarily target the soul’s
rational part. (This view thus identifies a novel achievement of early ethical education,
namely acquiring a rational understanding of laws and law-inculcated judgements.)

There is an advantage to the view that early ethical education involves acquiring a
rational understanding of laws and law-inculcated judgements. Remember that well-trained
youths adopt true judgements about values and norms in such a way that these are preserved
basically at all costs. This kind of commitment may be found puzzling insofar as early ethical

education seems to forgo providing any sort of justification to these true judgements:
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‘A defining feature of the correct opinions which musical education leads guardians to
adopt is that they are held with a kind of commitment and tenacity that seems to go
well beyond what is warranted merely by their epistemic value. There is nothing
provisional, superficial, or tentative about these opinions; and Socrates’ description of
them as penetrating to the very fabric of the guardians’ souls—a feature clearly
brought out in his likening of musical education to the dyeing of wool (429¢-430b)—
is more reminiscent of knowledge than ‘mere’ opining. A basic task which faces any
interpretation of musical education in the Republic is then to provide some account of
the sort of psychological condition which is manifested in an intense commitment to

what are, ultimately, mere true opinions.’27

The view defended in Chapter 5 §4 is advantageous insofar as it dispels this puzzle. The kind
of commitment shown by well-trained students is explained by their acquiring a rational
understanding of the true judgements imparted throughout early ethical education. This
rational understanding makes these judgements truly their own and an expression of the best
part of themselves. Since we are unlikely to abandon that which we consider our own and an
expression of the best part of ourselves, it is no longer puzzling that well-trained students will

preserve those true judgements at all costs.

27 Thaler (2015) 413.
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