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INTRODUCTION

1.  Thesis


In Plato’s theory of the soul in the Republic, thumos can best be understood as admiration of an ideal type of manliness, and is of central importance in explaining the relation of Platonic justice and common morality.
(1.1)  The third part of the soul, thumos, represents an unusual and interesting distinction within Plato’s theory of motivation.  There is some feeling among commentators that it reveals a sloppy and inconsistent philosophy by confusing the neat reason/desire distinction and having a vague and disordered range of defining characteristics.  In the view of some scholars, thumos is an unfortunate appendage to Plato’s considered theory which is not carefully thought out or established by argument.

A second point of criticism and sustained debate is concerned with the strategy employed in the main argument of the Republic, which contends that it pays to consider the rights of others.  It looks as though Plato has taken full advantage of the fact that the state is called “just” when its members are just, and that he presses the conflation of these two distinct concepts by way of his analogy of the state and the soul.  Trading on this equivocation, Plato is able to substitute one thing which obviously benefits the agent (mental health) for another thing which prima facie does not (common justice).

(1.2)  I propose to argue, against these two views, that thumos is a coherent and identifiable part of the soul, that it provides for a richer theory of motivation, and that it fills an important explanatory role in connecting Plato’s theory of psychic harmony with common morality.

I will defend five points which, taken together, form my thesis:

1. Thumos has a unified account which goes beyond the usual descriptions.

2. This account is in terms of admiration of an ideal type of manliness.

3. In the Republic, Plato’s considered view of the soul in the realm of motivation is tripartite, not bipartite.

4. Plato has good reason to think that the psychically integrated man will also be just in the ordinary sense.

5. The just man in the realm of common morality will be psychically integrated, parasitic upon external sources of reason, and so will be Platonically just.

I think that this thesis is both important and fruitful.  It centers on points of scholarly controversy and so, if true, is certainly not trivial.  It helps to clarify a part of the Republic which appears to be a continuing source of confusion to students of Plato, by way of unifying his account of motivation.  It supplies an interesting connection between his epistemology and ethics.  And it opens up a new line of defense for Plato’s doctrine of justice as harmony of the soul.

2.  Notes on Topic Selection

I first selected the area of thumos for investigation because I had been confused by the concept when working on a paper dealing with the Republic, and was somewhat bothered by the lack of clarity I had achieved.  I had some notion of thumos as generally emotive, involving some reference to self and ideals, but thought of it as a sort of hybrid between reason and desire, a needless and confusing combination of the two parts.  I suggested in that paper that a neat two-part view of soul, separated into cognitive (reason in Hume’s sense) and motivational components, would be more appropriate.  Gosling’s chapter on manliness brought my vague concept of thumos into sharper focus.  I found that thinking of thumos as admiration for an ideal type was true to Plato’s depiction of it and shed light on various problems encountered in the Republic.  
At the same time, I had been impressed with Sachs’ claim that Plato trades on two different senses of justice, with the conclusion that a fallacy lies at the heart of the argument of the Republic.  As I reconsidered this view in light of my new concepts, I found that I was able to open up a line of defense for Plato against Sachs’ charges.  In particular, I think that my method of defending the view that common morality and psychic harmony are mutually entailing is at least one that is plausible and fruitful.


THUMOS AS ADMIRATION OF AN IDEAL TYPE

1.  Three Part Soul

Plato uses what may be called the “Principle of Competing Impulses” to argue that there are three parts of the soul, each having its own motivation and constituting a faculty or power of the soul.


Clearly one and the same thing cannot act or be affected in opposite ways at the same time in the same part of it and in relation to the same object; so if we find these contradictions, we shall know we are dealing with more than one faculty. (436b) (The Desmond Lee translation of the Republic is used throughout this paper.)
(1.1)  The first part of the soul is called the “reasoning” part, which has two functions, to calculate and to rule the soul.  There is some conflict over the precise domain and function of this part, but it seems clear that it contains both an ability to perform certain actions, and a desire, or motivating force, toward certain goals.  It is able to logically calculate; its desire is to know the truth, to bring about the good of the whole person, and to realize the Good overall.  It seeks the proper ends, and is able to select and implement means to those ends, for the soul’s well-being, and hence is the proper ruler of the soul.

(1.2)  The clearest cases of the “appetitive” part are simple desires, such as the bodily urges of hunger and thirst.  They are independent of “reason”, which means that they have no concern for the overall good and have in themselves no rational (i.e. calculative) component. [1]  More difficult cases arise when complex desires are presented as examples of the appetitive part, e.g. Leontius’ conflict between anger/disgust and desire to see the corpses.  It is only the latter which counts as appetitive; it involves emotion, imagination, and some calculation, and so seems to break away from the “pure urge” view of appetite.

(1.3)  The remaining part of the soul is less clearly defined.  It is called in the Greek thumos, which literally means “anger”, and is usually rendered as “the spirited part.”  Plato’s principle, in his view, requires that there be a part of the soul in addition to the two we have just outlined, a part which can be opposed and criticized by reason (and so is distinct from reason), and yet can itself oppose and criticize appetite (and so is distinct from appetite).  We will be concerned in this paper to give an account of thumos.

(1.4)  At various points in the Republic, Plato connects each part of soul with its characteristic object of desire, and in a figure likens each part to a particular symbolic animal which represents it.  By way of his analogy with the state, he can also relate each part to a class within the state and to a type of government.  In chart form, these comparisons fall together as follows:
	Part
	Object
	Symbol
	Class
	Government

	Reason
	Wisdom
	Man
	Rulers
	Aristocracy

	Appetite
	Gain
	Beast
	Workers
	Olig, Dem, Tyr

	Thumos
	Honor
	Lion
	Soldiers
	Timocracy


2.  Renderings

The student of Plato is easily confused in his attempt to understand what is meant by the “spirited” part of the soul.  The attempts by commentators to give an account of thumos are hindered by the fact that no one English word seems to be an adequate translation.  And so, three lines of approach to this problem, all inadequate, are typically found.

(2.1)  The first is to remain content with “spirit”, or “temper”, or even (the literal) “anger”, and simply fail to provide more of an account.  Two examples of this (and there are many), are the Encyclopedia of Philosophy, which only says, “The name of the in-between element, thumos, is sometimes unsatisfactorily rendered by ‘anger’, sometimes by ‘spirit’ (in the sense in which a horse may be spirited)”, [2] and Hare, who designates thumos as “the seat of anger, which is the natural ally of reason against desire.” [3]

(2.2)  Another line is to provide a list of terms which is intended to suggest the required concept without actually providing a definition.  A good example of this is Lee’s list:  anger, reputation and good name, pugnacity, enterprise, ambition, indignation, mettle, spirit, guts, vitality, self-regarding, self-assertive, self-preserving. [4]

(2.3)  A more comprehensive approach is to conceive thumos primarily as a faculty of emotion.  Two examples of this are Grube, who says “I have therefore called it feelings, which in that sense are quite distinct from passions, as when we talk of saving a person’s feelings.  Perhaps ‘sentiments’”, [5] and Taylor, “a part made up of the higher and nobler emotions, chief among which Plato reckons the emotions of righteous indignation and scorn of what is base; hence the general name for this element is with him the ‘spirited’ part.” [6]

(2.4)  As we will see in providing our own account, thumos is a much richer concept, and plays a more powerful explanatory role in Plato’s philosophy, than is allowed by mere “spirit” or “anger”, without a great deal of further explanation.  To expand this by providing a list of expressions serves to suggest a unifying concept, but still leaves the reader to his own devices in figuring out just what that is.  To characterize thumos as the emotive faculty while explicitly providing a unifying concept appears to be inaccurate.  Emotion is both too broad and too narrow to be identified with thumos:  too broad, because the appetitive part can also be emotional, and (bound up with this) thumos is a particular type of emotional stance; too narrow, because thumos has a sense of ideals which entail a sense of direction crucial to thumos.  Gosling points out that a more accurate account needs to be given:
It is not at all obvious what Plato is trying to isolate with the term “thymos”, and the problem has not been helped by a tendency to concentrate on a few prominent passages interesting largely for other reasons.  The result is to suggest that he is trying to distinguish emotions from, say, intellect and desire, or to distinguish the will from intellect and affective parts of the personality. [7]
The effect of this deficiency in presenting thumos is that the reader is left with a vague sense of aggressive and competitive emotions which serve no clear purpose, and which seem to undermine the neat two-part soul of reason/desire with which Plato works in the Phaedo and Book 10 of the Republic.  This has led some commentators to say that there is in fact no unity at all in the notion of thumos, and that it cannot be captured by any single idea or range of ideas:  it is incoherent. [8]  As Gosling adds, either Plato is very confused, or else thumos is used technically to isolate a concept which demands clarification. [9]

3.  Examples

What makes it difficult to develop a systematic explanation is Plato’s habit of giving striking examples without an account of their connection.  He seems to court problems by changing the characteristics of thumos as we follow the discussion.  He presents examples of thumos which range from the watch dog to the financier.  What is it that they could possibly have in common?

(3.1)  Even before Plato sets up an argument for the parts of the soul, he describes the attributes essential to the soldier class of the republic.  They must be like watch dogs:  keen of perception, with speed and strength, vigor and energy.  They must have the requisite fighting qualities and courage to face adversaries:  they must be fearless and indomitable in the face of dangers (375a-b).  Thumos seems to be an aggressive, and in general violent, tendency.

(3.2)  When he introduces his argument for the distinction of thumos from appetite, he recalls the story of Leontius, desiring to look at corpses, and at the same time being disgusted with himself for this unworthy “appetite.” (439e - 440c)  He is filled with self-scorn, because he has given in to his passions.  The element in thumos which is highlighted here is that of indignation and shame.

(3.3)  On the other hand, thumos is distinguished from reason by the example of Odysseus “calling his heart to order” (441a-b), in which the faculty of reason criticizes and opposes his “heart.”  Here, it seems to indicate more of an emotive tendency which can experience fear or confidence. [10]

(3.4)  Although Plato doesn’t elaborate, he gives the example of children and animals, in whom thumos appears to be primarily an aggressive trait, perhaps amounting to assertiveness in pursuit of one’s aims. (441a-b)

(3.5)  The soldier class is the part of the state which exemplifies thumos.  The soldiers have politike courage, which is described as knowing what to fear and what not to fear, according to law (429c – 430b), not based on a reasoned account, but imposed by upbringing.  It is a kind of “safe-keeping”, because the bearer will hold to his convictions in the face of pains and fears, and pleasures and desires.  Here thumos seems to be the ability to stick to one’s duty despite adverse circumstances.


4.  Manliness

(4.1)  Scholars who have attempted to give a unified account of thumos have largely agreed that one of the ways in which it is distinguished from appetite is that it involves some notion of value.

It has a component of self-reference:  it is concerned with self-esteem and with recognition from others. [13]  While reason is entirely good-dependent, that is, concerned with overall good, and appetite is good-independent, thumos is thought of as partially good dependent.  It is concerned with beliefs about some kinds of good, but not about overall good. [14]  The developed notion of anger amounts to indignation, that is, anger at a wrong or injustice, which results in a lower esteem of others (contempt) or of self (shame). [15]  All of this points to an ideal which thumos strives to realize and to defend.

(4.2)  Thumos can be found in its rough state, or it may be trained and molded:


“It is the energy and initiative in their nature that may make them uncivilized”, I said; “if you treat it properly it should make them brave, but if you overstrain it turns them tough and uncouth, as you would expect.” … “The philosophic temperament, on the other hand, is gentle; too much relaxation may produce an excessive soft-ness, but if it is treated properly the result should be humane and civilized. … And will proper adjustment produce a character that is self-controlled and brave?”  “Certainly.”  

“And maladjustment one that is cowardly and crude?”  “Very much so.” (410a – 411a)

Thumos has a force.  It can be greater or less, strong or weak, relative to the other two parts.  Its degree of force will determine its position in terms of dominance.  (For example, if strong in relation to reason, it will ignore the overall values of reason and pursue its own aims.)  In addition to this, even within an established hierarchy its degree of force will have an effect on the soul.  For instance if it has been neglected in favor of reason, and therefore underdeveloped, it will cause the person to be soft and effeminate.

It also has a direction.  It seeks its fulfillment in the right direction insofar as it is guided by reason.  Without direction, cultivation, and training, it will appear harsh and crude. [16]

(4.3)  The timocratic character is the one which exemplifies the thumos-controlled man.  Plato’s account of the makings of the timocrat should provide an insight into the type of values that are naturally found within the domain of thumos.
When he hears his mother complaining that her husband isn’t one of the bosses, and that she is slighted by other women because of it; she … says that the boy’s father isn’t a real man and is far too easygoing, and drones on with all the usual complaints women make in the circumstances … [the servants] tell the son that when he grows up he must have his rights and be more of a man than his father. (549e-d) (emphasis mine)


The young timocrat is brought up to admire an ideal type of manliness, to aspire to become a real man, to feel shame at his own shortcomings and contempt for those of others.

(4.4)  The word “thumos” itself had for Plato a rich and significant background in the Homeric stories.  It appears to have conveyed something very close to our concept of manliness, including notions of strength, prowess, vigorous action, and heroic overcoming.


But in Homer, where it appears very frequently, the word has a broader usage:  it names the part of themselves to which Homeric heroes speak, or which speaks to them, when they are aroused for action, and into which they, or some tutelary deity, pour might and strength when their prowess is about to be put to the test.  It is thus the immediate source of action, especially vigorous action, and the seat of emotion, especially those emotions (anger, for example, but also on occasion sexual passion as well) that motivate vigorous and bold action. [17]


(4.5)  The virtue of “courage”, which is closely connected with thumos in Plato’s view, in the Greek is andreia.  Andreia is something beyond bravery and endurance, and almost literally “manly.”  Gosling explains:

This word is better translated “manliness” than “courage.”  For though courage is a conspicuous element in andreia, the word conceals the connection with the word for “man”, and it is clear from a number of passages (c.f. Gorgias 491-2, 512e, Republic 359b, 544-50) that it covers a wider range than “courage.”  Further Plato uses “anandros” (unmanly) as well as “deilos” (cowardly) as the opposite of “andreios”, and in contexts that clearly involve a general appeal to lack of prowess.  In fact commonly “andreia” connotes the characteristics of the admirable, successful man usually connoted by “arête” (excellence) prior to Plato, and often by Socrates’ interlocutors in the dialogues. [18]

(4.6)  We have noticed the theme of manliness in the key concepts of thumos and andreia, and in the genesis of the timocrat.  We will now review Plato’s examples to see how they may fit this characterization.  First, it is easy to see Leontius’ self-chastisement and shame as symptoms of his sense of failure to live up to a standard of manliness which holds him.

The soldier is not unlike the timocrat in many respects:  resistance to allurements and pleasure, respect for authority and duty, love of victory and honors, assertiveness toward what one is proud of. [14]  Their qualities seem to blend into each other.  The aggressive, courageous, honor-loving, ambitious examples, who feel indignation and shame when standards are not upheld, all have this in common:  they are ruled by admiration for an ideal type, in particular a type of manliness. 


However, children and animals do not, presumably, strive after an ideal of manliness.  Anger and ferocity seem to be more tendencies of violence than of noble aspiration.  It has been pointed out, though, that children and animals may be thought of as having thumos in its raw, untrained state, which is the “pre-linguistic counterpart” of complete thumos. [19]  The watch dog is valued not so much for its meanness but for its invincibility and fearlessness in battle (375b).  The aggressive characteristics are the ability to stand up for oneself, to retaliate against behavior that “no man will suffer meekly.” [20]

(4.7)  Thumos is then to be understand as admiration for an ideal type of manliness:  (a) ideal because it is centered in certain values; (b) manliness, because the values are predominantly concerned with the way a real man should live; (c) a type, because there is no fixed notion of manliness, rather it is a bundle of concepts, not necessarily perfectly coordinated or harmonized, which various particular actions and motivations approximate; (d) and admiration, because it involves a personal drive to live up to the ideal type, to participate in it, and to advocate and defend it. [21]


5.  Doxa

(We do not have the space for an account of Plato’s epistemology in this paper, but we must point out the connection between admiration of an ideal type and doxa.)

(5.1)  While having episteme (knowledge) is being able to provide a systematic account of principles which account for the truth of an assertion, the term doxa (belief) has the force of holding something to be true without being able to provide an account.  The person who is not ruled by reason does not have episteme.  If he (a) admires an ideal type because of upbringing, (b) cannot give an account or justification of his admiration, but (c) holds to his convictions in the face of certain sorts of opposition (e.g. pleasures and pains), this conviction lies in the realm of doxa.  

The convictions of common morality fall within this range.  They are relatively stable, but not absolutely so: [22]  their permanence is due to the fixing within the soul of an ideal which inspires action, but held without a systematic understanding of the reasons why this ideal should be adopted.

In the education of the individual, thumos can be directed by instilling an admiration for the proper types.  Gods and heroes must be presented in such a way as to constitute good examples for emulation.  When “truth” comes later, the individual will be prepared to recognize it, as an old friend:

… anything beautiful he will welcome gladly, will make it his own and so grow in true goodness of character; anything ugly he will rightly condemn and dislike, even when he is still young and cannot understand the reason for so doing, while when reason comes he will recognize and welcome her as a familiar friend because of his upbringing. 9401d – 402a)

(5.2)  With the relation of thumos and doxa, Plato now has an answer to the vexing Socratic questions:  “How can virtuous people (e.g. Laches, Cephalus) be so without understanding what virtue is?”  and “Why can’t virtuous people (e.g. Pericles) teach their art to their sons?”  The answer now is that people can be “virtuous” in the sense of common morality due to fixation of thumos in upbringing, without their virtue being a techne demanding a comprehensive understanding of the principles involved.



PARTS OF SOUL   
1.  Appetite and Reason

It appears to some scholars that the division between the parts is not as clean as Plato wants.  More specifically, it is claimed that there is a confusion between the parts because appetite has reasons, and reason has desires.  This confusion contributes to what Annas calls the “homunculi problem”, because it is claimed that each part of the soul has all the features of the soul itself, so that they are like “little men” or “homunculi” in the soul.  An explanation which appeals to homunculi is inadequate because it breaks the item to be explained into parts which themselves bear all the features of the original, and in turn stand in need of explanation. [23]

(1.1)  There are three senses in which it might be said that appetite has reasons:  (a) as a part, it can agree to obey other parts or to disobey, can be a friend and in concord with reason, or choose to oppose it; (b) the appetitive man must calculate the means to his appetitive ends; and (c) his appetitive desires themselves can be complex and involve an intellectual component.
The figure of appetite having enough personality to be a friend, and to choose or refuse, may very easily be only a metaphor used to Plato’s point across.  The concord, or lack of concord, of the parts would just as easily fit a mechanical, or other, model which avoids the concept of personality entirely.

The appetitive man merely utilizes the calculative aspect of his reasoning part in order to achieve his ends.  There is no question her of appetite itself having reasons, or any need to attribute a calculative component to this part.  Reason, with thumos, is required to “squat in servitude”:



While reason and ambition squat in servitude at its feet, reason forbidden to make any calculation or inquiry but how to make more money, ambition forbidden to admire or value anything but wealth and the wealthy, or to compete for anything but the acquisition of wealth and whatever leads to it. (553b-c)

More problematical is the idea that the appetitive part itself, not the man who bears it, has desires which involve an intellectual component.  Cooper suggests that the complex desires are fundamentally non-rational because, while they appear rational in their full-formed structure, their “ultimate origins are in facts of experience.” [24]  It seems that Plato’s figure of reason and thumos squatting before appetite and operating only to satisfy it might hold true even within the complex desires themselves.  By this I mean that the ultimate payoff for a course of action dictated by these desires is in terms of non-rational items of experience, certain brute feelings.

Every example I can find is consistent with the view that appetite uses other parts without either being ruled by those parts or containing those particular functions within itself.  In light of Plato’s clear statement of such use, I conclude that it is not necessary to count appetite as including an inherently rational component.  The appetitive desires, in themselves, may be said to rule over reason while employing it for its own ends.

(1.2)  As appetite appears to have reasons, reason appears to have its own desires or appetites.  Kraut has provided an interesting distinction which relates to this problem, between “normative” and “non-normative” senses of ruling in the soul. [25]  (a) Reason rules appetite (for instance) non-normatively when it is limited to its calculating function:  when reason deliberates and the person acts against appetite.  (b) Reason rules appetite normatively when its values are preferred to appetite’s values.  

These two types of ruling can occur within one decision.  For example, a money-love is tempted to steal some money, but thinks that it is too risky, and so decides against it.  His reason is ruling appetite non-normatively, because he rationally calculates the odds of being caught and deliberates; but his appetite is ruling normatively, because the values of appetite are still being preferred.

I find this distinction helpful only in the sense that a clear-cut division has been made between reason’s whole function and its calculative part.  But I argue and maintain that Plato’s conception of reason is fundamentally one which combines both the calculative and the motivational aspects.

(1.3)  To support my point, I am tempted to suggest that the concept of deliberation, which is crucial to Kraut’s non-normative, as well as normative, typing of ruling, entails in itself that reason not only be able to calculate but to have ends and values in mind as well.  Irwin [26] refutes this line, however, when he says that on some accounts reason can simply be seen as an arbiter between the claims of thumos and appetite, coordinating their desires to maximize the realizations of both, without having special desires of its own.  If this were the case, its ends and values would be given from outside, and so, deliberation would indeed involve ends, but they would not be found within the rational part itself.  He goes on to say that reason without a component of desire in fact is a better ruler than reason with desire, because it is an impartial arbiter.

(1.4)  A better line is simply to look at the text.  Plato says in many places that reason’s function is to rule the soul and be concerned with the over-all good.  This means that it has a motivational component of its own. [27]  The soul’s eros is like a river diverted into three channels (485e – 486b). [28]  Whenever energy flows into one channel, the force of the stream in the other two is decreased.  And so, reason has its own motivation, “straining toward truth” and striving to bring about the overall good.  Its desire is not to be confused with appetite.  In reply to Irwin, reason can indeed be an impartial arbiter because of its particular form of desire; its desires are for the good of the whole person, and so has no independent claim of its own against thumos and appetite while providing a comprehensive plan for the combination of their desires.


2.  Two-Part Soul

One major objection to my thesis about thumos lies in the assertion that, in Plato’s considered view, thumos is not a genuine part of the soul at all.  It is generally agreed that Plato introduces the three-part soul for the first time in the Republic.  In the Phaedo, generally considered to be earlier than the Republic, he argued for a two-part soul.  It is held by Penner and others that the Phaedo view is Plato’s essential opinion, and that thumos is added only to neatly correspond to the soldier of the state, thus saving the soul/state analogy.  We must examine this claim, and overcome it, if we are to continue with an account of thumos. [29]

(2.1)  Penner, as a major contemporary advocate of the two-part view, uses at least three arguments to support his claim:  (a) thumos always sides with reason, and so there is no need to distinguish it from reason, [30] (b) Plato’s arguments purporting to establish thumos are extremely weak, and (c) the two-part view is expressly stated in the Republic, especially Book 10.

I will not concern myself at length with the first two points, for they seem to be easily neutralized.  Plato gives more than one example of thumos acting against reason, e.g. Odysseus rebuking his heart, and the timocrat.  At one point, he states that reason is said to make thumos its ally (like a man tames a lion) (589b), which seems to imply that thumos is not automatically in agreement with reason.  Regarding Plato’s arguments for thumos, (a) we might hold, with Annas, [31] that his arguments are insufficient to establish any of the parts, but he still posits them as genuine parts, (b) Plato uses striking examples rather than rigorous arguments, and so we shouldn’t rely too heavily on connecting the strength of his arguments with the seriousness of his view, and (c) the account of thumos and its role given in this paper are designed to strengthen Plato’s arguments.

(2.2)  More interesting, and persuasive, is the point that Plato expressly states a two-part view.  It is not at all obvious that he consistently uses a three-part view in light of the fact that (a) the two-part view has been his working thesis until the Republic, (b) the “higher” and “lower” parts are distinguished at various points within the Republic, and (c) Book 10 expressly deals with a two-part view.  Furthermore, the bipartite view is a natural one to the contemporary philosopher; and so, coupled with the ambiguities inherent in Plato’s description of thumos and its role, the view that Plato’s true conception of the soul is bipartite is tempting indeed.

(2.3)  There are at least three areas in which a two-part soul seems to be the presented view:  (a) distinctions within the realm of knowledge, (b) conflict between emotion and reason in the realm of art, and (c) better and worse parts of the soul.

(2.4)  The soul is viewed as having two parts, one which accepts appearance (presumably appetite), and one which measures and calculates (reason). (603a)  Each part can have beliefs, and these beliefs can conflict. [32]  However, we should note that Plato explicitly refers to the three-part view in introducing these topics:  “Now that we have distinguished the various elements in the mind [i.e. the three parts], we can see even more clearly how essential it is to exclude [art].” (595a-b)  Also, he brings to mind the Principle of Competing Impulses and the parts that it creates.


We saw that there could be conflict and contrary opinions about the same objects in the realm of vision; isn’t there a similar conflict and internal struggle in the realm of action?  There is really no need to ask the question, because, as I remember, we have already earlier in our discussion agreed well enough that our mind is full of innumerable conflicts of this sort. (603d, emphasis mine)


(2.5)  In art, especially when viewing the stage comedies and tragedies, various emotions are evoked, and Plato sets up a contrast between two major responses, namely grief/frivolity (i.e. sympathy with tragic/comic characters) and restraint. (604b – 606e)  It appears at first glance as though restraint (reason) is set against grief/frivolity (appetite), entailing a clear-cut two-part soul.  However, the actual text seems to allow for thumos.  “Reason and principle demand restraint, while his very feeling of sorrow prompts him to give way to grief. … we regard the behavior we admired on the stage was womanish.” (604a-b, 605d-e, emphasis mine).  Principle, or upbringing according to training of thumos, teams with reason, condemning the appetitive attitudes in this case as un-manly.


(2.6)  In two examples of better/worse natures, thumos can be seen to fit in with either reason (in one case) or appetite (in the other).  In distinguishing animal and divine natures, thumos is clearly on the animal side because it is pictured as a lion (and the appetitive part as a beat), while reason is represented by a “man.” (588-589)  On the other hand, in distinguishing “metals”, thumos is aligned with reason against appetite, because the gold and silver parts are set in contrast with the other metals.

In another account dealing with better and worse, in talking about temperance, Plato deals with “high, middle, and low” parts of the soul in the same breath as “better and worse.”  It is not clear exactly where thumos should be placed, but it is significant that he carries his three-part division explicitly into the discussion.

All in all, it is clear that the two-part divisions in the Republic can be fit into a three-part framework without too much difficulty.  In most cases, thumos can be aligned with either reason or appetite, and in the remaining two examples where this doesn’t work, he expressly presents a three-part view of the soul within the same context as the two-part.  He never abandons the tripartite view.

(2.7)  Commentators have tried to determine whether Plato’s final view of the soul is one-part, two-part, or three-part.  Any explanation of the soul’s real nature, in itself and apart from its association with the body, is not to be found until we can view it in its pure state.  And that has not been given to us.

But if we want to see it as it really is, we should look at it, not as we do now, when it is deformed by its association with the body and other evils, but in the pure state which reason reveals to us. … we see it in a state like that of Glaucus the sea-god, and its original nature is as difficult to see as his was after long immersion had broken and worn away and deformed his limbs, and covered him with shells and seaweed and rock, till he looked more like a monster than what he really was. … think what it might become if it followed this impulse [ .e. love of truth] wholeheartedly and was lifted by it out of the sea in which it is now submerged … then one really could see its true nature, composite or single or whatever it may be.  (611c)

3.  Virtues

With the establishment of a three-part soul, Plato is able to escape from the Socratic paradox which identifies virtue with knowledge, and to preserve the intuition that temperance involves self-mastery and courage involves endurance.  A man does not master himself as a whole, but practices “self-mastery” in the sense that the proper ruling part masters the other parts and rules over them.  The man who possesses opinion, and not knowledge, of what is to be feared, is counted as being courageous in the “ordinary” or civic [politike] sense (500d).

(3.1)  Plato establishes some defining characteristics of the four cardinal virtues, first for the state (428-434) and then for the soul (442-443).  I will try to summarize as follows.

The soul is courageous by virtue of the part that retains lawful opinion about what is to be feared, and acts accordingly, despite pleasure or pain, desire or fear.  The soul is wise by virtue of the part that knows what is right, and why, and strives to instantiate the Good.  The soul is temperate by virtue of the concord, or friendship, of its three parts, agreeing to a hierarchy of authority, with reason at the top, thumos in the middle, and appetite at the bottom.  And the soul is just by virtue of the non-encroachment by each part on the responsibilities of the other parts, and a certain harmony of the three, leading to the maximum proper pleasure of each part (587). [34]


JUSTICE AND COMMON MORALITY   
1.  Sachs Fallacy

I content in this paper not only that thumos should be considered a true part of the soul which admires an ideal type of manliness, but also that it has a role to play in understanding the connection in Plato’s theory between ordinary justice (common morality) and justice conceived as psychic harmony.  That there is such a connection is not at all obvious.  Astute observers have noted that Plato seems to commit a fallacy of equivocation by trading on an ambiguity regarding the meaning of justice.  Socrates (a) is committed to defending the superiority of justice in the ordinary sense, (b) proves, if anything, the superiority of psychic harmony, (c) claims to have succeeded in his original purpose, but (d) never provides us with a proof of the equivalence between the two conceptions of justice.  

David Sachs maintains in “A Fallacy in Plato’s Republic” that just such a mistake has been made by Plato.  He states that this error may be made up only on the condition that Platonic justice (Pj) and Vulgar Justice (Vj) can be proven to be mutually entailing.

(1.1)  Sachs maintains that Pj does not entail Vj, and in fact might be coordinated quite well with certain unjust acts.  That Socrates asserts that Pj entails Vj is clear enough (443b), but it may be doubtful whether he has been able to prove this connection.  Sachs comments:

Intelligence, courage, and self-control are, however, prima facie compatible with a variety of vulgar injustices and evil-doing.  Neither as usually understood nor as Plato characterizes them are those virtues inconsistent with performing any of the acts Thrasymachus and Glaucon mention as examples of injustice.  In this regard it is tempting to assert that the most that can be said on behalf of Plato’s argument is that crimes and evils could not be done by a Platonically just man in a foolish, unintelligent, cowardly, or uncontrolled way. [35]

It is even more obvious that Vj does not entail Pj.  The existence of men (e.g. Cephalus and Laches) who are virtuous in the ordinary sense and yet are not ruled by wisdom (in that they are unable to give an account of their virtue), are clear counter-examples. [36]

And so, since the required connection does not hold between Pj and Vj, Plato is guilty of cheating:  trading on an equivocation regarding the meaning of “justice.”


2.  Thrasymachus

Sachs counts heavily on the discussion with Thrasymachus in contending that Socrates is committed to a simple account of the superiority of ordinary justice.  We should give a background sketch of the flow of discussion to that point.  Socrates begins by inquiring about the nature of justice with Cephalus, who gives way to Polemarchus.  Polemarchus tries the definition “giving every man his due”, and Socrates finds counter-examples.  At this point, Thrasymachus steps in and the discussion starts to heat up.  Thrasymachus introduces the definition that justice is what is “in the interest of the stronger”, Socrates reduces him to sullen one-word agreements through a variety of arguments (e.g. the craft analogy), and Book One closes with the exclamation by Socrates that they have been foolish to think that they can talk about the superiority of justice when they haven’t yet found out what it is.

(2.1)  Aside from the craft arguments used by Socrates to deal with Thrasymachus’ contention, there is an underlying conflict which needs to be brought out.  Thrasymachus holds that conventional justice is a defect, and that “looking out for oneself” is a virtue.  His line of thought seems to be:  (a) if one does what justice (i.e. “another”) commands, it is due to stupidity (if one acts to his own disadvantage without compulsion), or weakness (if one does so because of treat or lack of self-sufficiency); (b) stupidity and weakness are defects, while competence and intelligence, their opposites, are virtues; so (c) injustice is a virtue, justice a defect. [37]

The dispute is conducted against the background of a common assumption, that to give a reason for an action is to show that it answers to some desire.  Socrates endeavors to capitalize on this fact in turning the argument around.  His line of approach seems to be as follows:


1. The common goal is to fulfill all desires (agreed).

2. Desires are in fact complex and competing (Principle of Competing Impulses).

3. So, some choice or ordering must be made between them which maximizes fulfillment (follows).

4. Justice is the proper organization which does exactly this (to be shown).

5. And so, only the just man does what he wants. [38]
And so, the argument for Socrates hinges on his ability to establish that the maximum fulfillment of competing impulses depends on a system of organization, and that the best system of organization is “justice.”

3.  Glaucon’s Requirement

One of the tricky things about this inquiry is that Socrates is dealing with at least two ambiguities at the same time.  He originally sets out to find a suitable definition of justice:  exactly what is justice?  But he is drawn into discussing the relative merits of justice and injustice, and challenged to prove the superiority of justice.  He himself points out the foolishness in putting the cart before the horse:

For we started off to inquire what justice is, but gave up before we had found the answer, and went on to ask whether it was excellence and knowledge or their opposites, and then when we stumbled on the view that injustice pays better than justice, instead of letting it alone off we went in pursuit, so that I still know nothing after all our discussion.  For so long as I don’t know what justice is I’m hardly likely to find out whether it is an excellence or not, or whether it makes a man happy or unhappy. (354b)



(3.1)  What thesis is Socrates actually committed to?  We must follow the argument as Glaucon and Adeimantus pick it up.  Glaucon wants to hear justice supported for its own sake (which includes immediate effects, e.g. “effect it has as such on the mind of its possessor”), leaving aside any rewards or consequences. (357b, 358b)  Adeimantus (attempting to speak on behalf of Thrasymachus as well as himself) wants to hear justice praised in itself, which to him, is the same as explaining the effects of justice and injustice on the soul of the individual:

The root of the whole matter is the assertion from which this whole discussion between the three of us stared … partisans of justice … have never blamed injustice or praised justice except for the reputation and honours and rewards they bring; no one, poet or layman, has ever sufficiently inquired what the effect of each is on the mind of the individual (an effect that may be unobserved by either gods or men), or explained how it is that injustice has the worst possible effect on the mind and justice the reverse. … This, and indeed a good deal more than this, is what Thrasymachus and others would say about justice and injustice. (366d – 367a)

The quest for the proper definition of justice and the account of its advantages are conceived as two parts of one task:  “Glaucon and the rest of them all begged me to come to the rescue and not let the argument drop, but try to find out what justice and injustice are and what their real advantages (368c, emphasis mine).

(3.2)  Therefore, not having an explicit definition of justice at hand, Socrates is free to develop one.  He is free to operate with the ordinary notions of justice, and by developing a unifying account in terms of psychic harmony, explain not only their rationale but their advantages.  And so, Socrates is presented with this complex task:

1. answer the question, “what is justice”; and

2. prove that justice is superior to justice, by

3. explaining the relation of justice and injustice to the well-being of the soul. [39]

From the above, it follows that our understanding of Plato’s purported fallacy must be altered.  Plato is not pretending to prove one thing by proving another.  He is not committed to a simple account of the superiority of justice, but to performing the complex task as outlined above.  It should not surprise the reader if he provides a “new” definition of justice, or if his defense of justice involves a discussion of its relation to the soul, for these are exactly the things he is challenged to do.  It is, however, fair that he provide a connection between the ordinary conception of justice and his new one.  I will attempt to discover what that connection might be, as we proceed.

4.  Ambiguity in “Justice”

The second ambiguity with which Plato works is in the conception of justice itself.  Sachs distinguishes between two types of “justice” which are used, ordinary or “vulgar” justice (Vj), and Plato’s portrayal of justice as psychic harmony (Pj).  The sort of actions thought of as Vj by Socrates and the interlocutors may be understood by the chart below, which lists the sorts of things an unjust man will do:

	Socrates
	Thrasymachus
	The Tyrant

	(442e – 443b)
	(344a)
	(567-9)

	
	
	

	Embezzlement
	Plunder
	Reduce people to poverty

	Sacrilege
	Kidnapping
	Root out enemies

	Theft
	Burglary
	Kill even parents

	Betrayal
	Fraud
	

	Oath-breaking
	Theft
	The Criminal

	Adultery
	
	

	Dishonor parents
	
	Theft, burglary

	Impiety
	
	Temple robbers

	
	
	Kidnapping

	
	
	False witness, informers

	
	
	



We can see from these lists that, although there is no explicit definition given for Vj, the common notion of justice might be captured by thinking of injustice generally as encroachment, and justice as non-encroachment, upon the rights of others.  Stealing, lying, infidelity, murder, etc. are all seen as encroachments on human rights:


I believe justice is the requirement we laid down at the beginning as of universal application when we founded our state, or else some particular form in it.  We laid down, if you remember, [34] and have often repeated, that in our state one man was to do one job, the job he was naturally most suited for. … And further, we have often heard it said and often said ourselves that justice consists in minding your own business and not interfering with other people. … So perhaps justice is, in a certain sense, just this minding one’s own business. (433a-b) [40]


(4.1)  Plato uses the analogy of the state and the soul as a heuristic device in his investigation.  He gives three reasons which support the plausibility of his analogy by describing relations which hold between states and souls.  (a) The state is “just” by virtue of the justice of its members, achieved by their performance of their own functions without encroaching on each others’ rights, (b) states are not made up of “sticks and stones”, but of people, and so we should expect them to reflect the character of their members (544d), (c) if “justice” is used both of the state and its members, there must be some common attribute or characteristic, i.e. justice, which they both possess (435a).

These reasons are not to be taken as constituting a proof that the two sense of justice are to be identified.  Plato provides a disclaimer to that effect:


If we find that the same pattern applies to the individual and is agreed to yield justice in him, we can finally accept it – there will be nothing to prevent us; if not, we shall have to think again. … Let us therefore transfer our findings to the individual, and if they fit him, well and good; on the other hand, if we find justice in the individual is something different, we will return to the state and test our new definition.  So by the friction of comparison we may strike a spark which will illuminate justice for us, and once we see it clearly we can fix it firmly in our own minds. (434d-e)


The purpose of his remarks is to suggest a possible connection which is yet to be explored.  He is not trading on an equivocation of the word “justice.”  Rather, it seems clear that he is providing a hypothesis by which he intends to give an account of the connection between personal benefit and pursuit of the overall good. [41]

5.  Wj entails Ij

I would like now to make a further distinction, which runs parallel with Sachs’ but which will highlight certain conceptual aspects of the two conceptions of justice.  There is first the justice which obtains of a whole by virtue of the ordering and harmony of its parts.  I will call this “whole-justice” (Wj).  Next is the sort which obtains between members, individuals, or items within a whole by virtue of non-encroachment.  I will call this “individual-justice” (Ij).  Within this distinction, the just state is Wj, the parts of the just soul are Ij, and the just person can be Wj (in relation to his parts) and at the same time Ij (in relation to his society).  In order for Socrates to do his job, he must at least allow for a connection between Ij and Wj in the individual such that if a person is Wj he is bound to be Ij.  Sachs’ requirement (i.e. that Pj and Vj are mutually entailing) amounts then in this scheme to the demand that Wj and Ij be proven to be mutually entailing.


Plato clearly holds that in general a person who is Wj will be Ij, and will be Ij because he is Wj.  Scattered throughout the Republic are passages which reveal his belief that mental health produces just acts (Ij), and mental disorder leads inexorably to encroachment.  I will gather statements together which I hope will display the reasoning which underlies this belief.

(5.1)  One principle which Plato uses seems to be that of competition.  (a) The pursuit of appetite leads to competition for the limited supply of objects of desire and, if unrestrained, to encroachment.  Plato states that the drive for acquisition is the source of war and of most evils in general (373e), and the temptations of wealth and power are the prime motives for tyranny (619).  (b) Thumos loves victory and prestige, and so is intrinsically competitive; thus it also naturally leads, if unchecked, to encroachment.  (c) In addition to these normal drives exist lawless and violent desires (571b, 505c), a dangerous component of each soul’s appetitive part.  If not stamped out, they become insatiable, and a “master passion” enslaves even the normal appetites (577d, 573a).  Plato seems to hold that if appetite is not restrained, these monster desires inevitably surface.

A second principle is that of inner turmoil.  (a) The person without Wj is bound to be profoundly dissatisfied.  He is “impoverished within” (521a, 577e).  This condition draws the soul into an attempt to fulfill its needs through satisfaction of appetitive and thumic desires, which leads to encroachment as described above.  (b) Due to the unrestrained clamoring of the lower parts of the soul, the man lacking Wj is in a state of “civil war”, (444b) causing madness, remorse, and confusion (577e).  The final state is that of the tyranny of the lawless desires, and hence to the worst kinds of unjust acts.

(5.2)  On the other hand, the desires and commands of reason will be essentially non-competitive.  The philosopher, ruled by the reasoning part, looks at the patterns of justice, etc., and copies them (501b), aiming to instantiate the overall good (520a-c).  Reason is the least to be concerned with the competitive desires of ambition and reputation (581b), has a comprehensive view of the ranges of pleasures possible to the three parts (582a), and seeks to maximize the proper pleasures of all the parts (586e – 587).  Reason will aim at the overall Good, which includes the good of other people, and hence non-encroachment.

Psychic Harmony will result from reason’s rule.  (a) The Wj soul will have “true riches” within (547b), finding satisfaction and contentment due to the positive pleasures of seeking wisdom, which do not lead to destructive consequences or later misery (“where truth leads, evils won’t be expected to follow” 490c).  (b) In addition, each part of the soul will receive its proper attention, neither starved nor indulged, but quieted (571e).  This harmony is the condition of mental health.

(5.3)  If this model of Plato’s view is accurate, the motives which lead to unjust acts by way of competition will always be present in the man without Wj, and never be present in the man with Wj.  The Platonically unjust man will always be motivated to encroach on the rights of others if it suits the satisfaction of his desires.  The Platonically just man will have no reason to encroach because his ultimate satisfaction lies elsewhere.  In what does the plausibility of this model consist?  What is the crux upon which this argument turns?  I think that Plato relies on three things:  

1. a connection of appetite/thumos with competition

2. a thesis about the perversity of human nature

3. the fact that his conception of reason has built into it the drive to instantiate the overall Good while caring for the soul

Appetite/thumos:  It seems to be an undeniable fact that appetite and thumos are inherently competitive (given the finite supply of their objects), and that they are by definition not other-regarding, except prudentially.  A man ruled by these parts will be just only when it suits him.

Perverse element:  Plato introduces an interesting thesis about human nature which claims to identify an element within appetite which is inherently perverse and constitutes a danger to other people and to the soul itself.  He implies that the way to unleash this element is by freely indulging the appetites, and so the ability to control the lower parts amounts to a survival skill.  It seems to me that the presence of this element is the key to Plato’s thesis that indulged appetites will grow stronger, and that without reason’s ordering of the other parts the soul will become miserable, thereby establishing an important connection between Wj and Ij.

Reason:  Reason combines three important things:  (a) a knowledge of the overall Good and a desire to realize it, (b) a knowledge of the individual good of the soul and a desire to realize it, and (c) the calculative ability to figure out a means of accomplishing both.  Reason will always avoid encroachment, and do dictate Ij actions, because it will presumably compromise the good of the soul for the overall Good, if a conflict arises.  Reason has built into it the demand for conventional justice, and so in that sense Wj will entail Ij. [42]

Its commands will benefit the soul as well, because (a) it provides desires whose fulfillment make up for any losses through consideration of others’ rights, (b) it quiets the soul and so causes harmony, (c) it defends against the lawless desires and so protects the satisfaction of all three parts, (d) it works in behalf of the legitimate desires of the lower parts.

6.  Ij entails Wj

Sachs maintains that Plato commits a fallacy unless it can be proven that Ij entails Wj within his scheme. [43]  His first reason is that if Ij doesn’t entail Wj, then there is a possibility of Platonically-unjust men who do Ij acts and yet are no happier than men who do ~Ij acts.  Plato needs the strongest connection possible, i.e. mutual entailment, between the two conceptions to make his case.  Sach’s second reason is that Plato specifically says that an action is to be counted as Ij iff it produces Wj (443e – 444a).

Kraut disagrees, and maintains that it is only necessary to show that Ij is a necessary, not a sufficient, condition for producing Wj.  He states tat this is because the satisfaction of an appetite “when not necessary or healthy” will cause that appetite to grow, and hence a restraint of appetite is necessary to psychic order.

(6.1)  I think that Sachs is correct when he insists that those who are to be counted Ij must also be Wj, because Plato wants to say that it ultimately pays to refrain from unjust acts.  It is awkward to his case to have leftover Ij people.  On the other hand, I do not think that Plato is committed to a support of each and ever particular action generally conceived by the masses as a right action (e.g. he proposes changes in sexual mores), but to the necessarily unspecific principle of non-encroachment which underlies those conceptions.  I support this by referring to Socrates’ three-fold task, previously described, which includes providing a definition of justice.

(6.2)  I will try to defend the view that the Ij man, that is, the man who makes a practice of non-encroachment, will be psychically whole, that is, Wj.  At first sight, it seems apparent that, according to the model I have just presented, it is specifically the domination by the lower parts and ensuing psychic turmoil which motivates a man to encroach, and thus to be ~Ij.  And so, if ~Wj entails ~Ij, if follows that Ij will entail Wj.  And so our case is made.  

Yet, from the example which Plato himself provides, we arrive at the paradox that Ij cannot entail Wj.  This is because, in Plato’s depiction, at least some Ij men lack an account of their virtue, and so they don’t have episteme regarding virtue.  Without episteme they are not ruled by the reasoning part of the soul, and so they are not Wj.  Plato not only does not prove that the Ij man is always Wj, he himself provides counter-examples, such as Cephalus and Laches.

(6.3)  One attempt to show how Ij men can also be Wj has been made by Kraut, by describing how a member of Plato’s working class, the craftsman, can be ruled by wisdom. [44]  He points out two possible scenarios of the craftsman’s obedience to the rules, which I will call the Restraint theory and the Training theory.  In the Restraint theory, the craftsman only values appetite, and the rulers must restrain or prevent him from acting on those values.  However, Kraut points out that this model is inconsistent with (a) the fact that there is friendship or concord between the parts, and (b) the implication that the craftsman will never become more virtuous through this arrangement.

He suggests, in response to this, a Training theory, which holds that the rules train the craftsman to value reason in the only sense available to him.  He is taught to value his craft, to do one job, to love his work, and hence a “low grade” wisdom is fostered in his soul. [45]  He values reason because he has achieved mastery of mind over body; his energies are diverted from unlawful indulgences as he dedicates himself to his craft.

(6.4)  I think that Kraut’s Training theory is a good one as far as it goes.  It is helpful and suggestive, but it fails to cover the full scope of reason’s rule in the craftsman’s soul.  I would like to introduce a third scenario, a Guidance theory, which will be somewhat more inclusive than the Training theory.  A temperate society will consist of three classes in friendship, agreeing on their respective functions and duties.  The solder and working classes presumably hold the values relating to thumos and appetite, respectively, but agree that reason should rule.  They have opinion – not knowledge – that their interests are served when they obey the guidance of reason embodied in the ruling class.

(6.5)  The crucial concept in this Guidance theory is the notion of parasitic wisdom, which is the acceptance by a soul not governed by its own reasoning part of the commands of a source of reason external to the soul.  Plato provides the distinction of internal and external wisdom when he states:


… wisdom and control should, if possible, come from within; failing that it must be imposed from without, in order that, being under the same guidance, we may all be friends and equals.” (590d)
Those that do not have episteme are yet ruled by wisdom just in the case that they allow themselves to be ruled by external wisdom.  Their justice is therefore parasitic to the external ruling authority.  Plato’s further distinction between “ordinary” virtues (e.g. politike courage of the soldier class) seems to support this conception of justice by virtue of parasitic wisdom.  (500d, 429b-c, 430c)

(6.6)  Perhaps the notion that the working class values only appetite presents a problem within Plato’s model, yet the fact that the values of the working class are only appetitive if left to themselves might be combined with the fact that their concord with reason implies a value which transcends the merely appetitive.  And so, those who make a practice of non-encroachment and order their lives according to external wisdom are indeed Wj, or psychically integrated, parasitic to the outside source of reason.  Thus they are brought within the domain of Wj by virtue of their obedience and concord.  Thus Ij men may always be counted as Wj when they do not possess episteme if the following two stipulations are accepted:  (a) Ij acts are not to be strictly identified with one particular existing set of moral rules, but must be construed within a general principle of non-encroachment, which will agree with the body of mores as a whole without being isomorphic with it, and (b) the obedience of the Ij man to the commands of external reason will count as parasitic Wj.


7.  Thumos and Common Morality

Thumos has a powerful explanatory role to play in Plato’s theory of justice.  The third part of the soul provides the opportunity for a richer theory of motivation; Plato simply has more to work with.

(7.1)  Virtue can be present in souls not having systematic knowledge, by means of the moral training of thumos.  Plato’s theory allows for education of the feelings, attitudes, and mores without a rigorous intellectual programme.  Thumos serves as a proper object for moral training because it is partially good-dependent, partially rational, and is self-referencing, by way of an admiration of an ideal of manliness.  Proper upbringing inculcates positive manly ideals, and the senses of shame, contempt, and indignation at instances where these ideals are unrealized.  Thumos holds fast to its ideals in spite of pains/pleasures and fears/desires.

This theory supplies a remedy to the Socratic paradox that knowledge is virtue (and to the resulting denial of the possibility of incontinence) which has been raised in the earlier dialogues, and so is fruitful in these ways:

(a)   It explains how a man can have virtue without being able to supply an account, and can have virtue without being able to transmit it to others.

(b)   It explains why these men can be relatively stable in their virtue, and yet why this stability’s limits may be reached when one set of ideals is replaced by another.

(c)   It preserves intuitions connecting temperance with self-mastery, by virtue of the existence of parts-of-the-soul, and preserve intuitions connecting courage with endurance, by virtue of the part which holds fast to its ideals.
(d)   It makes virtue available to the non-intellectual.  Those without rigorous training of the rational part may yet have ideals of what it means to be a real man, and so be motivated in order their desires with these ideals in mind.


(7.2)  Human flourishing is essentially non-competitive.  Plato attempts to overturn the common concept that one will suffer loss if he takes the good of others into account, i.e. that encroachment is gain and non-encroachment is loss, by relating two things:  (a) restraint of desires in favor of others’ well-being (Ij), and (b) personal benefit due to mental wholeness and self-mastery (Wj).

Thumos helps make the connection between Ij and Wj possible.  It contributes to the imagery of the psychic health model by being a sort of liaison between reason and appetite:  it is like reason because it is partly good-dependent, but is like appetite in that it can go wrong without reason.

Thumos connects manliness with reason; it brings reason down to earth and gives it footing in human experience.  It tempers reason’s gentle and poetic side with toughness and fortitude.  Socrates is presented by Plato throughout the dialogues as the manly man.  His pursuit of wisdom and truth, his scorn for riches and comforts, lack of fear in the face of danger and death, and his physical hardiness and fortitude, toughness in argumentation, and scorn for those who remain children when they are called to be men – all point to the ideal type, and give us a powerful image of the philosopher-as-a-man.



NOTES   
1 Cooper, “Plato’s Theory of Motivation”, History of Philosophy Quarterly, Vol. 1, p 16; Irwin, Plato’s Moral Theory (Oxford, 1977), p 192

2 Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Vol 6, p 329-30
3 Hare, Plato, p 53

4 Lee, comments on Republic, p 125, 207

5 Grube, Plato’s Thought (London, 1935), p 131

6 Taylor, Plato (London, 4th edition, 1937), p 80

7 Gosling, Plato (“Arguments of the Philosophers”) series, ed. Ted Hondreich) (Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1973), p 41

8 Annas, Introduction to Plato’s Republic (Clarendon, 1981), p 126; Penner, “Thought and Desire in Plato”, in Plato (Vlastos), Vol. 2 (Doubleday, 1971)
9 Gosling, p 41

10 It is interesting to note that the element of self-scorn appears in this case to be reason, not thumos.

11 Gosling, p 43

12 Annas, p 297.  Even so, there is still an element of admiration of the “degenerate” type, with the prestige of wealth succeeding the prestige of the warrior.

13 Cooper, p 16; Annas, p 128

14 Irwin, p 192; Cooper, p 16

15 Gosling, p 45

16 Annas, p 127

17 Cooper, p 12

18 Gosling, p 77

19 Gosling, p 48; Cooper, p 16

20 Gosling, p 45

21 One objection to this characterization is easily spotted in this sexist-conscious age.  Isn’t it true that Plato allows women to be soldiers, says that they may have strong thumic natures, and admits them to be equal with men within the sol?  Is it proper to see them as “manly” (and so, unfeminine) when their spirited natures prevail?  We respond with the understanding that “manliness” as understood above should not reflect such a bias, but be taken in a more generous sense.  But manliness remains, despite this obstacle, the fittest single term for describing the direction of this ideal type.

22 Annas, p 297

23 Annas, p 131, 141, 144.  She resolves this by saying that each part has only some features of the original, but not all, and appeals to a “Top Down” strategy of explanation.  It is possible we can improve on this.

24 Cooper, p 12

25 Kraut, “Reason and Justice in Plato’s Republic”, in Exegesis and Argument, Lee at al, eds (1973), p 208-13

26 Irwin, p 215-16

27 Cooper, p 5-6; Irwin, p 195

28 Cornford, p 121-3

29 It does not seem promising to take the line that the “parts” are merely aspects of the soul, and that therefore we may divide it up into two, three, or more parts, just as we wish.  As Guthrie points out, Plato uses the Principle of Competing Impulses to establish genuine parts of the soul.  Guthrie, p 230-243
30 Penner, p 111

31 Annas, p 125

32 Penner, p 100

33 We remember that the three-part division is an analysis of motives and is not intended to be an exhaustive account of mind.  Cf D. Lee, p 34-5.  Plato here explicitly makes the distinction between the realm of action and that of vision.

34     (1) Irwin (p 199-200) compares courage and temperance by saying that courage involves the continuation of rationally desirable projects despite interference, and temperance involves the inhibiting of rationally undesirable projects despite temptations.  This would seem to construe courage as resistance to pains, and temperance as resistance to pleasures, which indeed fits our conception of the English terms but ignores the role of courage in resisting pleasures and desires (442c).
    (2) Irwin states that temperance may obtain in a soul which is not just:  for example, thumos and appetite might agree in reason’s bad policies, and thumos might lack resolution if wisdom is sluggish (p 206).  He says further that only in a just soul does each part aim at the overall good.  This seems to imply that temperance is a simple concord of parts, whatever the degree of wisdom attained by the rational part, and that justice is the result of concord, along with the ruling of wisdom (p 207), because only where wisdom prevails does each part do its own work and achieve happiness (p 216).
    (3) Annas points out that justice is not just the principle of specialization (each man doing his own), but of distinction and order of classes or parts (each class doing its own) (p 118).
    (4) Annas sees justice as having a fuller scope than the superior/inferior relation of temperance.

35 Sachs, “A Fallacy in Plator’s Republic”, in Plato (ed. Valstos), p 48

36 Sachs, p 50

37 Gosling, p 4

38 Gospling, p 11, 15

39 Irwin takes this opint even further.  He contends that happiness, as well as justice, is undefined at the outset of discussion, and that they are mutually dependent needs to be defined together in terms of each other:  “Plato’s account of justice, like any other Socratic definition, should not be expected to preserve all ordinary beliefs about justice, since it is not an analysis of the common concept, but an attempt to explain and, as far as possible, justify ordinary beliefs, by identifying the virtue they refer to.” (p 208)
40 Socrates bases the principle of specialization on the “aptitude” argument outlined in discussing the origins of the sate (367b, 370a-b), which says that each man is uniquely gifted and qualified for a particular task.

41 Irwin p 177, 197.  This is taken by Annas (p 147) to mean that the analogy of state and soul must be isomorphic, due to the fact that the state and soul must be just in the same way.  But this would seem a little too strict.  Plato only says that they are just in the same way insofar as they are just, which may imply only that they have some characteristic in common.
42 One response to this has been made by Raphael Demos, in “A Fallacy in Plato’s Republic?”, in Plato (ed. Vlastos).  His contention, in brief , is that (a) wisdom rules the soul in Wj, (b) wisdom entails the drive to instantiate the good, (c) which means promoting the good in everyone, (d) which entails Ij.  It is this automatic connection between reason and desire for the overall Good which Demos relies upon in his presentation.
43 Sachs, p 46

44 Kraut, p 216-17

45 Kraut, p 219-21
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