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68 PHAEDRUS

The whole argument owes something to Alcmaeon, a younger
contemporary of Pythagoras, as is commonly recognised; but the all-
important distinction between what is self-moved and what is moved
by something else was not, so far as we know, drawn by Alcmaeon,
and there is no reason to doubt that it is Plato’s own distinction, or
rather that he was the first to make any philosophical use of a distinc-
tion obvious to common sense and reflected, as Socrates notes (245 E),
in common parlance. Prof. Taylor however writes:"* ‘It would be rash
to say that its introduction [viz. the introduction of the present
argument] shows that we are dealing with a post-Socratic development
of Plato’s own thought, since in principle the argument is that of
Alcmaeon of Crotona, that the soul is immortal because it “is like
immortal things, and is like them in the point that it is always in
motion” (Arist. de anima 4054 30)." Here the vagueness of the safe-
guarding words ‘in principle’ tends to obscure the importance of
Plato’s development of Alcmaeon’s dictum. What Alcmaeon may be
taken to have suggested to Plato is his first step, the premiss 76
&ewivnTov &Bdvarrov, in other words his approach to the question
of soul’s immortality by way of the category of xlvnats.

It has also been rightly observed® that there is a close connexion
between the Phaedrus proof of immortality and the final argument of
the Phaedo. Reduced to its essentials, that argument is that soul
necessarily and always participates in the Form of life and therefore
cannot admit death. Stripped of the terminology of the Ideal theory,
this amounts to saying that the notion of life is bound up with the
notion of soul, and what it really yields is not (as Socrates maintains)
the conclusion that soul is immortal but the tautological proposition
that so long as soul exists it is alive. What the Phaedrus does is to
remould an argument about the relations of words and concepts into
one based on observed physical fact, the fact namely of ivnois. Life,
it argues, is bound up with soul because the observed processes or
movements which constitute life can only be accounted for by the
postulate of a self-moving soul, and the eternity of that self-moving
soul is the necessary presupposition of all physical existence. Although
it would be too much to say that the Phaedrus provides an empirical
metamorphosis of the Phaedo’s metaphysical or ‘rationalist’ argument,
yet it is rooted, as the other is not, in empirical fact, and that is why
Aristotle, whose thought has far more kinship with empiricism than
Plato’s normally has, is so largely indebted to our present argument for
his doctrine of an eternal—albeit unmoved—First Mover.

! Plato, the Man and his Work, p. 3006.
1 Frutiger, p. 138 n. 1; Skemp, pp. 5—-10; J. B. Bury in_Journal of Philology, XV
(1886).

IX

346;;—-1.176 MYTH OF THE SOUL., THE CHARIOTEER AND
TWO HORSES., THE PROCESSION OF SOULS

The nature of the Soul must be described in a myth. We may compare it
10 a winged charioteer driving a team of winged horses. Now the horses
belonging to the souls of gods are all good, but a human soul has one good
horse and one evil. So long as its wings are undamaged, the soul travels
through the heavens; but some souls lose their wings, fall to earth and take
10 themselves earthly bodies. There follows a vivid picture of the procession
of souls, headed by Zeus, to the rim of heaven, and of the difficulty
experienced by the human souls in following the divine. The latter finally
pass outside the heaven and stand upon its back, contemplating the sights
beyond as they are carried round by its revolution.

As to soul’s immortality then we have said enough, but as to its 246 A

nature there is this that must be said: what manner of thing it is would
be a long tale to tell, and most assuredly a god alone could tell it; but
what it resembles, that a man might tell in briefer compass: let this
therefore be our manner of discourse. Let it be likened to the union of
powers in a team of winged steeds and their winged charioteer. Now
all the gods’ steeds and all their charioteers are good, and of good
stock;* but with other beings it is not wholly so. With us men, in the B
first place, it is a pair3 of steeds that the charioteer controls; moreover
one of them is noble and good, and of good stock, while the other has
the opposite character, and his stock is opposite. Hence the task of our
charioteer is difficult and troublesome.

' That Ymwomrr ;
“agaﬁ&p Piie ﬂéif;; l:frl;:l::ﬁ.w fmiéxou as well as to zelyous follows from 2518 7,
1e expression dyafol kol I &ycdiv recurs at 274A, where it is used of the
ﬁ;:is tl};emselrcs and can hardly bear the literal meaning’which I take it to have
roh. blrﬂ_m the use of wovnpds xéx Townp@v (Ar. Frogs 731, Knights 337), we may
probably infer that the phrase became stereotyped, and often meant no more than
wgiollly good’.

-t seems to be generally assumed by commentators that 3e0yous in A 7 means
Eﬁ:}:g t?sf horses; but the word often means a larger numberx(asr:e Apol. ')"761:) and
definitel n:é?; and cf. Aesch. j:.l"czg. 346 (Nauck), zeUyos té0pirmov), Plato, while
defibcrazgl ;rmmg triplicity in the souls destined to inhabit human bodies,
gods’ sou]y caves vague the number of ‘parts’ of soul in general, and of the
i, 5. Robin 's assertion (p. lxxx)l that owvepls means ‘un attelage dont les
i i sopt couplés mais ne sont pas identiques’ is supported by no evidence,
Midia = incompatible with Téwev §wawplba (used of Medea's children) at Eur.

145 ; it evidently springs from the erroneous assumption about 3eUyos.
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And now we must essay to tell how it is that living beings are called
mortal and immortal. All soul has the care of all that is inanimate, and
traverses the whole universe, though in ever-changing forms. Thus

¢ when it is perfect and winged it journeys on high and controls the
whole world; but one that has shed its wings sinks down until it can
fasten on something solid, and settling there it takes to itself an earthy
body which seems by reason of the soul’s power to move itself. This
composite structure of soul and body is called a living being, and is
further termed ‘mortal’: ‘immortal’ is a term applied on no basis of
reasoned argument at all, but our fancy pictures the god whom we have
D never seen, nor fully conceived, as an immortal living being, possessed
of a soul and a body united for all time." Howbeit let these matters,
and our account thereof, be as god pleases; what we must understand
is the reason why the soul’s wings fall from it, and are lost. Itis on this
wise.
The natural property of a wing is to raise that which is heavy and
carry it aloft to the region where the gods dwell; and more than any
£ other bodily part it shares in the divine nature, which is fair, wise and
good, and possessed of all other such excellences. Now by these
excellences especially is the soul’s plumage nourished and fostered,
while by their opposites, even by ugliness and evil, it is wasted and
destroyed. And behold,? there in the heaven Zeus, mighty leader,
drives his winged team:3 first of the host of gods and daemons he
proceeds, ordering all things and caring therefor: and the host follows
247 after him, marshalled in eleven companies. For Hestia abides alone in
the gods’ dwelling-place; but for the rest, all such as are ranked in the
number of the twelve as ruler gods lead their several companies, each
according to his rank.

Now within the heavens are many spectacles of bliss upon the
highways! whereon the blessed gods pass to and fro, each doing his
own work; and with them are all such as will and can follow them: for
jealousy has no place in the choir divine. But at such times as they g0

! g9dvorov in ¢ 6 stands for 3Pov (nominative) &bévarrov Eoxev troovupla,
The meaning is that the 3%« to whom we commonly apply the epithet

&b4vara, the anthropomorphic gods of Homer, are the creations of fancy
Whether there are or are not immortal beings composite of soul and body is for

the present left open. |
2 This abrupt transition to the account of the celestial procession is arresting

and doubtless intentional.
3 For this meaning of &pux cf. Eur. H.F. 881, &puacw ivbibwal kévrpov.

4 T take Ok 75 kol BiéEoBor as a hendiadys,

PLATO’S THEOLOGY 71

to their feasting and banquet, behold they climb the steep ascent even
unto the summit of the arch that supports the heavens; and easy is that B
ascent for the chariots of the gods, for that they are well-balanced and
readily guided; but for the others it is hard, by reason of the heaviness
of the steed of wickedness, which pulls down his driver with his
weight, except that driver have schooled him well.

And now there awaits the soul the extreme of her toil and struggling,
For the souls that are called immortal, so soon as they are at the summit
come forth and stand upon the back of the world: and straightway thv.;
revolving heaven carries them round, and they” look upon the regions ¢
without.

It will be convenient, before commenting on the general purport of
this section, to call attention to the assertions that soul ‘cares for’
(¢mpeeioBor) the inanimate (2468) and that Zeus, heading the pro-
cession of souls, orders and ‘cares for’ all things (246E); for these
are noteworthy as being the earliest intimation of the centr;l doctrine
of Plato’s theology, a doctrine common to the myth of the
Timaeus and the rational exposition of Laws X. In the latter work the
priority of soul to body is either indistinguishable from or immediately
involves its ‘control of body (8924, 896¢); this control is however not
in all cases intelligent and providential, for a distinction is drawn be-
tween bensﬁcent soul and maleficent (896E), or between wuy# votv
mpooAaBolioa and Wuyth dvolx Euyyevoubvn (8978). The speaker is
vague as to the precise scope and effects of the latter, but clearly it has
the same significance as the ‘ Necessity’ of the Timaeus, which is for the
most part persuaded and ruled by Reason (484): it is in fact the
principle of cosmic imperfection or evil. It is, however, the ‘best’ soul
that‘ controls the great cosmic movements, ‘the whole course and
motion of the heavens’ (897¢) and ‘cares for the whole universe’
(Bnkcfu'mg Ty &ploTny Yuyhv eoTéov Emipeheliofon Tol kdopov Tov-
765, ibid.). Whether Plato means a single ‘best soul’ or the best
kind of soul need not be discussed here; in either case YUty voiv
Tfpoc?\cx[Schra, or the vols PaciAeUs oUpavol Te kad yiis*—and these
a:s virtually identical, since voUs must always come to be “in a soul’
Evﬁré'- 30C, Tim. 30B)—is Plato’s God in the truest sense of that

ord—the sense in which it is used in all theistic systems, though the

word feds is : P . X ;
visible un :re r;xes.ed by him of other divine beings also, including the

|
1
IinES“aEE:EfE{]s_ 1:9 the same souls as aUvds, and is not in antithesis to of ubv two
i foreéocr lts ni: uéi is ﬂl:lol: an?\wred until we reach al 6t &Am yuyal at
I, ates breaks off into a long descripti v
the 06y Bl g’ o ;pzar;u:n of the Umepoupédvios Témos and
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Here in the Phaedrus we have only a passing allusion to the theology
to be afterwards developed; we have no hint of any irrational or
maleficent world-soul. The words yuyf oo TravTds Empeleital Tol
&yiyov, whvra Bt oUpavdy TEPITTOAET do not indeed definitely preclude
such a conception, but neither do they suggest it; while the EmpéAec
exercised by Zeus is plainly a beneficent rational providence.

The words with which Socrates introduces his myth of the soul
make it clear that the myth will be in part an allegory, that is to say
a description in symbolic terms which can be readily translated into
what they stand for.” It is of course obvious that the charioteer with
his two horses symbolises the tripartite soul familiar to us from Rep. 1v,
the soul composite of a reflective or calculative part (AoyioTikdy),
a ‘spirited” or passionate (BupoeIBEs), and an appetitive (EmBuunTikdv).
But there is much in the present section and in the pages which follow
that cannot be so translated, and that Plato does not intend to be
translated; for the most part the myth is the vision of a poet whose
images are not disguised doctrine but spring from a non-rational
intuition: the reader must therefore allow his rational and critical
faculty to be suspended as he reads, seeking to feel with the poet rather
than “understand’ him and turn his poetry into prose.”

This warning is especially needed in respect of the present section,
with its majestic picture of the procession of souls. We are not to look
here for astronomical doctrine allegorically expressed; it is true that
there is an astral or astronomical element, but it is impossible to
analyse into religious (or theological) and scientific components what
the myth has fused into a whole. The twelve gods are undoubtedly
those familiar to every Athenian from the altar set up in the Agora by

* Tt is obvious that Plato’s myths are not all of one kind. Probably the most
helpful classification is that of Frutiger into allegorical, genetic and parascientific
(p. 180). He recognises indeed that this must not be applied rigidly: ‘Each has
a dominant character which justifies its being assigned to a definite class, but they
often trench on other classes in this or that particular’ (p. 181). Of the third class,
to which he assigns our present myth, he writes: ‘To complete the results of
Abyos, to extend them beyond the limits of pure reason, to take the place, by way of
Setrrepos mAols, of dialectic when it comes up against some impenetrable mystery
—that is the function of those myths which, for want of a better epithet, we have
called parascientific’ (p. 223). I would agree that our myth belongs to this class,
with the reservation (which Frutiger would doubtless accept) that it contains$
a large measure of allegory.

3 From the standpoint of the rationalist, when he looks back on the myth, it is
all wudid, “playfulness’ (265¢). Cf. Cornford, Plato’s Cosmology, p- 32, on fhﬁ
myth of the Zimaeus: ‘ There remains an irreducible element of poetry, W
refuses to be translated into the language of scientific prose.” The ZTimaeus
however gradually sheds its mythical character, and sets forth undisguise
doctrine in physics and physiology: the Phaedrus myth is mythical to the end, an
yet (as we shall see) is interrupted by occasional *parentheses’ of rational doctrin®
such as that at 249B8—C.
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the younger Pisistratus towards the end of the sixth century,’ and
from the east frieze of the Parthenon.? Zeus and Hestia are mentioned
here, and later (252C-2538) we hear of Ares, Hera and Apollo. But
save for the mention of their going to feast (2474 8; cf. Jliad 1, 423)
there is little or nothing left of Homeric anthropomorphism; the all too
human gods have become stars, or rather astral souls, fulfilling each its
appoinrecl function in an ordered universe, passing along heaven’s
highways.3 The myth, however, permits a confusion between the whole
soul and its controlling part, so that Zeus is represented as the driver of
his winged car.

The astral element in Plato’s religion will become prominent in his
latest works, Timaeus, Laws,and the doubtfully genuine Epinomis; but
it was already implicit in such casual allusions as that of Rep. §08a
(tév bv oUpavd) Beddv), and for that matter every Greek thought of the
heavenly bodies as divine, though they did not figure in official cults
as the Epinomis (988A) recommends that they should. The semi-,-
metamorphosis of Homer’s gods into star-souls is therefore natural
enough. What of the distinction of Hestia from the other eleven? Its
purpose, I should say, is simply to bring more vividly before the mind’s
eye the picture of the starry heaven revolving round a fixed central
body, the earth. How early the goddess of the central hearth came to
be thought of as residing at, or as being, the centre of the universe it is
impossible to say; but every contemporary reader of our passage,
w!zether or not he knew anything of Pythagoreanism, would at once
seize the point of Hestia abiding alone in the house of the gods while
the others went on their journey.*

It has been too readily assumed, both in ancient and modern times,
that the relation of Hestia to the rest necessarily implies some astro-
nomical scheme or planetary system into which the number eleven
r(r?;ntu?ﬁve% ;{an be fitted. To my mind there is no such necessity: the
: of Hestia is not significant of anything beyond what I have
fuggestecl above. However that be, the only two systems which, so
ar as I know, have been proposed are both impossible.

. Th; firstidentifies Hestia not with a central earth, but with the central
me! of a Pythagorean cosmology well known to us from Aristotle (de
¢0 293 A 181L) and attributed by Stobaeus (Zcl. 1, 22) and Aetius to

' Thue. VI, §4.

1
On which, however, Hestia laced i
; 1, ) by Dionysus (Weinreich i
oschet’s Lexicon der gr, und ré ﬂ? ii ;’: et Stter” )
T&; g;reeks i 50&:,]3,“;’?;), [ythologie s.v. * Zwolfgotter’, p. 823 ; Guthrie,
B ,1'_{525‘";!{1 word commonly used for the orbits of heavenly bodies.
earliest literary allusion to the * centrality’ of Hestia (who is not a goddess

in H : A K

- g;‘flt:rrlrnmself ) is in Homeric Hymn (v) to Aphrodite, 1. 30: xal e piog ok

s Eoi ; o mlap tholoa. For Hestia as the earth, cf. Eur. frag. 944N: xal ala
v 5 o* ol gogol | Ppotév kaholiow fiuévny bv albéps and Soph. frag. 558N.
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Philolaus; but more than a century ago it was pointed out by H. Martin?
that the total number of bodies in this system was not eleven, but ten;
moreover it is improbable, as H. von Arnim remarks, that :
moon and sun (and, one might add, the counter-earth postulated in
this system) should be represented as leaders of hosts of star-souls,

The other view is that given by Robin in his note on 247A. This
goes back at least to the commentary of Chalcidius (fourth century A.p,)
on the Timaeus,3 though Robin does not mention him. The number 12
is made up of the sphere of the fixed stars, the seven known planets
(including sun and moon), three regions or zones of aether, air and
water, and the earth. The three zones intermediate between moon and
earth evidently come from Epinomis 9848ff., where however nothing
is said of any &pyovres of the daemons inhabiting them, though this
is essential to Chalcidius’s interpretation.

To this, as to the former theory, it seems an insuperable objection
that the planets of Greek astronomy did not have hosts of satellites.

As against these planetary interpretations, some scholars have seen
here an allusion to the twelve signs of the Zodiac, or rather to the
twelve deities guarding® or inhabiting them. It is possible—though
I am incompetent to judge of this—that the connexion between groups
of twelve gods, which are found in many other countries besides
Greece, and the signs is very ancient; in any case it seems established
that the famous astronomer and geographer Eudoxus, whom Plato
may have known as early as the date of the Phaedrus, identified these
deities with the twelve Olympians; and there is perhaps a trace of this
in the proposal at Zaws 828¢ to make each month sacred to one of the
twelve.5 The suggestion is bound up with a theory that Plato was
influenced by Chaldaean astrological beliefs, chiefly through the
medium of Eudoxus. So far as any astrological ideas can be detected
in the Phaedrus itself, they seem confined to the passage 252C-2538B,
which however seems to me explicable without them.®

* Etudes sur le Timée 1, p. 114. I owe this reference to Prof. J. B. Skemp
(The Theory of Motion in Plato’s Later Dialogues, p. 72) who follows Martin in
rejecting the identification. 3 Platons Jugenddialoge, p. 184.

3 p. 227f. Wrobel: * Volucris uero currus imperatoris dei aplanes intellegenda
est, quia et prima est ordine et agilior ceteris omnibus motibus, sicut ostensum est.
Undecim uero partes exercitus dinumerat hactenus: primam aplanem, deinde
septem planetum, nonam aetheris sedem, quam incolunt aetherii daemones,
decimam agriam, undecimam umectae substantiae, duodecimam terram, quae
inmobilis ex conuersione mundi manet.’

4 ¢f. Manilius, Astron. 11, 434: ‘noscere tutelas adiectaque numina signis.”

5 But it is difficult, as von Arnim (loc. cit.) notes, to fit into this interpretation
the remark about Hestia, i

6 On this whole question see J. Bidez, *Platon, Eudoxe et I'Orient’, in Bulletin
Acad. Belgique x1x (1933), pp- 195 fl. and 273ff.; A. J. Festugiére, ‘Platon et
*Orient’, in Rev. de Philologie xx1 (1947), pp. 5 fl.; and E. R. Dodds in J.H.S.
LXV (1945), p- 24f. It was Prof. Dodds’s paper that directed me to that of Bidez-
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If then we may set aside the astronomical puzzle as unreal, the chief
roblem that remains concerns the tripartite nature of the discarnate
souls, both those which are destined to be united to human, and
erhaps animal, bodies, and those which remain in the dwelling-place
of the gods. The problem of the tripartite soul is amongst the thorniest
of all Platonic problems, and in spite of a vast amount of discussion in
recent years it cannot be said to be solved.” I shall not attempt to
reargue the whole question in detail, since the only ground for doing
so would be a hope of establishing either a consistent psychological
doctrine, held by Plato from first to last, or a development ending in
something firm and precise; and I entertain no such hope; rather do
1 agree with Wilamowitz's conclusion that Plato never attained to

a full reconciliation of the various views expressed in the dialogues.?
The bare bones of the problem may be briefly set out: in the Pkaedo
we find simplicity of soul and its restriction to voUs: in Rep. 1v
tripartition, though with some expression of doubt (435D); in Rep. X
a suggestion (tentatively enough expressed) that the soul in its ‘true
nature’ may be incomposite (611D—6124); here in the Phaedrus
tripartition of the human soul, before and after its incarnation, and
composite souls of gods; in the Timaeus (69cff.) tripartition again of
the human soul, with local habitats for the three parts and restriction
of immortality to reason, but again some expression of doubt (72p);
in Laws X attribution to the world-soul (and by inference to the
individual soul in its ‘true nature”) of much besides reason, viz. ‘wish,
reflection, forethought, counsel, opinion true and false, joy, grief,
confidence, fear, hate, love, and all the motions akin to these’.3 ’
Now the Laws is the latest dialogue, and the Timaeus one of the
latest; and since the appearance of Cornford’s edition of the Timaeus
I do not deem it necessary to argue that the Zimaeus records Plato’s
own beliefs or speculations. But there is complete disagreement in the
psychology of the two passages just referred to: the Timaeus excludes
from the dpyh wuyfis &8&varos (69¢, called T& Beiov at 69p), which
1s provided by the Demiurge himself as distinct from the subordinate
Eg_ds who provide the yuyiis fvnTdv yévos (69E), ‘dread and necessary
g ; e}?nons: first pleasure, the strongest lure of evil; next pains that take
C;%mtsegc?? goosi; temerity moreover and fear, a P?lil‘ of unwise
i IS, passion h;{rd to entreat, and hope too easily led astray;
e they combined with irrational sense and desire that shrinks from

' An excellent discussion will be found in Frutiger i
o a l};}tews of importance down to 1930. o e
o, ge?:; }1], p- 475: ‘Er hat' es tatsichlich zu keiner vollen logischen Einheit in
> 87 CBt' was er iiber die Menschenseele lehrt und glaubt.’
e“umemt{’:d ury’s translation. Possibly the yvxfi whose ‘motions’ are here
e dt_s rather yuxh waox (the totality of soul, including both the world-
Individual souls) than the world-soul itself: but peu importe.
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no venture, and so of necessity compounded the mortal element’.* All
this implies that emotions and desires are evil and no part of the ‘true’
soul. Although it is not explicitly said that the divine, immortal part
of soul is reason, yet it is located in the head which is Té&v &v fjuly
mévTeov SeaoTolv (44D), while the part located in the breast is Toi
Abyou katfikoov (70A). Clearly the immortal part is the ‘simple’ soul
of the Phaedo; no less clearly the woffuora excluded here are
included among the motions of unembodied soul in the Laws.

What does this point to? Is there any good ground for accepting
either of these views as more final than the other? I do not think so;
rather, Plato wavers to the end between the religious, Orphic-
Pythagorean, conception of a divine soul essentially (in its ‘true
nature’) divorced from all physical functions, all ‘lower” activities, and
a more secular and scientific conception of soul as essentially a source
of motion both to itself and to T& &\, of Wuyh) o as TavTOs TOU
&yuyou Empehoupévn (2468). The ‘motions’ or functions of soul, in
the latter view, cannot be divorced from the body that it ‘cares for’:
it can only move the body in virtue of itself possessing ‘motions’ over
and above the reason which contemplates the eternal Forms; as Plato’s
follower was to observe, Sidvoiat o) oUBEy Kivel.?

It is significant that the two dialogues in which the moving function
of soul is prominent— Phaedrus and Laws—are the only two in which
passions (emotions) and desires are clearly attributed to discarnate
soul. The Zaws in effect, though not explicitly, regards discarnate soul
as tripartite, and, if for that reason alone, we ought to take the explicit
statement of the Phaedrus to that effect as seriously meant.3

In the souls of the gods both horses are ‘good and of good stock’.
One hesitates whether or not to ‘translate’ this statement; but if we
are to do so, I think the implication is that, whereas the tripartition of
Rep. 1v was deduced from the fact of moral conflict, we may still
postulate threet parts of soul when there is no question of such
conflict: even ‘pure’ soul is Bupoerdris and Embupnmikds as well as
AoyioTikés. It may further be observed with Frutiger (p. 82) that
the doctrine seems necessary to account for the fall of the soul (246¢).

Scholars have speculated as to the source of the chariot-imagery.
I can see little resemblance between Plato’s chariot and that in which

I Timaeus 69D, Cornford’s translation. 2 Arist. E.N. 11394A 36.

3 Here I disagree with Taylor, Plato, p. 307, and Wilamowitz, Platon 1, p. 467
*Das komplizierte Bild des Seelenwagens mit den zwei verschieden gemuteten
Rossen ist allein fiir das Verhalten der Seele im Menschenleibe erfunden; da ist
es von glitcklichster Wirkung, und um des willen hat Platon es in den Kau
genommen, dass die Rosse Wille (sic) und Begierde vor den Wagen der Seele,
schon ehe sie das erstemal eingekdrpert ist, gespannt sind, ja dass auch die
Gaétterseele so kompliziert ist.’

4 Or perhaps more than three: see note on 2464, p. 69 above.
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parmenides’ made his journey to an unnamed goddess, passing the
gates of Night and Day, and guided by the daughters of the sun:
equally doubtful is any allusion to the chariot of Empedocles, of which
we hear in a single obscure line;® neither of these poets suggests any
comparison to the soul.? But surely the representation of the ruling

art of soul as a charioteer is so obvious and natural, especially in view
of the common metaphorical use of fjvioxelewv and its cognates,! that
we need look no further than to the Republic itself for the simile. That
the horses (but not of course the chariot, which has no symbolic
value) should be winged is normal enough: we remember Pegasus,
and the winged horses of Pelops.5 I know of no parallel to the winged
charioteer, but in view of his symbolic meaning his wings are of
course necessary: it would be impossible to exclude from the con-
trolling part of the soul that power of ‘raising that which is heavy and
carrying it aloft to the region where the gods dwell” spoken of at 246D.

' Diels-Kranz, Pors, 288 1. 3 ibid. 318 3, line §.

3 More possible is a reminiscence of the two immortal horses of Achilles
(Iliad xv1, 148—54), though there is nothing to correspond to the trace-horse of
that passage, & xal &wmrds Ehv Emed’ Tmmois ddavéroiot.

# An early and apposite example is Anacreon 1v, 1, §: ok el6ds & Tis dufis |
wuxfis fivioxevess. 5 Pindar Ol 1, 87.
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X

247C-248E THE SOUL’S VISION OF TRUE BEING.
ITS FALL AND INCARNATION

In the region above the heavens is that true Being which is apprehended by
reason alone. This is the food that sustains the gods; this is the vision which
they contemplate until the revolution is completed, after which they return
home and give refreshment to the steeds of their chariots.

Other souls share in the vision in different degrees, according to the
difficulty experienced by their drivers in controlling their horses; many get
their wings broken, and none have the full vision; so they fall back and eat
the food of semblance (Tpogt) SofaoT).

The fallen souls are first incarnated not in the bodies of lower animals,
but of men. There are nine types of human life assigned to them at their
first birth, ranging from that of the philosopher, who has had the fullest
vision of true Being, to that of the tyrant, who has seen least.

Of that place beyond the heavens none of our earthly poets has yet
sung, and none shall sing worthily. But this is the manner of it, for
assuredly we must be bold to speak what is true, above all when our
discourse is upon truth. It is there that true Being dwells, without
colour or shape, that cannot be touched; reason alone, the soul’s pilot,
can behold it, and all true knowledge is knowledge thereof. Now even
as the mind of a god is nourished by reason and knowledge, so also is
it with every soul that has a care to receive her proper food;' wherefore
when at last she has beheld Being she is well content, and contemplating
truth she is nourished and prospers, until the heaven’s revolution
brings her back full circle. And while she is borne round she discerns
justice, its very self, and likewise temperance, and knowledge, not the
knowledge that is neighbour to Becoming and varies with the various
objects to which we commonly ascribe being, but the veritable know-
ledge of Being that veritably is. And when she has contemplated like=
wise and feasted upon all else that has true being, she descends again
within the heavens and comes back home. And having so come, her

* Although the sentence beginning at D 1 is so expressed that the grammatical
subject of éyamn and the following verbs is mind both divine and non-divine, yet
logically the inclusion of the latter is parenthetical: that is to say, it is the felicity
of the divine souls that is described down to E 6, the reference to other souls
being momentarily dropped, and only resumed at 2484 1.
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charioteer sets his steeds at their manger, and puts ambrosia before
them and draught of nectar to drink withal.

Such is the life of gods: of the other souls that which best follows 248
a god and becomes most like thereunto raises her charioteer’s head
into the outer region, and is carried round with the gods in the
revolution, but being confounded by her steeds she has much ado to
discern the things that are; another now rises, and now sinks, and by
reason of her unruly steeds sees in part, but in part sees not. As for
the rest, though all are eager to reach the heights and seek to follow,
they are not able: sucked down as they travel they trample and tread
upon one another, this one striving to outstrip that. Thus confusion B
ensues, and conflict and grievous sweat: whereupon, with their
charioteers powerless,” many are lamed, and many have their wings
all broken; and for all their toiling they are baulked, every one, of the
full vision of Being, and departing therefrom, they feed upon the food
of semblance.

Now the reason wherefore the souls are fain and eager to behold the
Plain of Truth, and discover it, lies herein: to wit, that the pasturage
that is proper to their noblest part comes from that Meadow, and the ¢
plumage by which they are borne aloft is nourished thereby.

Hear now the ordinance of Necessity. Whatsoever soul has followed
in the train of a god, and discerned something of truth, shall be kept
from sorrow until a new revolution shall begin; and if she can do this
always, she shall remain always free from hurt.* But when she is not
able so to follow, and sees none of it, but meeting with some mischance3
comes to be burdened with a load of forgetfulness and wrongdoing,
and because of that burden sheds her wings and falls to the earth, then
thus runs the law: in her first birth she shall not be planted in any brute p
beast, but the soul that hath seen the most of Being shall enter into the
human babe that shall grow into a seeker after wisdom or beauty,

a follower of the Muses and a lover; the next, having seen less, shall

I

Just as dperd often means successful performance of function, so xexla here

miar.‘-;‘, not “vice', but imperfect functioning,
whsd he Wl:;_‘lids dmfiuova and &BAapf doubtless imply exemption from the fall into
EXisteny:: an ermeias says. The sentence is probably meant to provide for the
. e of Bafuoves intermediate between gods and men (cf. orpemi& 8y T xal

m;.ué}\;mv’ 246E),

t the nature of the mischance (owvxla) Plato has left us to guess: even in
3 myth he will not affect to reveal the full secret of pre-natal sin, thgofgh he hints

th :
e“li; ;omethmg must be postulated over and above the defective vision of true
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dwell in a king that abides by law, or a warrior and ruler; the third in
a statesman, a man of business or a trader; the fourth in an athlete, or

E physical trainer or physician; the fifth shall have the life of a prophet
or a mystery-priest; to the sixth that of a poet or other imitative artist
shall be fittingly given; the seventh shall live in an artisan or farmer,
the eighth in a sophist or demagogue,” the ninth in a tyrant.

The account of the gods proceeding to the circumference of the
heavenly sphere, of their being carried round on the outside of it until
the revolution has brought them back to their starting place, and of
their subsequent return home to the interior of heaven, is mythical
rather than allegorical. Allegory is indeed present in the description of
the Umepoupdvios Tétos with its content of colourless, shapeless and
intangible Being; but we are not to infer that the gods’ contemplation
of that Being is only occasional, and limited on each occasion to the
definite time occupied by the revolution. The journey from their home
and the return to it are as mythical as the refreshment provided for their
horses, the nectar and ambrosia which plainly do not symbolise the
‘noetic Tpogr)’ of 247D 1 or anything else. The gods’ movements are
merely consequent upon the conception of a supra-celestial region, {or
since star-gods no less than the traditional gods of Homer dwell in
heaven they have to be brought to and from that region, and it is
natural enough that the duration of their stay there should be what the
myth makes it. But it is idle to inquire with Robin® whether the
meploBos occupies twenty-four hours or the whole time of a TéAeos
tviauréds—the magnus annus completed when all the heavenly bodies
have returned to the same relative positions (Zimaeus 39D). There is
not the slightest ground for finding the magnus annus here; on the
other hand a period of twenty-four hours is plainly ridiculous. The
question, however, is futile because it wrongly assumes that myth is
careful to be rational and precise. The myth-maker can use astro-
nomical imagery at will, but he is not tied to any astronomical facts or
theories: the revolution is not conceived as occupying any definite
time, although it provides a framework of recurrent periods which is
useful, inasmuch as it will enable Plato to adapt his eschatology to
a temporal succession of lives, in the body and out of it, resembling—
perhaps reproducing—that of Orphic belief.

No earlier myth has told of a {mepoupévios Témos, but this is not
the first occasion on which true Being, the ololx évrws oloa, has

' Snuoxomids (T") is preferable to Snuomixés (B), and is accepted by Burnet and
Robin. The word means ‘mob-flatterer’, but ‘demagogue’ conveys the sense
sufficiently well, since for Plato the leader of the &fiuos is always its kéAeS.
Soph. 2688 the word Bnuohoyikés is used. * p. Ixxxv.
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been given a local habitation. In the passage of Rep. vi which intro-
duces the famous comparison of the Form of Good to the sun we have
2 vonyros Témos contrasted with a dpatés (508¢): but a spatial meta-
phor is hardly felt there, any more than in our own use of such words
as ‘province’ or ‘sphere’ for the purpose of differentiating one man’s
duties or interests from another’s. A truer approximation to the
{repoupévios Téos occurs in the simile of the Cave in Rep. vi1, where
we are plainly told that the prisoners’ ascent into the light of day
symbolises THv els TOV vonTdv TéTOV TiiS YUy is &vodov (5178); in fact
the vontds Témos of the first simile has in the second developed into
a real spatial symbol. In the myth of the Pkaedo, which no doubt
precedes the Republic, the simile of the Cave is, so to say, anticipated
in another form: the world of sense-experience lies in a hollow of the
earth (which has many such hollows), and the world of truth and
reality on the earth’s surface.

In these myths and similes Plato’s imagination has probably been to
some extent conditioned by traditional pictures of Elysium or the
Islands of the Blest; he has imagined the other world as near to this
earth of ours, if not upon it. Now, however, in the Phaedrus, the wings
of his fancy take a higher flight; the world of true Being is not merely
above the earth, but above the very heaven, extra flammantia moenia
mundi. This may be thought to be no more than a natural development,
as natural as for one of our own poets to sing ‘My soul, there is a
country far beyond the stars’; but I think the significance is deeper.
Plato’s new conception of Soul as self-mover has forced on his mind
the problem of its status relatively to the eternal, unchanging (unmoved)
Forms. In the Sophist (248 Aff.) e will argue through the mouth of
the Eleatic Stranger, and in opposition to these el8&v ¢fAor who
insisted on the exclusive reality of the eidn, that T& mavreAds &v
comprises both dxfvnta and kwoUueve: and since there is there no
hint of one of these constituents being inferior to the other, we may
infer that they are conceived of as having equal status. In the Timaeus
(30cf.) however, the myth, taken at its face value, assigns a higher
status to the Forms, since the vonTév 36ov is the model to which the
Demiurge looks in fashioning both the soul and body of the universe;
if the Forms are then in some sense prior to the world-soul, they must
@ fortiori be prior to individual souls. Here in the Phaedrus the same
}Pl’l}"“;“tyhappears to be attached to them, by giving them a location
mg,r ae]r EE an that of the heavenly dwelling-place of souls; though it is

‘orms, Justice and Temperance (247D) and Beauty (250c) that

;lflto is chiefly® thinking of rather than the Forms of 3@, as in the
tmaeuys,

I
l’ypesYe: the words T&a domiras Té Svra Svres Beaoapivy (247E) allow for other

HPpp 6
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But in both dialogues it is very difficult to be sure whether the |

assertions and implications of myth ought to be taken at their face
value. It may be permissible to suggest that the problem of the
relative status of Forms and souls is dealt with only in mythjca]
passages, and passed by in dialectical discussions like that of the

Sophist, for the very reason that Plato could not, or did not wish to,

offer any rational solution of it. The question is perhaps rather for

a commentator on the Timaeus. It may, however, be noted that a little

later (249¢) he almost goes out of his way to underline the priority of
the Forms by speaking of them as ‘those things a god’s nearness
whereunto makes him truly god’ (Exelvois. .. mpds olomep 6eds dy
Beids EoTv).

In his description of the fall of the soul Plato is of course drawi
on Orphic doctrine and imagery. That the human soul is a fallen
Sadpcov is one of the main tenets of Orphism, most familiar to us
through the fragments of Empedocles’s religious poem Purifications.®
But there are here elements of what M. Diés has called* * transposition®
or adaptation, as distinct from mere borrowing: thus the ‘oracle of

Necessity’, dvéyxns xpfina (Empedocles 115), is probably echoed in

the Beopds *ASpaoTelas, but the contents of the two are only partly

identical; the *plain of truth’ or ‘meadow’ recalls, but wholly changes,
the "Atns Aeucov of Empedocles 121.3 Later (2508—C) we shall find

a similar ‘transposition’ of the mystery-rites of Eleusis.
A notable expression is the ‘food of semblance’ (Tpogt oo,

248B), on which the fallen soul feeds. This is of course the antithesis of
vols xal &moTfun by which the discarnate souls are sustained (247D),
and is no doubt intended to recall to the reader familiar with the simile

of the Divided Line (Rep. v1) the double contrast between ‘opinable’
and intelligible objects as well as between the mwoBfuora Yuyiis, the
conditions of soul when cognising those objects respectively; Tpogf
SofeoTh is half-unreal food and food appropriate to the condition of
88€cx. The phrase is arresting, but eminently happy in reminding us of
the element of allegory in the myth.

With the mention of the ‘ordinance of Necessity’ the myth passes
fully into an Orphic milieu, and for that reason we are entitled, indeed

we are compelled, to affix a definite duration to the meplodos 1_Jf'
248c 4, despite our refusal to do so earlier. After what has been said
above this need cause us no embarrassment; the period of revolution:
has in fact become the Orphic period of 1000 years (the actual figuré:

* Hence Diels-Kranz print the whole passage 2488 §-249B § in theif’

Empedocles chapter as Anklang.
*'In a valuable chapter of Autour de Platon: see especially pp. 432-49. FOF
Orphic elements in the Platonic myths see the gaarallel lists in Frutiger, pp. 254—69+
3 In Gorgias 524A the Apdv is the place of judgment of souls.
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s given in the next section, mep1dSep TH YiMeTel, 249A 7) which
elapsed between one incarnation and the next.”

Finally we come to the ‘order of merit’ of lives, the highest of which
falls to the lot of those who have had the fullest vision of the Forms,
the lowest to those who have seen least.” The series seems to be one of
decreasing worth to society. The first life needs no comment, save that
the QIAGKOAOS, HOUTIKGS and EpwTikds are not persons other than the
@iAéoopos, but denote aspects of him, the first two being virtual
synonyms, while the third will find its best elucidation in the general
content of the whole myth.

The second life seems to imply the same point of view as Plato
adopts in the later dialogue Statesman, where constitutional monarchy
is the best, or rather the least unsatisfactory, substitute in default of
the ideally wise ruler (297D-E, 302E); the moAepids kol &pyixds
conjoined with the BaotheUs Evwopos in this second class is best under-
stood as a subordinate sharing his military and civil duties and
responsibilities, the adjective Ewopos applying to him also.3

Plainly this life demands high qualities of character. Rather less is
demanded from, and contributed by, the third life, in which the
moAiTikés may be understood as roughly corresponding to our
administrative civil servant, while the olkovoukés is the head of
a household and the ypnuaTioTikés a man of business. All these
callings demand integrity, but just because they are not the lives of men
in a commanding position, with power over the lives and fortunes of
all their fellows, their integrity counts for less socially. Hence if there
are to be persons of less moral worth than those of the first two classes,
these are callings which they may follow without doing much harm,
and in which they can do some good.

The next four are lives which, in their social aspect (and it s this that
Plato has in mind throughout), are worth little, even if not positively

' The 1000-year Orphic period is implied in Empedocles’s statement (frag. 115,
20) that the fallen soul must wander apart from the gods for thrice ten thousand
seasons (pls uw puplas Gpas dd poxdpov dadfiodar). 30,000 seasons= 10,000 years
(seT Taylor, Plato, p. 308), and this corresponds to the Em pipix made up of ten
E"P obon XIMeTels in 249 A, It has usually been thought that there is a discrepancy
; :dtwugen l:hls and th? m'yt.h of Rep. x, inasmuch as the latter makes the 1000 years
e e the earthly lifetime reckoned at 100, whereas the Phaedrus does not (see
B m on Rep. 6154). But Frutiger (p. 255) argues that the meploBos xierfis of
4 SL J: el::tcnlds from the beginning, not the end, of an earthly life. This may be

gl ; ut if there is a discrepancy it is of little importance. :
tis ilear from 2498 § that all human souls have seen something; hence
(148;-“;! Eu (248¢ 5) must not be pressed to mean utter failure, and dwehds

% g t.?'l 1ould be understood as ‘without full success’.

'S Interpretation I do not consider it a valid objection that in the

Succeeding lives there § Ry ety
ere 1
L — s real discrimination, e.g. between moArmixés, olxovopixés and

6-2
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harmful as are the eighth and ninth. The athlete, the physical trainer and
the physician are all concerned with the body; we cannot of course
forget that according to the Republic (410-412) yupvaoTikn has a
beneficial effect upon the soul as well, but even there it is argued that,
unless duly tempered by povoik, its effect is bad.*

The povrids Plos #) TeAeaTixds, which comes fifth, is no doubt that
of the shadier sort of religious ‘expert’ to whom Socrates refers with
such contempt at Rep. 3648 1.; Plato is not thinking here of the ‘divine
madness’ found in a Pythia or a Sibyl, and the pdvtis here is an
olwvioTikds.

Similarly, when he assigns to the sixth place the life of ‘a poet or
other imitative artist’, Plato cannot have in mind the inspired poetry
of 245 A which ‘glorifies the countless mighty deeds of ancient times for
the instruction of posterity’. It has been pointed out by Prof. J. Tate?
that plunots and its cognates, when used by Plato in discussing poetry,
have sometimes a good sense, sometimes a bad; but it can hardly be
contested that the bad sense predominates, and in the present phrase
Plato must be thinking of that sort of poetical piunois which is
condemned in the Republic; it need not, and indeed cannot, imply that
every sort of momTikds Plos is so low in the scale of values; if it
seems to do so, that is doubtless because uninspired poetry is far
commoner than inspired. The seventh life is perhaps the most sur-
prising of all. Why should the artisan and the farmer be of less value to
the community than the physical trainer, the doctor, or the man of
business? The explanation, so far as the artisan is concerned, is no
doubt that Plato shared the common contempt of the Greek aristocrat
for manual labour;3 this did not normally, at least in Athens, extend to
farming, but farmers are grouped with artisans to form the third class
of the Republic which, though an economic necessity, is politically
repressed.

The penultimate life is that of the sophist or the demagogue, for
whose close relation we may refer to Sophist 268B—c; there is nothing
surprising in their position in the list. Last comes the life of the tyrant,
as every reader of Rep. 1x would expect.

T ol piv yupvaoTiki dxpdre Xpnoduevor dypidrepot Tol Slovtos dmroPalvouoiv (Rep.
410D). 3 C.Q. xxu1 (1928), pp. 16ff.

3 Cf. Rep. 495 E, with Adam’s informative note.

4 The third class actually includes all *producers’: but by commonly referring
to it as the class of Bnuiovpyol kal yewpyol Plato shows that it is labourers of whom
he is chiefly thinking. At Laws 846D the practice of manual crafts is forbidden
to citizens.

XI

248E—249D REINCARNATION AND FINAL LIBERATION OF
THE SOUL. THE PHILOSOPHER’'S PRIVILEGE

In general the soul cannot regrow its wings and return to its heavenly home
in less than 10,000 years; but for the philosopher this is shortened to 3000.
After every thousand years souls begin a new incarnate life, determined
partly by lot, partly by their own choice; between each life and the next there
is a period of reward or punishment.

Incarnations may be in an animal body, but the first is always in that of
a man. Man's power to think conceptually is due to his reminiscence of the
Forms which his soul beheld in the divine procession; and the philosopher’s
earlier liberation is due to his constant devotion to the Forms and his living
in conformity thereto. Detached from men’s ordinary pursuits, he is
accounted insane, though in fact he is possessed by a god.

Now in all these incarnations he who lives righteously has a better 248

lot for his portion, and he who lives unrighteously a worse.* For
a soul does not return to the place whence she came for ten thousand

years, since in no lesser time can she regain her wings, save only his 249

soul who has sought after wisdom unfeignedly, or has conjoined his
passion for a loved one with that seeking.? Such a soul, if with three
revolutions of a thousand years she has thrice chosen this philosophic
life, regains thereby her wings, and speeds away after three thousand
years; but the rest, when they have accomplished their first life, are
brought to judgment, and after the judgment some are taken to be
punished in places of chastisement beneath the earth, while others are
borne alofr by Justice to a certain region of the heavens,3 there to live

! These words refer, not to the final destiny of the souls, but to the period of
reward or punishment between two incarnations. They are caught up again in the
Sti‘qtcnce ‘beg:nmng at 2494 5, and the intervening lines, referring to the soul’s
E timate home-com:_ng' and to the special privilege in respect thereto enjoyed

I!I'" philosophers, are in effect a parenthesis. The yép of & § conceals, as often, an
ellipse: (I do not speak as yet of his ultimate wolpa) for.. . . ¢
wid 'EI'hese are not two different persons, any more than the giréxodos, nouaiés

nd tpwtikés were different from the giAéoogos at 248D 2. But that this is the
Casae we shall not fully understand until later in the myth.
This vague phrase is probably intended to suggest a different habitat for the

soul which is not yet rewin i v
i ged (liberated from the xixhos yeviorws) from the
2::1 heavenly abod}e. Gl:lth_l-ie (Orpheus, pp. 184£.) points out that the distinction,
alwessar:.( on (.erhgc principles, between Elysium and a yet higher sphere is not
ays maintained in Orphic passages of extant literature,
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B in such manner as is merited by their past life in the flesh. And after
a thousand years these and those alike come to the allotment and choice
of their second life, each choosing according to her will; then does the
soul of a man enter into the life of a beast, and the beast’s soul that wag
aforetime in a man goes back to a man again. For only the soul that
has beheld truth may enter into this our human form: seeing that man
must needs understand the language of Forms, passing from a plurality

c of perceptions to a unity gathered together by reasoning;" and such
understanding is a recollection of those things which our souls beheld
aforetime as they journeyed with their god, looking down upon the
things which now we suppose to be, and gazing up to that which
truly is.

Therefore is it meet and right that the soul of the philosopher alone?
should recover her wings: forshe,so faras may be, isevernearin memory
to those things a god’s nearness whereunto makes him truly god.3
Wherefore if a man makes right use of such means of remembrance,*

* T accept Heindorf’s insertion of 76 before xar' elbos, since I do not think
owvibvan karr’ elSos Aeydusvov is possible Greek for ‘to understand by way of what
is called a Form’; that would need awivan xaré 7o elbos Aey. or ouviven xar® elSos
2ey. 1. My translation follows the interpretation of von Arnim (op. cit. p. 198):
*Zum Wesen der menschlichen Seele gehort es 78 kar* dl5os Aey. zu verstehen, d.h.
Worter, welche Allgemeinbegriffe bezeichnen.” In the same line I accept
Badham’s lévt* for 1év. Not only is there force in Thompson’s comment that
‘to speak of the el6os itself as 1év, proceeding or advancing to a ““unity”, itself
being that “unity” which is the result of the process, is a licence of bad writing in
which it is difficult to believe that Plato would indulge’, but also the received
text seems bad Platonism, inasmuch as it can hardly fail to imply that the elSos is
merely the common element in the sensible particulars. If Plato ever thought
that, he certainly does not think so now, since it is flatly contradictory of the
vépmors doctrine (cf. J. Stenzel, Studien qur Entwicklung der plat. Dialektik, p. 107,
and von Arnim, op. cit. p. 200). It is the man, not the ¢iéos, who proceeds from a
plurality to a unity which may rightly be described as Aoyioug ouvaipoluevov, since
dvébuwnars involves or is accompanied by a generalising process, although the
object recollected is not a mere universal. For this use of liva cf. Rep. 4768:
ol...41" airrd T kahdv Suvarrol liver. No doubt 1évra k' & would be expected rather
than lévre es &, but cf. dvenyaoa els & 3v vrews in C 3 below.

* The word ‘alone’ is strictly inconsistent with 248 §—7, where it is irnplie.d
that all souls ultimately regain their wings. But in the present sentence Plato is
thinking only of events within a 10,000-year period, and giving the ground for
his assertion that the philosopher alone can shorten the period of wripwais.

3 1 retain 6efos, but in English one can hardly speak of a god as ‘godlike’.

4 Thompson says ‘the «6n, it would seem, are not themselves dvra but only
“memoranda” suggestive of &vra’, I think this is wrong. 7ols Towoirols me=
uvfiucow are not the &16n denoted by #xetvors in the previous line: the words mean
such reminders of the Forms by their imperfect sensible copies as the dvépvnais
doctrine asserts: see Phaedo 73cfl, The philosopher employs these aright ($p8®s
xpépevos) when he conforms his conduct to what he is reminded of. So at Rep-
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and ever approaches to the full vision of the perfect mysteries,* he and
he alone becomes truly perfect. Standing aside from the busy doings
of mankind, and drawing nigh to the divine, he is rebuked by the p
multitude as being out of his wits, for they know not that he is
possessed by a deity.

The escape of the lover of wisdom from the ‘wheel of birth’ after
3000 years is probably another *transposition” of Orphic doctrine, of
which an echo is preserved in Pindar’s second Olympian ode.? We have
here a noteworthy variation on the doctrine of the Phaedo, according
to which the philosopher escapes after a single lifetime (8on-814).3
A difference from the Gorgias and Republic myths is the absence of
eternal punishment* which may have been asserted in the earlier
dialogues only out of deference to Homer;3 in the Phaedrus all souls
regain their wings after 10,000 years; but to the questions how long
they remain winged, and whether the attempt to follow the procession
of gods is repeated immediately, the myth has no answer, nor should
we seek to supply one,

There is not a word in our dialogue to suggest that individual souls
are ultimately absorbed into a world-soul; on the contrary everything
points to the retention of individual existence. The same is true of the
Republic, where the words &el &v elev of cirrad (Gr1a) preclude
absorption, of the Phaedo (114C), and of the Timaeus (42¢-p). No
doubt belief in individual immortality should involve belief in the
continuity of memory,’ and Plato’s doctrine of &véuvnaois does not
involve any personal memory, memory, that is, of personal experiences
in a former life; indeed the non-existence of such personal memory is
recognised symbolically in the myth of Rep. x where the souls come to

540A the philc_:rsvopher-ru]ers use the Form of Good as a pattern (Iwapdanyuu)
and order their city and themselves accordingly (I6évras 7o dyadv eirrd, 'I'mpﬂ:
E‘E‘I*JI'I-"?I'I'! Xpenivous ielvey, xal WMy kal 1BidTas kal davtos koopety Tév ErfAoimov Blov).
The words TeMous &l ehevds Tehoupsvos are untranslatable, since TeAoUpsvos
mcda:}s both ‘being initiated’ (s¢. into a mystery, or revelation of sacred objects)
:n_ . be]mg mac.le_p_erfect or complete’ (i.e. realising to the full the moral and
Pﬁ‘ltua potentialities of one’s nature), The Greek words for mystery, initiate
an d.,oer'ﬁc! a.!l‘derwe from the same root, seen in its simplest form in ﬂho;:
t:Se p fgoal_l » ‘perfection’, In saying TéNeos Svres pbvos yiyveren Plato hints that
¥ l}l).ezse?ft,lon is not to be won by participation in the ordinary mysteries.
3 This 1 .
o t}g}élest;?l pe;hgps sufficiently explained by closer adherence in the Phaedrus
o ils of Orphic eschatology. The Phaedo passage is not—or at least not
it sl;-—rpyth:cal. The Republic myth says nothing of the final liberation, but
Ga}’ be simply due to a limitation of purview.
:’ﬁ‘fﬁ 525¢, Rep. Gr5cff. 5 cf. Guthrie, Orpheus, p. 168.
wian 1s recorded of Pythagoras that ‘in life he could recall everything, and
n he died he still kept the same memory’ (D.L. v, 4).




88 PHAEDRUS

the Plain of Lethe and drink the water of Unmindfulness (6214). We
must, I think, be content to believe either that Plato overlooked thig
difficulty or else—and this seems more likely—that he felt (wrongly,
as it seems to us) that the impersonal memory of the &véuvnois doctrine
sufficiently met it.*

After its first life in the body the soul comes to the place of judgment
and is rewarded or punished according to the good or evil of its in-
carnate life, as in the other three eschatological myths. Then follow
the ‘allotment and choosing’ (KAjpwois Te kal oipeois), which are
dwelt on at length in the Myth of Er, but here only thus briefly
alluded to;?* the meaning is of course that our lives are partly pre-
destined, partly self-chosen.

In the next sentence there is an equally brief allusion to another
point expanded in Rep. X, the transmigration of human souls into
animal bodies. Did Plato seriously believe in this?® There are un-
doubtedly difficulties in the way of accepting an affirmative answer to
this question, difficulties which have been set out perhaps most forcibly
by Prof. Taylor in commenting on a passage at the end of the Timaeus
(9oEff.) where a summary account of the evolution of the lower
animals is given. Perhaps the greatest difficulty is that the animals do
not—at all events in Plato’s view—possess reason; that he plainly
admits at Rep. 441 A-B; yet possibly this same passage may help us to
surmount the difficulty. Children, we are told, are either wholly
devoid of T4 AoyioTikév or only come to possess it late in childhood.
Yet the child’s soul is surely conceived as the same as that of the adult
into which he develops; if then the human soul has had, within the
limits of its life in one and the same human body, a period of non-
rationality, why should it not be possible for it to lose that rationality
again, and yet still retain its identity, when it comes to inhabit the body
of an animal?

Secondly, there is, as Taylor points out, the silence of Laws x on
transmigration into animal bodies, in a passage (904 A—9o5 A) where we
might well expect some mention of it. The gist of the doctrine there is
that virtue and vice are recompensed by a sort of moral law of gravita-
tion, by which the soul goes in the after-life to the company of such
other souls as it has fitted itself to associate with, Thus although

* of. A. D. Ritchie, Essays in Philosophy, p. 134: ‘Plato’s doctrine of *“recol-
lection” . . .definitely excludes the perpetuity of memory in the ordinary sense.’

3 Von Arnim (P.’s Jugenddialoge, p. 172) rightly argues that the allusion would
hardly be intelligible without a knowledge of Rep. x. This is one of his most
convincing arguments for dating the Phaedrus later than the Republic. ]

3 The later Neoplatonists rejected the literal interpretation; cf. Proclus,
Tim. 111, 329 p~E (Diehl), Whittaker, Neoplatonists, pp. 291—3. Plotinus (111, 4, 2)
appeats to accept it; but see Inge, The Philosophy of Plotinus 11, p. 33, who thir]ks
that he “does not take the doctrine of reincarnation very seriously as scientific
truth’.

TRANSMIGRATION OF SOULS 89

reincarnation in a human body is here doubtless implied, the other sort
seems implicitly denied. “The absolute silence’, says Taylor,” ‘about
any migration into animal forms, which might so easily have been got
in as one way of sinking into the company of *“worse yuyal”, seems
to show that such a migration was alien to Plato’s own imagination.’

There is great force in this argument, but I do not think we are
entitled to say more than that Plato did not believe in transmigration
when he wrote Laws X. That was very near the end of his life, and it is
only to be expected that this belief, and perhaps others which figure in
the myths, had been by then long exposed to criticism within the
school; it may well be that Aristotle had already® expressed mistrust
of the notion that ‘any soul can enter any body’ (de anima 4078 22).

But the Phaedrus was probably written before Aristotle joined the
Academy, and the occurrence of this feature in the Phaedo and Republic
as well as in our dialogue should preclude us, save for incontrovertible
reasons, from doubting Plato’s seriousness. It is apposite to quote the
well-known passage which closes the myth of the Pkaedo (x14D): ‘To
maintain that these things are just as I have said would ill befit a man of
common sense, but that either this or something like it is the truth
about our souls and their dwelling-places seems to me (seeing that the
soul has been proved to be immortal) to be fitting, and I think it a risk
worth taking for the man who thinks as we do.’

I do not believe that Plato could have written thus at the end of
a myth which involves reincarnation and transmigration if he had not
believed in them both. It is true that reference to the latter is confined,
in that myth, to the words wéAw Eméumovten els T&s TGV 3w
yevéoas:3 but that surely is because the doctrine had been fully
explained at 81E~82B, a passage to which I shall refer in a moment.

In the great eschatological myths there are (as we have already
recognised in the case of the Phaedrus) elements of allegory and
imaginative poetry; there is also the element of speculation or con-
jecture, but such conjecture is not purely fanciful or arbitrary: it is
designed to furnish answers to real and important questions: and one
such question is that of the relation between the human and the animal
soul. For Plato “all soul” is a single sort of entity, over against another
gmgle sort, body, and the function of soul is to “care for’ (¢mipeheio-

a1) body. But just as body is found in different shapes, so soul wévTa
OUpavov Tepirolel Aot &v &AAois elSeat yryvopévn (256B). It may
1ave one elbos in a star, another in a human body, a third in an
animal body: the star, the man, the animal are ‘all besouled’, Euyuya

i %gmmenmry on Timaeus, p. 641.
at he had occupied himself with psychology in Plato’s lifetime we know

fmsml i};e fragments of his Eudemus (cire. 354 B.C.).
A,
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26a, and soul is essentially the same in them all. And yet there is the
patent difference that animals have not reason, cannot think in concepts,
while men can. Was it not then a reasonable conjecture that man ig
nearer to the gods, so that the first incarnation will be in a human body,
while animals are further from them, so that their existence involveg
a further ‘descent’ of the soul? And if a descent, why not a corre-
sponding reascent? That is mythical belief, no doubt, but an elkdy
uUfos none the less.

It is often said (e.g. by Taylor, op. cit. p. 640) that transmigration
into animal bodies is only asserted by Plato in mythical passages. This
is not strictly true, for in Phaedo 81EfL. it is asserted by Socrates in an
argument with Cebes which is at least ostensibly dialectical. Neverthe-
less, I do not think this passage gives any good ground for supposing
that Plato, even when he wrote the Phaedo, meant to establish the
belief on a purely rational basis; for in the context Socrates is advancing
Orphic beliefs rather in a spirit of persuasion than of reasoned argu-
ment; the Phaedo indeed, taken as a whole, proceeds gradually from
elkdra to &mobelfeis, as is commonly recognised—to close however
with a large-scale myth.*

Before leaving this point I must return to the passage at the end of
the Timaeus (9okEfl.) already referred to. Taylor says that ‘the brief
account of the lower species and of transmigration is manifestly little
more than friendly burlesque’ (sc. of early Pythagorean views).
Although I do not agree with this interpretation—which is of course
bound up with the author’s notion that the dialogue does not represent
Plato’s own views at all—I think it must be admitted that the passage
is highly fanciful, even to the point of becoming grotesque: though
I am not sure that it is more grotesque than some other parts of the
Timaeus. It reads, to my mind, like the rather perfunctory discharge
of a task about which Plato did not care much, but which he felt
imposed upon him by his general scheme, and in particular by the
words he had attributed to the Demiurge at 42¢; in any case, the
grotesqueness lies not in the application of the transmigration principle

per se, but in the attempt to describe a physical metamorphosis, e.g. of

aman’s body into that of a bird, which is quite another matter. What is
relevant to our present problem is not this passage at the end of the
dialogue, but the earlier announcement of the principle of transmigra-
tion at 42¢, a principle which is part of the laws of Destiny revealed by
the Demiurge to the created gods. There the mise en scéne lifts the
principle to the level of serious mythical belief, at which the four great

* I would not deny that the dialogues contain passages on the borderline
between myth and dialectic, persuasion and argument. In attempting to interpret
Plato we are compelled to distinguish his elements—the rationalist, the poet,
moralist or what not, but we must not forget the dangers of a rigid schematisation.
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myths of the soul—in Gorgias, Phaedo, Republic and Phaedrus—are
all set.

plato is careful to insist that the soul of an animal can pass into the
body of a man only if the reverse transmigration has preceded (2498 4).
This has of course already been said, or implied, at 248D 1, but the
reason for it is now given,” namely that only souls which have seen true
Being in the supra-celestial procession can possess that power of
conceptual thought which distinguishes man. If it were possible to
imagine a soul starting its existence in an animal, its capacity of thinking
when it passed into a man’s body could not be accounted for.

It is declared in the next sentence that the process of conceptual
thinking is just the recollection of those constituents of true Being of
which the myth has been telling us. We must not make the mistake of
regarding this assertion as itself wholly mythical; it is indeed partly
mythical in expression: the use of such words as cupmopeuBeioa and
dvoniyaoa are evidence enough of that; but in substance it is a strictly
philosophical assertion. For the doctrine of &véuvnois, inextricably
bound up as it is with Plato’s belief both in the Forms and in the soul’s
immortality, must, on a fair examination of the evidence,* be accepted
as a wholly serious tenet at least of Plato’s middle period, though its
absence from the later dialogues may perhaps mean its later abandon-
ment.

: Tl?e force of yép in B § (o0 y&p | ye pfimors 16otioe xTA.) is that the sentence
whlclg it introduces gives the reason for the words & mote &vpwmos fiv which
precede.

* See especially Phaedo 92D, where Simmias says & & wepl Tiis dvepvfioses kal
uodfigews Abyos Bi' Umobioews dflas dmobifactan elpnran: and see the excellent dis-
cussion by Frutiger, op. cit. pp. 67—76. I fully agree with his conclusion:
L’exposé du Ménon a un caractére mythique indéniable. Celui du Phédon n'est
pas un simple complément du premier, comme on le croit d’ordinaire, car il traite
la question sur un autre plan, celui de la dialectique.’




