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ABSTRACT

ELIZABETH ELLEN PENDER

IMAGES OF PERSONS UNSEEN
The Cognitive and Rhetorical Significance of
Plato’s Metaphors for the Gods and the Soul

The aim of this thesis is to discover the cognitive role of
Plato’'s metaphors for the gods and the soul; that is, what
part they play in the -expression and elucidation of his
philosophical theories and arguments. 1 maintain that these
metaphors are  primarily illustrative and  persuasive; that
they serve both to illuminate certain concepts and ideas and
to persuade the reader into accepting them as true. But |
also believe that in very particular circumstances, that is,
in the formulation of radically new theories, Plato uses
metaphors to develop and to express ideas for which no
literal terms already exist.

In Part 1 the cognitive role of metaphor is discussed.
Three modern views (the Epistemic, Non-Informative and
Illustrative) are set out and compared both to Aristotle’s
account of metaphor and to Plato’s comments on the
philosophical significance of figurative language.

Part Il opens with a discussion of the rcie of metaphor in
theology, embracing both modern perspectives and the views of
Plato. The wvarious groups of metaphors for the gods are
examined and three passages from the dialogues are analysed
in detail, showing how metaphors can function as very
effective instruments of persuasion.

In Part III the debate turns to Plato’s metaphors for the
soul. First | argue against the view that Plato’'s soul myths
provide, or were intended to  provide, special cognitive
access to the soul. Second 1 examine the significance of
metaphors for the immortality of the socul, the soul/body
relationship and for the inner nature of the tripartite soul.
Finally 1 offer a new interpretation of the development and
rhetorical significance of the metaphor of spiritual
pregnancy in the Symposium.
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PART 1

METAPHOR



Chapter 1

THE MODERN DEBATE

1.1 Introduction

The aim of this thesis is to discover the cognitive role of Plato’s
metaphors for the gods and the soul, that is, what part they play in
the expression and elucidation of his philosophical theories and
arguments. It is my view that these metaphors are primarily didactic
and persuasive; that they serve ©both to illustrate certain concepts
and ideas and to persuade the reader into accepting them as true.
Contrary to certain modern theories, [ do not believe that metaphors
in any way provide access to real ‘truths’ which are inexpressible in
literal  discourse. However, I do accept that in very particular
circumstances, that is, in the formulation of radically new theories,

metaphors can be used to develop and to express ideas for which no

literal terms already exist. Plato’s tripartite theory of soul
provides one instance of the use of such ‘theory-constitutive’
metaphors.

In this thesis Plato’s use of metaphor will be examined in the
light of various contemporary views of metaphor. Since the enormous
number of metaphors in the dialogues makes a complete survey an
impossible task for a Ph.D. thesis, I have confined my inquiry to the
metaphors used by Plato to speak of the gods and the soul, concepts
which are relatively obscure and around which metaphors proliferate.
If metaphor does have special power in ‘expressing the inexpressible’,
as has been claimed, then it might be reasonable to suppose that this
power would manifest itself in discourse about concepts such as these.

In this chapter 1 will set out the modern debate about the
cognitive role of metaphor. Three ©broad theses will be identified

2



which will serve as a starting point for the inquiry into the
cognitive significance of Plato’s metaphors for the gods and the soul.
It will be impossible to cover all of the current views, because of
the sheer volume of works recently written on me‘caphor,1 but 1 will, 1
hope, be able to show some of the trends of thought in the
contemporary debate.

One question which will not be discussed is whether metaphors are
merely ornamental. This view of metaphor as ornament was once the
standard view within philosophy, but today it does not enter into the
mainstream debate at all. The idea that metaphor was simply an added
ornament to speech was dominant in early thought and criticism,
especially from the I16th to 18th century. Terence Hawkes in his book,
Metaphor, tells of the work of the 16th century critic Peter Ramus,
and the effect of the subsequent Ramist revolution with its pursuit of

clarity in language. As Hawkes says, this revolution led to (p.31):

the notion of metaphor as some kind of special added
‘ornament’ to a language which, if left metaphor-less,
would carry its meanings simply, naturally and more
efficiently.

Hawkes tells how this view of metaphor influenced the Puritan notion

of an acceptable literary style (p.27):

it is hardly surprising that the Puritan mind, anxious to
rid itself of the merely decorative in all spheres should
conceive the notion of a literary ‘style’ which made
little or no use of metaphor at all.

The strength of feeling against metaphor in the 17th century can be
seen, as Hawkes points out (p.3l), by the fact that in 1670 Bishop
Samuel Parker advocated an Act of Parliament forbidding the use of

‘fulsome and luscious’ metaphors. Lakoff and Johnson in their book,



Metaphors We Live By, chart some of the history of metaphor and tell

how (p.190):

with the rise of empirical science as a model for truth,

the suspicion of poetry and rhetoric became dominant

in

Western thought, with the metaphor and other figurative

devices becoming objects of scorn once again.

They show both Hobbes’ and Locke’s disregard of metaphor

and quote

this memorable passage from an essay of Samuel Parker, which, as they

say, wonderfully sums up ‘the empiricist distrust and

metaphor’ (p.191):

fear of

All those Theories in Philosophy which are expressed only
in metaphorical Termes, are not real Truths, but the meer
products  of Imagination, dress’d up (like  Children’s
babies) in a few spangled empty words...Thus their wanton
and luxuriant fancies climbing up into the Bed of Reason,
do not only defile it by unchaste and illegitimate

Embraces, but instead of real conceptions and notices

of

Things, impregnate the mind with nothing but Ayerie and

Subventaneous Phantasmes.

This rationalist or empiricist  hostility towards  metaphor was

dominant for a long period and was only challenged later

by thes

Romantic movement of the 19th century, through the work of writers

such as Wordsworth and Coleridge. Lakoff and Johnson write (p.191):

As science became more powerful via technology and the
Industrial Revolution became a dehumanizing reality,
there occurred a reaction among poets, artists and
occasional philosophers: the development of the Romantic

tradition.

Terence Hawkes outlines the Romantic view of metaphor (p.30):

the Romantics tend to proclaim metaphor’s  ‘organic’
relationship to language as a whole, and to lay stress on
its vital function as an expression of the faculty of the

imagination.

For the Romantics the imagination was a means of achieving ‘higher

truth’ (Lakoff and Johnson, p.192) and they perceived metaphor as

instrumental in this achievement. In spite of the Romantic

4
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however, the traditional view of metaphor as a substitutable ornament

lingered on. But as McFague2 notes:

increasingly, over the last two centuries, that opinion
has been reversed and metaphor has been seen not as a
trope but as the way language and more basically thought
works.

Mark Johnson opens the preface to his book Philosophical Perspectives
on Metaphor (1981) with the remark: ‘We are in the midst of
metaphormania’ and in his introduction comments on the way that
metaphor has become a central concern of philosophers in recent times

(p.3):

In the last decade or so the study of metaphor has
become, for an ever—increasing number of philosophers, a
way of approaching some of the most traditional concerns
of philosophy. Metaphor is no longer confined to the
realm of aesthetics narrowly conceived - it is now coming
to be recognized as central to any adequate account of
language and has been seen by some to play a central role
in epistemology and even metaphysics.

Thus in recent times there has been a marked reversal of opinion
amongst philosophers and critics about metaphor and indeed this
reversal seems on occasion to lead to an exaggerated view of the
importance of metaphor in thought. David Cooper in a review® of Earl

MacCormac’s A Cognitive Theory of Metaphor writes:

MacCormac enthusiastically endorses the fashionable view
that metaphor is of immeasurable importance for better or

worse, in  science, philosophy and culture at large.
Precisely because this view 1is so fashionable - witness
the mushrooming of titles like The Metaphorical Brain,
Physics as Metaphor, or ‘The Rule of Metaphor’ - it

threatens to become as much of a received opinion as the
traditional dismissal of metaphor as mere ornament to
serious thought.

Thus the idea of metaphor as merely ornamental has disappeared and

most critics now assume that metaphor plays an important role in



language and the way we think. Philosophers and critics are now mostly

interested in metaphor as a cognitive tool. Kittay4 says:

. Today, metaphor is experiencing a revitalized interest
within philosophy...Metaphor is plumbed not for its ___
affective and rhetorical efficacy, but for its cognitive
contribution. From our own work-centred perspective, if
metaphor is to be prized, it must do work, and the work
that most interests philosophers is that which is
cognitively meaningful.

The debate today, then, is concerned with what role metaphor can
play in cognition. It is this question that we will now explore.
Although critics manifest a range of opinions on this point, it is
possible to reduce these different views to three basic positions.
First there is what we may call the ‘epistemic’ view; this holds that
metaphor plays a unique role in cognition, as its distinctive
expressive and cognitive capacities provide a special kind of
epistemic access which other forms of discourse cannot provide. Second
there is what [ will call the ‘non-informative’ view - the view that
it is a mistake to see metaphor as a vehicle for carrying information.
The critics who hold this view see metaphor rather as a means of
stimulating certain responses, emotions and lines of thought - a point
which is acknowledged but not given prominence on the epistemic view.
The third view - the ‘illustrative thesis’ ~ also accepts that
metaphor stimulates responses, emotions and lines of thought, but
claims that metaphors can be used as devices for carrying information.
According to the illustrative thesis metaphors can play a didactic
role in illustrating ideas, a persuasive role in recommending ideas
and a heuristic role in developing new lines of inquiry. However, on
this view metaphors are not irreducible or irreplaceable, since other
types of discourse can formulate and express the same ideas in

different ways. Let us now examine the claims of each of these theses.



1.2 The Epistemic Thesis

Black’s view of metaphor is a development of the ‘interaction’ theory
first offered in rudimentary form by 1.A. Richards (1930 and 1936).
Richards identified two subjects in metaphor, which he named ‘tenor’
and ‘vehicle’. The tenor is the ‘principal’b subject while the vehicle
is the subsidiary, external idea introduced by the metaphor. In the
metaphor of the ‘ship of state’ the tenor 1is ‘state’ and the vehicle
the external idea of ‘ship’. The essence of the ‘interaction’ theory
is that the tenor and vehicle of a metaphor affect each other, as the
principal subject is seen in terms of the secondary, and that as a
result of this ‘interaction’ new meaning arises. Black’s development
of this view is to be found in his book Models and Metaphors (1962).

Black’s argument is that interaction allows metaphor to restructure
one concept in terms of another and consequently to create new

meaning. His interactive theory holds that (p.44):

the metaphor selects, emphasises, suppresses and
organises features of the principal subject by implying
statements about it that normally apply to the subsidiary
sub ject.

Black contends that a metaphorical statement is not a substitution for
a formal comparison or any other kind of literal statement (p.37). In
his view metaphors do not simply express the perception of previously
existing similarities between tenor and vehicle, but they actually
create  the  similarity. By creating similarities and resemblances
metaphors provoke new insights which change our conceptual systems.

In a later article, ‘More about Metaphor’ (1979), Black addresses
the question of metaphor’s cognitive role and presents his view that
metaphors generate insight In an ‘irreplaceable’ way (p.21). Having
posed the question (p.34): ‘Why try to see A as metaphorically B, when

7



it literally is not B?’, he answers: ‘because metaphorical thought and
utterance sometimes embody insight expressible in no other fashion’.
In this article Black sets out his central proposition in the

following terms (p.37):

I intend to defend the implausible contention that a
metaphorical statement can sometimes generate new
knowledge and insight by changing relationships between
the things designated (the principal and subsidiary
sub jects).

Black’s claim that the ideas a metaphor can give rise tc constitute
‘new knowledge and insight’ reflects not only an attribution of
special power to metaphor, but also a particular approach to knowledge
and reality. Black believes that metaphors can create similarities,
which once perceived ‘then truly exist’, and thus these similarities

become for him ‘aspects of reality’. He explains this view in the

following way {(p.39-40):

[ still wish to contend that some metaphors enable us to
see aspects of reality that the metaphor’s production
helps to constitute. But that is no longer surprising if
one believes that the world is necessarily a world under
a certain description, - or a world seen from a certain
perspective...Some metaphors can create such a
perspective.

For Black metaphors do not simply give insight into external
reality but rather create perspectives and perceptions which are then
to be understood as new realities. On the question of metaphor’s
cognitive role, we see that for Black metaphor dées provide a special
kind of epistemic access, but it is access to new perspectives and new
realities which the metaphor itself helps to produce. Metaphor for him
is cognitively irreplaceable because it generates knowledge by
creating aspects of reality. However, although Black is happy to talk
about metaphors creating reality, he does not wish to attribute

‘truth® to such reality. Speaking about the notion of metaphorical



truth, a notion much debated by critics, he says (p.41): ‘It is a
violation of philosophical grammar to assign either truth or falsity
to  strong me‘taphors.’5 It is Black’'s view that metaphors are
‘representational’ devices which relate to ‘how things are’ but cannot

be regarded as statements of fact. He explains (p.41):

Such recognition of what might be called the
representational aspect of a strong metaphor can be
accommodated by recalling other familiar devices for
representing ‘how things are’ that cannot be assimilated
to ‘statements of fact’. Charts and maps, graphs and
pictorial diagrams, photographs and ‘realistic’ paintings
and above all, models...In such cases we speak of
correctness and incorrectness without needing to rely
upon those overworked epithets ‘true’ and ‘false’.

Thus Black wishes to keep some sort cof distinction between metaphors
which represent ‘how things are’ and ‘statements of fact’ and prefers
to speak of metaphors as ‘correct’ or ‘incorrect’ rather than ‘true’
or ‘false’. At one point Black 1is explicit about metaphor’s relation
to reality, when he says that metaphors which survive a particular
type of critical examination {p.41), ‘can properly be held to convey,
in indispensable fashion, insight into the systems to which they
refer’, and conéludes (p.41): ‘In this way, they can, and sometimes
do, generate insight about "how things are" in reality’. The view that
the world 1is necessarily seen from a certain perspective and that
metaphors can create perspectives, thereby helping to constitute new
aspects of reality, is developed further in the work of George Lakoff
and Mark Johnson, who reject all standard notions of reality, facts

and truth.

2. Lakoff and Johnson
In their book, Metaphors We Live By, Lakoff and Johnson devote a

chapter to the question of ‘Truth’ {ch.24). First they reject



altogether the notion of objective truth (p.159) and later (p.180 ff.)

establish their own view (p.180):

Since we understand situations and statements in terms of
our conceptual system, truth for us is always relative to
that conceptual system. Likewise, since an understanding
is always partial, we have no access to the ‘whole truth’
or to any definitive account of reality. Understanding
something requires fitting it into a coherent scheme -
thus truth will always depend partly on coherence.

For Lakoff and Johnson, as there is no objective reality, ‘reality’
is that which we have accepted as our conceptual framework and ‘truth’
is simply that information which 1is accepted as fitting in with the
established framework. The nature of metaphorical truth is thus no
longer problematic since, as with the truth of Iliteral statements, the
truth of a metaphor is simply relative to whatever conceptual
framework we have accepted for a particular idea at any given time.
The ‘meaning’ of a metaphor for these critics is equally unproblematic
as it is simply the new understanding arising from the metaphor. Of
course, it may be more difficult on certain occasions to specify what
exactly that new understanding is, but the examples they use, mostly
culled from everyday speech, offer no real interpretive problems and
thus no difficulties arise in their text.

For Lakoff and Johnson metaphors are (p.184): ‘basically devices
for wunderstanding and have little to do with objective reality, if
there is such a thing’ and the most important contribution that
metaphor makes in cognition is in providing new understanding and
insight into our experience. Lakoff and Johnson believe that many of
our experiences (moral, emotional, aesthetic, spiritual etc.) have no
‘clearly delineated  structure’ and that the only  structure the
experiences have is that established by metaphors. This in turn means

that metaphors provide our only understanding of these experiences.
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Like Black, they believe that the way metaphors create structures for
different concepts is by highlighting or masking certain features of
them. To illustrate this process they use the example of a metaphor
for love, ‘Love is a collaborative work of art’ (p.139) and show how
this highlights certain features of love such as mutual responsibility
and shared  experience, whilst masking  other features such as
disturbance and passion, - features which another metaphor such as
‘Love is madness’ would evoke. In their view metaphors such as this
generate new meaning and new understanding of the concept involved,
but they point out that this understanding can only ever be partial
(p.89). Nevertheless, in the case of certain concepts partial
understanding is all that can be achieved and often, as in the case of
certain experiences, metaphor alone can provide structure.

Does this view commit Lakoff and Johnson to the epistemic or
illustrative thesis concerning metaphor’s cognitive role? The answer
lies in their belief that certain concepts derive whatever structure
they have from metaphor alone and that metaphor provides whatever
understanding we have of them. For if whatever understanding ! have of
love is gained only through metaphor, then metaphor has performed a
unique cognitive function that other forms of discourse have been

unable to match. It is true that this understanding can never be

complete, but nevertheless, as metaphor provides a partial
understanding of concepts which have no ‘clearly delineated
structure’, it must still be acknowledged as having a  special

cognitive force over and above other forms of discourse, which have
not provided even this partial insight. Thus, it seems, Lakoff and
Johnson, although they never state it explicitly, would accept the
epistemic  thesis that metaphor plays a unique and irreplaceable
cognitive role.
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It must be stressed at this point that when we examine the views of
critics on different sides of the debate, we must remember that they
are not themselves always pr‘imarily concerned with the particular
question I am dealing with. Thus we cannot expect their views always
to fall neatly into the three categories we are discussing. This, 1
think, is the case with Lakoff and Johnson, whose aim is not to
establish the precise role of metaphor as useful or essential in
different areas of cognition, but to show how a great deal of our
everyday thought 1is metaphorical. Thus, although they never explicitly
state the epistemic thesis, I believe we can attribute this position
to them, as it 1is the consequence of views they express on other
aspects of metaphor’s role in thought. But in such cases as this, it
seems we must accept that the bestn we can achieve is an approximate
fit of widely varying views (from equally varying perspectives) into

our three theses.

3. Boyd
Unlike Lakoff and Johnson, Boyd is explicitly concerned with
metaphor’s role in cognition. His article, ‘Metaphor and

Theory-Change’ (1979) accepts many of Black’s claims about metaphor,
but develops a different version of the epistemic thesis. Boyd accepts
that metaphors can create new perspectives and that they are able to
express ideas which are otherwise inexpressible. He focuses on
metaphor’s role in scientific theory-change and argues that metaphors
can introduce new scientific theories in a wunique way, by expressing
claims for which there are no adequate Iliteral paraphrases. The

special role of metaphor in this context results from its
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open-endedness which allows general claims to be made without the

specific details. Boyd states his view thus (p.357):

There exists an important class of metaphors which play a
role in the development and articulation of theories in
relatively mature sciences. Their function is a sort of
catachresis - that is, they are used to introduce
theoretical terminology  where none  previously  existed.
Nevertheless, they possess several, (though not all) of
the characteristics which Black attributes to interaction
metaphors; in particular, their success does not depend
on their conveying quite specific respects of similarity
or analogy. Indeed, their wusers are typically unable to
precisely specify the relevant respects of similarity or
analogy, and the utility of these metaphors in
theory-change crucially depends upon this open-endedness.

Boyd terms these metaphors ‘theory-constitutive’ and tells how they
are useful for dealing with new theories and ideas. He explains

(p.363):

The reader is invited to explore the similarities and
analogies between features of the primary and secondary
subjects, including features not yet discovered, or not
yet fully understood...(p.364) Indeed the utility of
theory-constitutive metaphors seems to lie largely in the
fact that they provide a way to introduce terminology for
features of the world whose existence seems probable, but
many of whose fundamental properties have yet to be
discovered.

He thus sees such metaphors as a means of (p.372) ‘providing a
tentative and preliminary account of the properties of presumed kinds’
and of ‘disambiguating terms referring to presumed kinds of the same
general sort’, since they refer to kinds whose properties are in some
respects better understood. For Boyd these metaphors are extremely
useful in the setting out and exploration of hypotheses. He believes
that these metaphors are not to be viewed as merely exegetical or

pedagogical but as ‘theory-constitutive’, that is, linguistically and
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cognitively irreplaceable. Boyd cites as examples of such metaphors
those employed ‘in abundance’ (p.361) in cognitive psychology.

Boyd goes further than Black in his ideas on the ‘truth’ of
metaphors. Arguing that metaphors can represent not just hypotheses,

but truths about their subjects, he says (p.401):

If the articulation and refinement of a body of metaphors
all involving the same metaphorical theme proves to be
genuinely fruitful in scientific theory-construction,
then the only epistemologically plausible explanation is
that most of the relevant metaphorical expressions refer,
and that the metaphorical statements in
question...express important truths.

Since Boyd does accept that metaphors are genuinely fruitful in
scientific theory—-construction, he would presumably hold that
metaphorical statements can express ‘important truths’ that cannot be
expressed in other terms. Thus Boyd accepts in regard to certain
scientific metaphors the epistemic thesis that metaphors play a unique

cognitive role.

4. Petrie

Another critic who holds that metaphors have a special role in
cognition is Petrie. In his article ‘Metaphor and Learning’ (1979)
Petrie voices his support for the interactive theory of metaphor and
argues that by means of metaphor one can acquire new knowledge. He

sets out his view thus (p.439):

It can be claimed that the very possibility of learning
something radically new can only be understood by
presupposing the operation of something very much like
metaphor. This is not just the heuristic claim that
metaphors are often useful in learning, but the epistemic
claim that metaphor, or something  like it, renders
intelligible the acquisition of new knowledge.
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He points out that Plato posed the problem of how it is possible to
learn something new (Meno 80e) and then sets out his own solution

(p.440):

It is my thesis that metaphor is one of the central ways
of leaping the epistemological chasm between old
knowledge and radically new knowledge. The result of
changed structures is what I call radically new
knowledge...what 1 shall suggest is...that metaphor can
provide a rational bridge from the known to the radically
unknown, from a given context of understanding to a
changed context of understanding.

We can see from this that for Petrie, as for Black, metaphor is able,
through the process of interaction, to bring about changes in our
conceptual structures - a view which leads him to claim in his
conclusion that metaphors are (p.460): ‘epistemologically necessary in
that they seem to provide a basic way of passing from the well-known

to the unknown’.

5. Kittay
Eva Kittay is another critic who accepts the interactive view of

metaphor and the idea that metaphor changes our conceptual structures.

In her book, Metaphor - its Cognitive Force and Linguistic Structure,
she tells how her own theory of metaphor, which she calls
‘perspectival’, is a development of the interactive approach (p.14).

She links Black’s view with the thesis that metaphor plays a distinct

cognitive role (p.6):

Black put forward the interaction theory of metaphor
which asserted that metaphors have an irreducible meaning
and a distinct cognitive content.

and says (p.13):

Black’s (1962) essay on metaphor has engendered a
literature committed to developing and exploring the
thesis that metaphor has an irreducible cognitive force.
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She explains why she uses the term ‘perspectival’ for her own view

(p.14}):
To call our theory perspectival is to name it for the
function metaphor serves: to provide a perspective from
which to gain an understanding of that which s
metaphorically portrayed. This is a distinctively
cognitive role...the speaker makes use of one
linguistically articulated domain to gain an
understanding of another experiential or conceptual
domain and similarly, it is the means by which a hearer
grasps such an understanding.

For Kittay, as for  Black, this understanding  arises from the

structuring or restructuring that metaphor imposes on given concepts.
This restructuring generates new meanings which f'hen give rise to new
insights and information. Kittay is very careful, however, to describe
the particular kind of new information that metaphor can express.
Whereas other critics argue that metaphors can generate radically new
knowledge, Kittay makes a more modest claim. For she holds that
metaphor works cognitively by ordering and reordering certain
relations, and therefore that metaphor does not introduce radically
new information or knowledge, but simply reorders knowledge or

information that we already have (p.39):

The cognitive force of metaphor comes, not from providing

new information about the world, rather from a
(re)conceptualisation of information that is already
available to us. Information which is not articulated and
conceptualised is of little cognitive importance...

Metaphor is a primary way in which we accommodate and
assimilate information and experience to our conceptual
organisation of the world...In the process of
accommodation and assimilation through metaphor, we gain
a needed epistemic access to the metaphorical referent. -

Kittay elsewhere calls the result of this accommodation and
assimilation a ‘perspectival shift’ (p.30l). For Kittay, as for Black,
metaphorical meaning cannot be paraphrased in literal language because

(p.301) ‘by the reordering of the topic domain, indefinitely many

16



interpretations are made possible’. She believes that the particular

cognitive role of metaphor emerges from these various possible

interpretations (p.301):

To the extent to  which these possible interpretive
explications are useful to the understanding of the
subject of the metaphor and to the extent that there are
explanatory, predictive and prescriptive resonances, the
metaphor is cognitively significant. It receives the
cognitive content through a perspectival move captured in
the reordering of one content domain in accordance with
the relations governing another semantic field. To the
extent that the speaker has no other linguistic resources
to achieve these ends, the  metaphor is  cognitively
irreplaceable.

She is again careful to stress that metaphor does not posit new

information (p.302):

Metaphor achieves its cognitive aims not by positing new
existents, but by forcing a reconceptualisation of what
is already given.

However, she does allow for the possibility of new discoveries in
certain circumstances (p.313):
In the process of the (re)description we may be guided to
discover some new object or phenomenon. In that case,
metaphor serves as a generator of hypotheses.
This view recalls Boyd’s ideas on  ‘theory-constitutive’ metaphors
which are extremely wusefu!l in the setting out and exploration of

hypotheses. However, Kittay qualifies her claim by noting (p. 313):

But we have to know our way around the subject matter to
know which sort of hypotheses generated by a metaphor are
worthy to pursue and which are not.

Her conclusion on this point is that (p.313): ‘the role of metaphor

not to tell us of something new, but of something new about what we

is

already know.” For Kittay metaphor’s special cognitive force comes

from its ability to make us see one thing in terms of another,
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process she calls ‘reconceptualisation’, and it is this that makes

certain metaphors cognitively irreducible (p.313-4):

The shift to a distinct semantic field...provides
epistemic access to the referent not otherwise
available...The detour through a  semantic field that
normally applies to another domain is the distinct
metaphorical move to reconceptualisation. It is such a
reconceptualisation that makes metaphor, when it is
cognitively significant, irreducibly so.

It is Kittay’s view, then, that some metaphors play a unique
cognitive role, providing a special kind of epistemic access which
other forms of discourse cannot provide. However, we must observe that
in her view this is not an access to radically new information, but is
a new perspective about information that we already have.

Having set out the various views which can be classified together
as ‘the epistemic thesis’, we can now turn to the second approach to
metaphor, the ‘non-informative’ view, which rejects the theory of
interaction and the idea that metaphors have a special cognitive
content. On this view metaphors do play a certain cognitive role in
conveying particular kinds of wunderstanding, but this wunderstanding is
not for the most part propositional in character and thus metaphor is
not to be regarded primarily as an information-giving device. Both

Donald Davidson and David Cooper develop this view.

1.3 The Non Informative Thesis

Davidson and Cooper reject the interactive theory and its notion of
special metaphorical meaning. Davidson presents his view on the nature
of metaphorical meaning in his essay, ‘What Metaphors Mean’ (1978). At

the beginning of this essay he states his thesis very clearly (p.245}):

This paper is concerned with what metaphors mean, and its
thesis is that metaphors mean what the words, in their
most literal interpretation, mean, and nothing more.
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Together  with  this rejection of special meaning, Davidson

dismisses the idea that metaphors have a special cognitive content.

writes (p.260):

If a metaphor has a special cognitive content, why should
it be so difficult or impossible to set it out? If... a
metaphor ‘says one thing and means another’, why should
it be that when we try to get explicit about what it
means, the effect is so much weaker..? Why inevitably?
Can’t we, if we are clever enough, come as close as we
please?

His solution to the problem of metaphorical meaning is that (p.261):

We must give up the idea that a metaphor carries a
message, that it has a content or meaning (except, of
course, its literal meaning)

and he concludes (p.263):

Since in most cases what the metaphor prompts or inspires
is not entirely, or even at all, recognition of some
truth or fact, the attempt to give literal expression to
the content of the metaphor is simply misguided.

Thus Davidson’s conclusion is that metaphor 1is not to be seen

primarily a device for relaying information {(p.246):

The concept of metaphor as primarily a vehicle for
conveying ideas, even if wunusual ones, seems to me as
wrong as the parent idea that a metaphor has a special
meaning.

David Cooper in his book, Metaphor, also proposes the view

also

He

as

that

metaphor has no special content or meaning. He accepts Davidson's

account and interprets it thus (p.90):

Since a metaphor conveys no ‘cognitive content’” beyond
what the sentence literally conveys, and since ‘meaning’
should...be restricted to this, then there are no
metaphorical meanings.

Cooper quotes Davidson’s view that, ‘there 1is no Ilimit to what a

metaphor calls to our attention, and much of what we are caused to
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notice is not propositional in character’ (p.107), and says that what

emerged from Davidson’s account was (p.108):

that metaphor etc. is to be taken out of the orbit
occupied by the information-giving devices of language
and brought into, or close to, the one occupied by songs,
poems, myths, allegories, and the like.

To support this view Cooper refers to the opinion of another critic,

Paul Valéry, saying (p.108):

Valéry compared the idea that poetic metaphors should
state how things are - the failure to see that they
reflect a ‘decision to alter the function of language’ -
with the view that dancing is simply an unusual way of
walking.

Cooper regards metaphor as ha\./ing a poetic rather than a scientific or
didactic function and rejects the idea that they have a special
meaning or truth. On the question of metaphorical meaning he says
(p.177):  ‘Any account of metaphor in terms of special metaphorical
meaning, semantic or pragmatic, is mistaken.” He also makes clear

exactly what kind of theory of meaning he is rejecting (p.88):

It is important to be clear about just what we are
rejecting. The point is not that there 1is no possible

sense of ‘mean’ in which it is alright to say ‘The
meaning of that metaphor is...” or ‘By the metaphor the
speaker meant that...”, in which the dots are replaced by

a description of a proposition that a speaker wants his
hearers to take up and which is distinct from the one his
words mean. The wuses of ‘mean’ are too various and
elastic for wus to say that, and they no doubt include
ones in which ‘mean’ 1is roughly equivalent to ‘have in
mind’ or ‘want to evoke’. The point rather, is that the
notions of meaning involved in such statements are very
different from the privileged notion treated of in a
theory of meaning concerned to explain how we understand
one another on the basis of our words.

Cooper is equally opposed to the idea of metaphor as a vehicle for a
special kind of truth - for truths that cannot be conveyed adequately
or perhaps not at all by ordinary terms (pp.216-38). He believes that
this idea goes back to both Aristotle® and the Romantics and that it
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can also be found in the works of contemporary critics such as Roland
Barthes, Philip Wheelwright and Paul Ricoeur (pp.22i-3). He discusses
this view that metaphors have a special mimetic power of presenting
things ‘as they truly are’, and quotes the following claims: that
poetry with its metaphors is ‘the first and last of all knowledge’
(p.199, Wordsworth); that ‘Metaphor is a medium for fuller, riper
knowing’” (p.199, Wheelwright); and that ‘Metaphors enable one to
perceive a world or complex system of connections in an indefinable,
but  marvellously precise way’ (p.219, Valéry). Cooper finds an
inconsistency in the views of such critics as first they insist that
‘mimetic metaphors’ convey truths in a way that literal language
cannot, but then say what metaphors are trying to say in perfectly
literal terms. He elaborates on this point, arguing that there is only

one way in which a case for ‘special’ metaphorical truth could avoid

this paradox (p.238):

The understanding and truth would have, in a certain
sense, to be ineffable. By this [ do not mean that
absolutely nothing could be said about them. [ mean
rather, that the understanding and truth in  question
cannot be of a kind which is propositionally specifiable

in such formulas as ‘It is the understanding that...” or
‘It is the truth that..’”. For, to repeat, understanding
or truth specified in this way would no Ilonger be
‘extra’, no longer be ‘special’... ‘Special’ metaphorical

truth must not only be irreducible to the literal truth
of propositions hinted at by a metaphor but must, so to
speak, have a quite different grammar from the latter.

Cooper believes that only one account allows for such a notion of
special metaphorical truth: the Heideggerian account of truth as the
‘disclosure’ of information which is not propositionally specifiable’
{pp. 251-7). Cooper holds that metaphors can be interpreted in various
ways (pp.240-4) and that their importance lies not in delivering
particular truths or propositions but in inspiring ‘lines of
imaginative thinking’ (p.250). Thus, using Heidegger’s view, he can
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present metaphor as an instrument which ‘may reflect, help to effect
or otherwise participate in disclosing’ (p.255). Cooper maintains that
it is only with this notion of ‘disclosure’ that the idea of ‘special’
metaphorical truth is at all feasible.

For Cooper, then, as for Davidson, metaphors are not to be seen as
information-giving devices, but rather as figures of speech which
prompt imagery, evoke moods and feelings, convey attitudes and

stimulate lines of thought. Thus on his view:

Interesting metaphors should be compared not to
statements, but to paintings. They can do a_ great deal
for us, but not by stating a particular proposition.

Since metaphors are not to be seen as either stating particular
propositions or as conveying any specific information, they are left
with a more emotive than scientific or didactic function. However,
they are not removable ornaments to thought or speech. For they
display particular capacities that are very different from those of
literal  speech, capacities such as eliciting certain responses and
provoking different kinds of thought. Nevertheless, there is a great
difference between this and the function proposed by the epistemic
thesis, namely that of generating new and special knowledge about

reality.

1.4 The Illustrative Thesis

The illustrative thesis has certain points in common with both of the
previous appro'aches to metaphor’s cogntive role but rejects their
central claims. It shares with the epistemic thesis the view that
metaphors provide a means of gaining new understanding and thus
accepts its claims that metaphor is a wuseful pedagogic and heuristic

device. However, the illustrative thesis does not accept that
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metaphors have an irreducible cognitive role in generating insight
which cannot be generated or expressed in literal terms. Those who
hold the illustrative thesis reject the idea that metaphors are
cognitively irreplaceable and maintain that any insight that can be
conveyed by metaphor can be analyzed and translated into literal
terms. In this last respect the illustrative thesis is in accord with
the non-informative view, as Davidson and Cooper also reject the idea
that metaphors can convey ideas which cannot be conveyed by ordinary
or literal terms. The illustrative thesis accepts the claim of the
non-informative view that metaphors evoke moods and feelings, convey
attitudes and stimulate Ilines of thought. However, it does not share
with the non-informative view the rejection of the idea that a
metaphor carries a  message and has content or meaning. The
illustrative thesis holds rather that metaphors can and do state
particular propositions and that metaphors can play important roles in
teaching and in the development of new ideas and theories. But
according to this thesis metaphors cannot generate new knowledge or
truth in any special way. For the illustrative thesis holds that when
metaphors are used in teaching, they pass on information already known
to the teacher, and, when they are wused in the setting out and
exploration of new hypotheses, they must be described as generating,
not knowledge or truth, but ideas and possibilities. In this respect,
then, the illustrative thesis differs from both the epistemic and
non-informative views.

In this review of the modern debate about metaphor my concern is to
identify the different approaches to metaphor. 1 am not, however,
claiming that the critics hold blanket views on metaphor. Often
critics argue that metaphors work in different ways in different
contexts and the claims they make about particular types of metaphors
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are not intended to cover all metaphors in all circumstances. Those
who hold the epistemic view, for example, are not committed to the
proposition that every metaphor generates new knowledge; their claim
is rather that some metaphors are able to achieve this. Consequently
these critics can accept that certain metaphors work in the way
described by the illustrative thesis while still <claiming that others
have a more significant and irreducible cognitive role. This 1is the
case with Boyd and Petrie, who believe that while some metaphors are
irreducible and irreplaceable, others serve a wuseful but not essential

purpose in cognition.

l. Boyd and Petrie

As we have seen, Boyd draws a distinction between metaphors in science
which play a pedagogical role and those which are
‘theory-constitutive’. Although he is clearly more interested in the
latter, he nevertheless recognises that the importance of the role of

pedagogical metaphors must not be underestimated. He says (p.359):

Certain  metaphors, which  might be plausibly  termed
exegetical or pedagogical metaphors, play a role in the
teaching or explication of theories which already admit
of entirely adequate non-metaphorical, or, at any rate,
less metaphorical formulations.

He gives as examples of such exegetical metaphors the term ‘electron
cloud’ and the reference to atoms as ‘miniature solar systems’. He

then comments on the significance of such metaphors (p.359):

The fact that these metaphors, and others like them,
do not convey theoretical insights not otherwise
expressible does not indicate that they play no important
role in theory change. Kuhn’s work has made it clear that
- at least insofar as the actual social practices of
scientists  are concerned - the  establishment of a
fundamentally new theoretical perspective is a matter of
persuasion, recruitment and indoctrination. It cannot be
irrelevant to these enterprises that there is a body of
exegetically, or pedagogically, effective metaphors.
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Thus Boyd believes that some metaphors function as persuasive devices
that play a very significant role in the articulation of theories
which can be expressed in non—fnetaphorical terms.

Like Boyd, Petrie accepts that metaphors can serve two very
different purposes in cognition, first by rendering intelligible the
acquisition of new knowledge (the epistemic thesis) and second by

performing a useful role in learning. He says (p.439):

it can be argued that metaphor enables one to transfer
learning and understanding from what is well-known to
what is less well-known in a vivid and memorable way,
thus enhancing learning.

Petrie, therefore, claims that metaphors are wuseful in learning and

that they are epistemologically necessary (p.446):

the educational functions 1 am proposing for metaphor are
that it does, indeed, make learning more memorable and
that it does, indeed, help one move from the more
familiar to the less familiar. But I am also claiming
that metaphor is what enables one to pass from the more
familiar to the unfamiliar in the sense that it provides
one mechanism for changing our modes of representing the
world in thought and language.

Let us now turn to the views of other critics who support the
illustrative thesis, as accepted by Boyd and Petrie, but reject the

epistemic view.

2. Pylyshyn and Green

In the article, ‘Metaphorical Imprecision and the "Top-Down" Research
Strategy’ (1979) Pylyshyn rejects the epistemic view of metaphor as
providing a special cognitive access. He criticises Boyd's view thus

(p.425):

By this account metaphors are not qualitatively different
from other general terms in science. They are all seen as
having real underlying referents and serving as stages in
the ongoing process of providing epistemic access.
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This view does not satisfy Pylyshyn, for he believes it fails to make

a necessary distinction between different scientific aims (p.426):

One must distinguish between the general programmatic
enterprise of trying to illuminate a new phenomenon and
the much more demanding goal of establishing the validity
of an explanatory theoretical principle... What all this
suggests to me is that while metaphors may be interesting
and  insightful in certain contexts and relative to
certain goals, there are other contexts in which they are
quite powerless to settle an issue.

Pylyshyn believes that the wuse of metaphors in certain scientific

contexts can be unproductive and misleading (p.431):

any metaphor which leaves one feeling that a phenomenon
has been ‘explained’ even though only a superficial level
of functional reduction or process explanation has been
offered, is, to my mind...unproductive. ...It is, in my
view, particularly serious in those cases where the
metaphor makes prediction possible without affording
explanation.

He cites as examples metaphors in psychology and psychophysics, in
particular the ‘mind’s eye’ metaphor and the notion that we judge
different shapes by ‘mentally rotating them’. He believes that: ‘the
cognitive  satisfaction such accounts provide rests simply on  the

"comfortable metaphor™ and concludes (p.432):

That the accounts involve metaphor is, as Boyd has
emphasised in his chapter, not a sign of ultimate
deficiency. But that the accounts come to rest on it,
because of its subjective comfort, is to my mind a more
serious problem.

He says that the difference between those who accept such metaphors
and those who do not lies in: ‘differing views concerning what, in
principle, would constitute an ideal complete explanation.” At the end
of his article Pylyshyn sets out in what way it is permissible to use

metaphors in science (p.436):

Being committed to the view that we are literally
describing mental activity, we take on the responsibility
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of giving an explanation by functional reduction - an
explanation which does not itself terminate with an
appeal to metaphor, empirical generalizations, stipulated
properties of different media...and the like, except as
these are clearly marked to be explanatory debts to be
repaid at a later time and in a particular manner (that
is, as further explicated computations).

Thus we can see that Pylyshyn believes that metaphors are useful in
the development of certain theories as they work as ‘explanatory
debts’, that is, stating views that are not yet fully worked out but
which are expected to be so in the future. On this view, then,
metaphors are useful for the expression and development of certain
ideas, but they are not able to explain or prove them.

Thomas Green is another critic who rejects the epistemic thesis for

metaphor’s cognitive role. In his article, ‘Learning without Metaphor’
(1979) he  specifically argues against Petrie’s view. He  rejects
Petrie’s claim that metaphor is ‘epistemologically necessary’ (p.462),

but accepts his view that metaphor performs a useful function in

education (p.466):

Petrie early in his paper, reminds us of a view that we
are all familiar with. Tt 1is the view that the function
of metaphor in education 1is to make memorable, in a
compact expression, what we have learned through literal,
but more extended language. This is the view that
metaphor is a mnemonic or heuristic device. And surely,
that is sometimes true.

He still denies, however, that metaphors are necessary in cognition
and tells how Petrie’'s account has shown what is necessary for making

students think, but that (p.472):

What he has not described is any epistemological
necessity for metaphor. Rather he has been able to help
us see how metaphor might be useful sometimes in that
essential step of learning that [ have described as
‘exercising imagination’.




In opposition to Petrie, it is Green’s view that (p.472-3):

Learning something radically new is quite understandable
- as understandable as it can be - without the
introduction of metaphor at all. Metaphors are nice;
sometimes they are needed; oftentimes they are useful;
but epistemologically necessary they are not.

So for Green metaphor is useful in learning as it makes memorable what
we have already learned by means of literal language. It is memorable,
he ©believes, because of both its vividness and compactness, that is,
its ability to express a great deal of information in a short space.
Green also makes a further point that metaphors may be indispensable

in one particular area of thought (p.473):

If there is any setting in which metaphors come closest
to being absolutely indispensable, it would be, I
believe, in those settings where they are used by
religious teachers. But that is another topic entirely.

This topic will be explored in Chapter 3 when the role of metaphor in

theological discourse will be examined.

1.5 Conclusions

Under the three headings of ‘epistemic’, ‘non—informative’ and
‘illustrative’ theses, [ have dealt with various views of the
cognitive role of metaphor. It has been shown that according to the
epistemic thesis, metaphors:

i) can create, through the process of interaction, new meanings which
then constitute new realities;

ii) can effect changes in our conceptual structure;

iii) are able to express partially what cannot be expressed totally
(Lakoff and Johnson);

iv)] are able to express what has not previously been ‘encoded’ or

‘digitalised’ (Kittay) and what is otherwise inexpressible (Black);
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v) are the means by which we can acquire new insight and understanding
of our experience (Lakoff and Johnson), and in some cases, radically
new knowledge (Petrie);
and therefore,
vi) have a distinct and irreducible cognitive force which provides a
special kind of epistemic access not provided by other forms of
discourse.
In  opposition to this we have seen that the non-informative view
rejects the claim that metaphors can create new meanings through the
process of interaction and argues that, although metaphors perform
certain cognitive functions such as stimulating lines of inquiry and
evoking certain responses, it is not the primary role of metaphor to
convey information. Finally, the claims of the illustrative  thesis
were set out, that metaphors:
i) provide vivid and memorable ways of saying things that can be said
in other ways;
ii) are persuasive;
iii) are useful in the development of hypotheses, providing
preliminary and tentative accounts of things which are presumed to
exist;
and therefore,
iv) are wuseful in cognition, but provide no new knowledge over and
above that which can be expressed and conveyed in literal terms.

These views will serve as a wuseful starting point for our inquiry,
as they establish the parameters of the contemporary debate and

provide a framework within which we can locate Plato’s
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metaphors. Before going on to examine Plato’s use of metaphor (Parts
I and 1HI), it will be helpful to discover whether Plato himself
gives any indication of his own attitudes to and expectations of
metaphor. The next chapter will therefore seek a ‘Platonic account’ of

metaphor.
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"An extensive bibliography of works on metaphor is given in Appendix L
This contains details of all discussions referred to in this chapter.

*McFague (1983), 37.
*Mind and Language Vol. | (No.3) (1986), p.275.
*Kittay (1987), 2.

A strong metaphor for Black is one that is ‘both markedly emphatic
and resonant.” (p.26).

6, . . . . .
Aristotle’s views on metaphor will be examined in Chapter 2.

7Quotation from lectures on metaphor given by Prof. Cooper at Durham
University.
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Chapter 2

ARISTOTLE AND PLATO

2.1 Introduction
To establish Plato’s own views of his metaphors and images is not a
straightforward task, as Plato offers no account of metaphor. In fact,
the rhetorical term peTagopd makes no appearance at all in the
dialogues. However, although this word is not wused and although
metaphor per se is not discussed, we can discover in the dialogues
certain remarks which shed light on Plato’s attitude to ‘imagery’.

Since Plato does not discuss, or indeed identify, metaphor, and
since his views on figurative language are likely to be very different
from those of modern critics, I think it will be useful to establish
the position of another Greek philosopher who did offer an account of
metaphor. Although peTagopd first appears as a rhetorical term in
Isocr‘ates,1 Aristotle was the first critic to analyse the nature and
expressive power of metaphor. As Aristotle’s account was accepted as
the standard view of metaphor for many centuries, and as critics today
still have a high regard for the insights he offered into metaphor’s
role in discourse, Aristotle’s views can serve as a bridge between the
moderh ideas we have considered in Chapter 1 and the ideas of Plato.
Although  Aristotle’s outlook and approach to philosophy was very
different from Plato’s, nevertheless, an appreciation of his views
will give us some understanding of ancient attitudes to imagery and
metaphor, which will provide a very useful background to our

discussion of Plato.
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2.2 Aristotle on the Cognitive Role of Metaphor

The following discussion is not intended to offer a full account of
Aristotle’s views on metaphor,2 but aims to set out his general
opinion regarding metaphor’s cognitive role. Aristotle identifies
metaphor as ‘the transference of a name that belongs to something
else’ and tells how this can be of four different kinds (Poetics 1457b

7

ueTaqbopa 56 €UTLV ovouaTog al/\OTpLou emzpopa n ano TOoU
yevoug e L ecéog 77 aﬂo TOU €L5OUQ ent TO yevoS 77 &4mo Tob
€L50U§ ent eLéog n Kata TO avakoyov.

Metaphor consists in giving the thing a name that belongs
to something else; the transference being either from
genus to species, or from species to genus, or from
species to  species, or on grounds of  analogy.

(tr. Bywater)

Aristotle goes on to classify metaphor among types of speech which
deviate from the ordinary thus conferring a certain ‘excellence of

diction’ (Poetics 1458 al8):

Aegewg Se apeTn cagn Kal un TaneLvnv ELVQL oa¢607a7n uev
odv €oTLy ﬁ eK  TOV KUprV ovouaTwV aAAa TaneLvn
Trapaéel,ypa Se n KleogwvTog ﬂouyocg KaL T/ S0evéov. oeum\y
5¢ r(aL €§alAaTTouoa ’r(\) {SLwTLKOV 77 TOCG §€v I(OLg
r(e)(pnuam gew_t(ov Se Aeyw }’/\wTTO.V Kat ue'rmpopav Kat
ETEKTACLY KAl TAY TO Wapa TO KUpLOV

The excellence of diction is for it to be at once clear
and not mean. The clearest indeed is that made up of the
ordinary words for things, but it is mean, as is shown by
the poetry of Cleophon and Sthenelus. On the other hand
the diction becomes distinguished and non-prosaic by the
use of unfamiliar terms, 1i.e. strange words, metaphors,
lengthened forms, and everything that deviates from the
ordinary modes of speech. (tr. Bywater)

This same view is also to be found a few lines later at 1458a 31 and
in the Rhetoric at 1404b 5. Thus Aristotle lists metaphor as one among
other devices for adorning language, a view which had also been

expressed earlier by Isocrates (Evagoras 9-10):

-~ \ \ - \ / 14 \ \
Totg pev vyap moinTalg mollot JSe€dovTat KoopotL: Kat yap

4 \ \ ~ / e/ k] ~
minotalovTag Toug Beoug TOlg avbpwmotg olov T alTolg
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motnoaL Kal cSLaAeyouévoug Kal ovvayww(ouevoug olg av
Bov/\newotv Kai nepi ToUTWY én,\woaL un uovov TOLQ
're"rayuevmg ovoyaou/ &/\Ac\l Ta uev §ev0Lg, Ta b€ KaLvotg,
Ta 5¢ LeTapopals, KGLL unéev ToparLTELY, dAla maoLy Tolg
elSecty SramoikTiat Tnv 'notnow

For to the poets is granted the use of many
embellishments of language, since they can represent the
gods as associating with men, conversing with and aiding
in battle whomsoever they please and they can treat of
those subjects not only in conventional expressions, but
in words now exotic, now newly coined and now in figures
of speech [metaphors], neglecting none, but using every
kind with which to embroider their poesy. (tr. van Hook)

Although Isocrates was writing before Aristotle, modern critics for
the most part ignore his contribution and regard Aristotle as the
originator of the idea that metaphor is the substitution of a
decorative word or phrase for an ordinary, prosaic one.’ It may be
more correct to say that Aristotle shared the standard view of his
time that metaphor was an ornamental or decorative device. However,
what is more important for our study is that this is not Aristotle’s
only view of metaphor. For he also acknowledges more cognitively
significant features of metaphor: first, he observes metaphor’s
ability to name things which have no special name of their own; and
second, he says that metaphor can lead us to new insights.

On the matter of naming things, Aristotle in the Poetics explains

metaphor by analogy and says at 1457b 25:

éVL'OLg 51 ovrc ’éoﬂv Zﬁvoua kelpevor ToV avdioyov, 4il’
ovéev 777701/ ououug kexenogTaL ofov TO 'rc\w pcapnc\)v u%v
CL¢L€V(1L oneLpeLV TO 5 Tnv ¢Aoya &nl Tod nALou avwvuuov
alk ouow)g GXGL TOU’TO pog TOV N Lov KCLL TO onel,pecv
'rrpog TOV r(apnov 510 ec,p'rrrat, OTIEL/pwV feoxTloTav ¢Aoya

It may be that some of the terms thus related have no
special name of . their own, but for all that they will be
described in just the same way. Thus to cast forth
seed-corn is called ‘sowing’; but to cast forth its
flame, as said of the sun, has no special name. This
nameless act, however, stands in just the same relation
to its object, sunlight, as sowing to the seed-corn.
Hence the expression in the poet, ‘sowing around a
god-created flame’. (tr. Bywater)
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This passage has been regarded as significant by a number of critics
who argue that Aristotle viewed metaphor as more than an ornamental

device.’ 1 agree with Soskice that (p.9):

here...Aristotle shows his sensitivity towards the
capacity of metaphor to name the unnamed, that is, to
fill what linguists now call lexical gaps;

but I am not convinced, as she seems to be (p.9), that this particular
passage supports the view that Aristotle saw metaphor as a means to
extend understanding. This idea is voiced more explicitly by Eva
Kvittay. Speaking of the passage at Poetics 1457b and the idea of the

sun ‘sowing’ its flame, she says {(pp. 2-3):

This act is nameless because it was not conceived as an
act until the perception was so formulated by the
metaphor. The metaphor was itself instrumental in having
identified a something to be named. The metaphor thereby
provides us with a way of learning something new about
the world, or about how the world may be perceived and
understood.

It seems, however, that Kittay has misunderstood this passage, for
Aristotle is not claiming that the metaphor of the sun ‘sowing’ its
flame has identified something new or has provided us with a way of
learning something new. The idea of the sun sending out its rays can
be expressed in a number of ways and it would be absurd for Aristotle
to suggest that ‘sowing the flame’ expresses or draws attention to an
act which had hitherto not been conceived as an act at all. The Greeks
spoke often of the sun casting its light5 and it was obviously an idea
quite familiar to them. Aristotle’s point is not that no-one has
previously conceived of the act but simply that there is no special
term in Greek for it. The metaphor is thus providing a name for

something which has no special name of its own.
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I do not think it is appropriate to talk of this metaphor providing
us with a way of learning something new about the world. But [ do
think that Aristotle’s point about metaphor’s capacity of providing
new names is an important one. For he recognises that we understand
metaphors through a process of analogical reasoning and that this
allows new terms to be assigned and comprehended in a logical way.
This is a significant pbservation and, although the poetical context
is obviously very different from that of theory-construction, this can
still be seen as an ancient precursor of Boyd’s view (see 1.2 (3))
that metaphors can be used to ‘introduce theoretical terminology where
none previously existed’.

That Aristotle saw metaphor as more than an ornamental device Iis
also shown by a passage in the Rhetoric. In Book I[II chapter 10
Aristotle speaks of metaphor in the context of ‘lively and taking
sayings’ (7a a&oteta). He regards metaphor as very useful in oratory as
it is able to convey information in a striking way, which serves to
impress the audience and thus to make new ideas more acceptable.b The
opening chapter of this section presents the view of metaphors as
lively sayings and tells how they are useful in conveying new insight

(1410bl1):

ap)m 5 eon) npu/ aian TO yap paveavetv paéuug néu
¢UG€L nacLY €UTL TQ 6e 5voua7a OnpaLVEL T, one boa TV
or/ouava TTOLGL nuty uaenouz T]5LOTCL at usv ooV ykwTTaL
ava‘reg, Ta Se Kﬁpl_a L/GMGV n 5¢ ue'racpopa ToLel TOUTO
ualLoTa oTav yap eLnn TO ynpag Kakaunv enocnoev uaGUOLV
Kat YVaoLy 5ta ToD yevovg au¢w yap anannKéTa

We will begin by remarking that we all naturally find it
agreeable to get hold of new ideas easily: words express
ideas, and therefore those words are most agreeable that
enable us to get hold of new ideas. Now strange words
simply puzzle us; ordinary words convey only what we know
already; it is from metaphor that we can best get hold of
something fresh. When the poet calls old age ‘a withered
stalk’, he conveys a new idea, a new fact, to us by means
of the general notion of ‘lost bloom’, which is common to
both things. (tr. Rhys Roberts)
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This is an important passage as it shows that Aristotle considers
metaphor a means by which we can grasp new ideas. Using the example of
Homer’s' metaphor of old age as a withered stalk, Aristotle tells how
the poet conveys ‘udénowy «kal yv@ouy' through the ‘general notion’
(yévoug) of lost bloom. By offering us a new perspective on old age
the poet generates new knowledge. Does this mean that Aristotle can be
said to hold the epistemic view that metaphor conveys new knowledge
about reality? At first sight it seems that it does and this is the
reaction of Paul Ricoeur who comments (1978, p.26): ‘This apprehension
of the genus by means of resemblance makes metaphor  truly
instructive’. However, although it is true that Aristotle here
acknowledges metaphor’s capacity for  conveying  new insight and
although this is an important cognitive role, we must be careful to
keep this comment in perspective. First the context of the remark must
be borne in mind. The statement on metaphor comes not as part of a
treatise on how new knowledge can be gained, but as part of a work on
rhetoric, which is concerned with the presentation of ideas. Here
Aristotle is considering how the orator can most effectively convey
new ideas to his audience. He makes no mention of whether metaphor is
the only way that this udénotv kal yvdoir can be communicated, but
says simply that for rhetorical purposes metaphor is the best way of
conveying new ideas.

However, even with these qualifications, Aristotle’s comment is a
striking one and we might feel some  justification in  accepting
Kittay’s conclusion (p.3) that Aristotle ‘saw in metaphor a conceptual
tool of much power’. But does this view hold only for metaphors in
rhetorical contexts? Modern critics of metaphor have, for the most

part, confined themselves to Aristotle’s comments in the Poetics and
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Rhetoric, but comments from other works are also extremely important
in establishing a more complete picture of Aristotle’s views on
metaphor. G.E.R. Lloyd in his excellent treatment of analogy in
Aristotle (Polarity and Analogy, pp. 360-420) quotes passages from
various works which reveal a quite different attitude to metaphor.

In the Meteorology Aristotle considers the saltness of the sea.
After rejecting the idea that it is an admixture of earth that makes

the sea salt, he says (357a 25}

Ououog 5¢ )’E/\OLOV KaV el TLG €LTT(1)V L8pdTa TNS ¥NS ELVQL
Tnv fdraTTav OLeTaL Tt oaq}eg eLane'vaL Kaeanep
EuneGOK\ng npog WOLUOLV uev yap ovag ELFwV {owg
el’pn&ev LKavwg (77 yap ue"raqbopc\l ToLNTLKOV), TPOS S5¢ TO
yvavat Tnv pUoLY obY LKavidS.

It is equally absurd for anyone to think, like
Empedocles, that he has made an intelligible statement
when he says that sea is the sweat of earth. Such a
statement is perhaps satisfactory in  poetry, for a
metaphor is a poetic device, but it does not advance our
knowledge of nature.(tr. Lee)

In the same vein is a criticism of Plato’s metaphors for the forms
which is to be found in two passages in the Metaphysics A9 99la 22 and

MS 1079b 25. The same sentence appears in both places:

TO &€ /\é‘/eLV napaée[yua’ra abTa elvat Kat ueTéXELV avToy
TAAAQ KEVOALOYELY eorl Kkal ueTa¢op&§ Xéyetv WOLnTLKdg.

To say that the Forms are patterns and that other things
participate in them is to use empty phrases and poetical
metaphors. (tr. Tredennick)

Lloyd observes  Aristotle’s disregard for metaphor and comments

(p.403):

In reviewing earlier theories. on various problems, as he
so often does before proposing his own doctrines,
Aristotle is quick to draw attention to, and to
criticise, the use of an image or analogy.
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Lloyd also discusses the passages where Aristotle considers imagery

and analogy in general and says on these (p.404-5):

first we may note that he condemns the use of metaphor in
reasoning and particularly in giving definitions. At APo.
97b 37f. he says el be u\ 5Laléy609aL Setl peTagopaly,
Shrov 87 ovd’ bpllevBar olTe petagopals olTe doa AéyeTat
ue"radbopafg,s and in the Topics (139b 32ff.) he again
criticises definitions which contain metaphors, giving as
one example the definition of earth as a ‘nurse’ (cf.
Plato, Ti. 40b) and concluding that ‘every metaphorical
expression is obscure’.

It appears from these passages in the Meteorology, Metaphysics,
Posterior Analytics and Topics that Aristotle would support the
empiricist view that metaphors are merely poetic devices which have no
place in scientific inquiry or in philosophical argument, and indeed

this is the view that Lloyd attributes to him (p.405):

It is true that elsewhere when he discusses style he
approves of certain types of metaphor, especiaily those
which express proportion , and at Top. 140a 6ff. we find
him contrasting metaphor with what 1is (even) worse than
metaphor, namely expressions that are quite unclear, and
pointing out that ‘in some sense metaphor does make its
meaning clear, because of the similarity [on which it is
based]’. But it is obvious that Aristotle’s approval of
metaphor is confined to its use as an ornament of style,
while he condemns its use in reasoning altogether.

If we accept Lloyd’s assessment, we must conclude that Aristotle saw
metaphor as serving merely a poetic function and thus as having no
significant cognitive role. This has been firmly rejected by Ricoeur,
Kittay and Soskice, and although T do not accept their views which
would commit Aristotle to a far more developed view of metaphor than 1
think he held, nevertheless I believe these critics are right to argue
that Axfistgtle did not see metaphor simply as an ornament. The passage
which most clearly supports this argument 1is Rhetoric 1410b 13-15,
which states that metaphor conveys ud6noty kal yv@otv. | cannot accept

that this statement is a comment merely on style and so I must reject
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Lloyd’s conclusion on  Aristotle’s position. [t seems to me that
Aristotle in the Rhetoric is not only concerned with style, but also
with the best method of conveying new information, and he acknowledges
that metaphor, especially proportional metaphor, is very effective in
helping people to grasp new ideas. There 1is indeed a great difference
between Aristotle’s attitude to metaphor in poetic and dialectical
contexts, but this does not mean that he believes metaphors are only
ornamental. It is true that he expresses the view that when metaphors
are used in dialectical context they are a cause of obscurity and thus
constitute a weakness in the argument, and it is true that he condemns
the wuse of metaphor in reasoning and in giving definitions, but this
does not prevent him from believing that metaphors in other contexts
can be instructive and does not cancel out his view that a metaphor
can make something known. In view of these two different attitudes
Burrell’s comment (Analogy and Philosophical Language, p. 71) that
Aristotle’s views on metaphor are ‘distinctly ambivalent’ would seem
to be correct. Summing up Aristotle’s views we can say that he
believed that metaphors:

i) can lead to the perception of resemblances through analogical
relations and so can be useful in learning;

ii} can name things which have no name;

iii) have a liveliness of expression which gives them a certain
persuasive power;

but

iv) are a vcause of obscurity in dialectical argument and in giving
definitions, where clarity is essential;

and

v) do not on their own advance our scientific knowledge.
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It seems, then, that Aristotle does not develop in a scientific or
dialectical context his view that metaphors can convey new insight.
However, although he condemns the use of metaphors in reasoning, he
still uses them extensively in his own theories as preliminary
hypotheses, as Lloyd shows. Lloyd sets out an impressive array of
Aristotle’s various arguments by analogy (pp. 362-377) and observes

(p.377):

Aristotle wuses comparison to elucidate obscure phenomena,
whether to infer facts or to suggest or to support
explanations of causes.

His conclusion is that  Aristotle’s discussion of comparison and

analogy is incomplete (p.414):

for while he analyses it successfully from the point of
view of demonstration, he devotes far less attention in
the Organon, to the heuristic function of analogy and to
the question of its role in scientific method as a source
of preliminary hypotheses, although in practice analogies
figure prominently in this role in both Aristotle himself
and throughout early Greek natural science.

It seems, then, that there is a discrepancy between Aristotle’s theory
and practice with respect to metaphor, comparison and analogy.

Our assessment of Aristotle has shown that although he believes
that metaphors can be useful in learning and in conveying new insight,
he still sees them as a cause of obscurity in argument and in giving
definitions, and as insufficient on their own to provide new knowledge
of the world. Let us now turn to Plato to see whether he shares with

Aristotle this ambivalent view of metaphor’s cognitive role.

2.3 Platonic Views on ‘images’
Since Plato does not wuse the rhetorical term ‘ue*ra(bopd’,u can it

seriously be claimed that he had a particular view of metaphor’s
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cognitive role? Strictly it cannot, for since the term does not
appear, it seems that Plato had not distinguished metaphors from other
images or types of comparison. Thus Plato can hardly be said to hold a
particular view about a figure of speech he was not aware of. However,
I do not believe that this has to be the final word on Plato’s
attitude to what we know as metaphor. For Plato uses terms which refer
directly to what would now be classed as metaphors, and certain
comments can be found in the dialogues which reflect a particular
opinion about the role of these figures in discourse. The noun ‘elkwv’
[image] and the related verbs ‘amecxdlw’ [express by a comparison;
liken, compare with] and ‘eilxd{w’ I[represent by an image or likeness,
portray; liken, compare; describe by a comparison] are general terms
for comparisons and illustrations. However, [ believe that they also
refer to metaphors and my first task in this section will be to prove

this.

Eikwv referring to metaphor

In Ancient Rhetorical Theories of Simile and Comparison Marsh H.
McCall has examined the use of ‘elkév’ in ancient texts and this
discussion will serve as a starting point for our study. McCall is
primarily interested in simile and his aim is to show that ‘elxwv’ in
Plato refers to simile as well as to other rhetorical comparisons.
McCall tells how (p.12) more than sixty passages containing ‘elxkdv’
are listed in Ast and that ‘over twenty are in rhetorical contexts.’'?
However, as McCall observes, only a small number of these refer to
similes (p.12): ‘Of these only three may be said certainly and a

fourth possibly to refer narrowly to simile’. The three occurrences

where elkdv certainly refers to simile are at Meno 80a4-7, Phaedo 87b
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and Symposium 215a, and the possible reference is at Politicus 309b. 9
I agree with McCall's point that elkov refers to simile in these
passages and | accept his conclusion on the use of the term in Plato

{(p.17):

The total impression of Plato’s concept of elkwv is
hardly in doubt. Of the four instances in which the term
refers at least in part to simile, all but one (the
Symposium passage) allow in fact considerable latitude of
meaning. More than a dozen other instances show elkwy in

an unambi Hous sense of ‘illustration’ ‘image’ or
‘comparison’. This is certainly Plato’s understanding of
the term.

I agree with McCall that the most common rhetorical usage of elkwv is
in the general sense of ‘illustration’, ‘image’, ‘comparison’, but |
also believe that just as the term can be shown to refer to simile, so
it can be shown to refer to what we would call metaphor. Thus I do not
accept the view that McCall expresses early in his book when

commenting on a passage in the Phaedrus (p.5):

Nothing in the context narrows EzKOVO/\O)/L/CL to any
specific form of likeness, let alone equates it with
metaphor (uenupop&) for which the simple term elkov is
never a Ssynonym.

His point about elkovoloy{a may be true, but although in the strict
sense it is true that elxdv is not used as a synonym for peTagopd in
Plato, as the word does not occur in the dialogues and as Plato was
not familiar with it as a rhetorical term, nevertheless elkar does
refer to what now would be called a metaphor, a point which McCall
overlooks. There are two occurrences of elxkwv which McCall classes as
references to general comparisons but which in fact refer to
metaphors. The first of these is at Meno 72a and the second at

Republic 531b2-4."°
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1. Meno 72a

Socrates has asked Meno to explain his idea of virtue and Meno replies
by saying that there are different virtues for men, women, children,
old men, free men and slaves. Socrates then rather wryly comments

(72a6):

Moy ye TVt ev'ruxLa eouca KEXpT]OQCLL, @ Ms’vwv eL uL/aV
{nTv apeTnV aunvog TL avnupnxa dpeTdV Mapa ool KeLuevov
I seem to be enjoying a great piece of good luck, Meno,
if, when 1 was looking for a single excellence, 1 have
found a swarm of excellences in your possession. ({tr.
Sharples)

So we find the phrase oufiroc apetddv (swarm of excellences), with
oufjvog being the term for a swarm of bees. Thus we find a comparison
in the grammatical form that we would refer to as a metaphor, that is,
a tenor (virtue) and vehicle (swarm of bees) brought together with no
explicit words of comparison. Socrates then comments on his own turn

of phrase (72a8):

&po, ® Mévov, kata TaLS'TT)V 77\71/ elkova 77\71/ 'nepi Ta ounmy,
el pou Epouévou uel[TTng epl ovolag &1e motr’ éorlv,

But, Meno, to follow this image of ‘swarms’: if 1 asked
you what constitutes being a bee,... (tr. Sharples)

If there was any doubt before, this passage confirms that the notion
of bees was indeed present in oufvogc and that the application of this
term to virtues constitutes what we would call a metaphor. While
Sharples translates eixdva as ‘image’, which is strictly correct,
Guthrie in his translation recognises that eikwv here refers to a
metaphor: ‘But seriously, to carry on this metaphor of the swarm...’.
McCall, I believe, is wrong to class this occurence of elkwvy as a
reference to an illustration or image, since although metaphor clearly
is part of their family group, nevertheless it is a separate term with

its own distinguishing features which can be readily recognised in
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this passage. The feature that distinguishes metaphor from other
linguistic devices and other forms of comparison is, what has in
recent times been called, its ‘energy tension’ or its ‘semantic
clash’.'® This ‘tension’ or ‘clash’ is what alerts us to the fact that
the words in this formation are not to be taken literally and it is
the result of the bringing together of two terms from separate domains
of reference. As we find this ‘clash’ in oufivog apeTdv, the term

/ . .
elkova is being used to refer to a metaphor.

2. Republic 531b
The occurrence of elkév in this passage is also judged by McCall to be
a reference to a general illustration or comparison. Again 1 believe

the term refers to a metaphor. McCall comments on this passage (p.16):

In Book VII in the discussion of the study of harmony,
Glaucon outlines the absurdities of those who approach
harmony purely empirically. Socrates begins his answer,
"You, said I, are speaking of the worthies (Tobg
Xp'r)OTOl\)g‘) who vex and torture the strings and rack them
on the pegs." (53l1b 2-4); he then continues:

{va &€ un pakporépa T elkwy ylyveTai TATKTpw Te TATYGY
ylyvouévoy kal KCLT')’])/OPL,O.Q mépt  Kal e€apyvrioews  Kal
dralovelag yopdav, mavouat ThHS elkdévog kal ol ¢mut
TOUTOUS /\éyeuz. (531b4-7)

but - not to draw out the comparison with strokes of the
plectrum and the musician’'s complaints of too responsive
and too reluctant strings - I drop the figure, and tell

you that I do not mean these people.

Here elxwv refers to the torture imagery that has been
applied to the approach of the ‘worthies’ to harmony, and
Socrates refuses to continue the strained and
unattractive figure.

In a footnote ({p.16) McCall says that Jowett translates eikdv here
‘carelessly’ with ‘metaphor’. It is my view that this is not a
careless but a reasonable translation (although, of  course, Plato

himself did not use the term ‘metaphor’), since eikwv refers to the
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figure that we know as ‘metaphor’. The Greek in the first part of the

passage is:

SU pev, nw 8 éya, TObQ\XpﬂOTObS Aéyetls Toug Tals yopdale
/ L) - /
mpayuaTa nape'xov*rag kat Bacavilovrag, ML TRV KOIAITWY

oTpeBrolvTag.

The phrase Tale yopSalse mpdyuata mapéyovtag (causing trouble to the
strings) is a metaphor, as it speaks of the strings as if they were
people. The  metaphor is then  developed by Bacavilovrtag and
oTpeBrotrTag. It is possible to take these words literally in this
context as they can mean ‘testing’ and ‘tightening’, but both terms
carry very strong secondary senses of ‘torturing’ and ‘stretching on
the rack’, and it is <clear that these senses are activated, as
npdyuata napéyortag has already established the relationship of
persecutor and victim. As there is a ‘semantic clash® in the phrase
ToU¢ Tale yopdals mpdypata mnapéyovtag, and as there are no explicit
terms of comparison, I believe that we should understand eikwv here as
a reference to a metaphor rather than to a general illustration or
comparison, as McCall suggests.

In the next section I will deal with the verb d&metkdlw, which,
although it is closely related to eixdv is not discussed by McCall. In
the same way as elxkav, ameikdlw is used to refer to both general and
specific types of comparison and 1 hope to show how the verb is used

on two occasions in the dialogues to refer to metaphor.

*Ametkdlw referring to metaphor

1. Philebus 5%e.
In this passage Socrates and Protarchus are discussing how the best

kind of life will be one that contains a measure of both wisdom and
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pleasure. As their discussion develops wisdom and pleasure come to be

seen as the materials out of which the best life will be constructed:

Efev TO uev 61) ¢povnoewg Te Kkal néovng TrepL npog TT]V
a)tlr(lwv ueLELv el TLS ¢cu.n KaeaﬂepeL Snutoupyots T)[.LLV 65
wv T €V OLg Sl Snutoupyely TU mapaketoBai, KaAwg av TY
/\oyw aneucaCOL

Then here, one may say, we have at hand the ingredients
intelligence and pleasure ready to be mixed, the
materials in which or out of which we as builders are to
build our structure that will not be a bad metaphor.
(tr. Hackforth)'

The progression in this passage works as follows:

i} intelligence and pleasure are spoken of as physical materials lying
near at hand (mapaxketoBat) and ready to be joined together (uet&cev);

ii) they are regarded as the materials out of which (& &v) or in
which (&v olg) a structure is to be built (SeT 6nutovpyetv), the
structure being the best type of life;

iii) this leaves Socrates and Protarchus, as they create their model
of the best life, in the role of builders or craftsmen, (kafamepel
dnuLoupyolts);

The comparison as a whole is developed from the basic idea of
intelligence and pleasure as physical materials, a metaphor first
presented to us by the word pet€ty and continued thereafter by a
simile and other metaphors. In view of this one can see why Hackforth
has translated &metkd{w as ‘forming a metaphor’ rather than as
‘forming, using a comparison’ =~ although, as I said of Jowett’s
translation of Republic 531b, Plato himself did not distinguish

metaphor from its family group of images and illustrations.
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2. Laws 655a.

In this passage of Book II the Athenian

musical terms. Speaking of the correct terms

he says (655a4-8):

&A/\: eV /ap uououcr) KaL
mepl pveuov Ka(, apuovuav
svpueuov uev Kat euapuomov
0TIy dneikdoavTa, @omep ol yopodiddoka
dpBic POy yeohar-

obons  Tiis

But music is a matter of rhythm and harmony,
this means that
‘rhythmical’
cannot properly apply
chorus-masters’

tunes and movements of the body;
is legitimate to speak of
‘harmonious’ movement or tune,
to either of them the
‘brilliantly  coloured’. (tr.

a
we

Saunders)

I /
’Anetkacavta and  anewkalouvowy  refer  to

‘brilliantly-coloured’” when applied to movement

verb denotes the forming of an expression

identify as a metaphor.

Apart from these two examples, &WeLKcij is

rhetorical term for general comparisons and

. /18
case with elkuwv. These verbs are also used

. . . 19 .
for forming and expressing likenesses and in

. 20 . .
an image for’. In the middle voice dametkdlw

like, copy’21

2.4 Plato on the Cognitive Role of Eikdvec

Now that we have established that Plato

metaphors, similes and other types of

our next task is to discover Plato’s opinion

these ‘images’. The term ‘image’ in Greek, as

than figurative language and it will help our

attitude to images if we observe the range
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the use of the term
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outside the rhetorical sphere. An examination of the use of the term
in the dialogues shows that it also covers works of art, reflections,

shadows, copies and imitations.

i) elxdv as artistic representation, work of art

McCall observes (p.ix) that before being used as a rhetorical term,
elkwory meant ‘statue’ or ‘portrait’. In Plato eixdv is used of statues
{(Phaedrus 235d and Critias 1l6e), and of paintings, the figures in
paintings, the likenesses captured by paintings23 and artistic
representations in general. 4 In addition elkwy also denotes
representation in music?®> and the likenesses created by actors on
stage: at Laws 935e it refers to a mimicking gesture and in the
Philebus (49c) there is a reference to the ‘image of strong ignorance’
being portraved on stage. Finally elkoV also denotes the

representations of good and bad characters in poetry (Rep. 401b).

ii} reflection, shadow

Elxdv is used in these senses at Phd. 99d; Rep. 402b, 509d and 510e.

iii) copy, imitation

As well as denoting copies or imitations in works of art, elkdv also
appears in two dialogues, the Timaeus and the Republic, as Plato tells
how features of our world are copies of the Forms. At Timaeus 29b,c
and 92c the world itself is said to be a elkwv of the world of the
Forms and at 37d5-7 Time 1is said to be the ‘moving likeness of

eternity’:

elke & émevder KkwwmTéYy Twa aldvog moifioat,  kal
Siakoou@y dua olpavov moLel wévovToe alavog ev evi Kkat’
épceeév loloar alwviov elxdva, TobTov ov &n xpovov
WVOUOKOUEY .
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But he took thought to make, as it were, a moving
likeness of eternity; and, at the same time that he
ordered the Heaven, he made of eternity that abides in
unity, an everlasting likeness moving according to number
~ that to which we have given the name Time. (tr.
Cornford)

This use of elkév arises in part from the dominant metaphor of the
Timaeus of god as a craftsman. In terms of this metaphor, the world
becomes the created copy of the perfect, uncreated world of the Forms,
which acts as the artist’s model. But elxkdv also appears in the
Republic (402c) when features of our world are spoken- of as copies of
higher realities. Thus the range of uses of elkwv is as follows:

1. Tllustration, comparison

2. Simile

3. Metaphor

4. Artistic representation, work of art

5. Reflection, shadow

6. Copy, imitation

To understand what the term elkwv meant for Plato we must ask what
features are common to the different types of elkovec. The answer to
this would seem to be that each image either compares a to b or is a
likeness of something else. In illustrations object a is compared to
b, as, for example, the soul is compared to the state in the extended
illustration of the Republic. In a simile or metaphor the tenor is
compared to the vehicle. A work of art, such as a statue or realistic
painting, is a likeness of the original. Reflections and shadows are
like the objects which cast them, and copies and imitations are
obviously designed to be as alike as possible to their originals. Each

image, then, is like the original in some way, but is also distinct
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and quite different from it, as Plato points out in the Cratylus at

432b and 432d:

Soc: m\’) a/\Xa ) GVO.V'TLOV obde TO Trapa'rrav 5677 ndvTa
amoSobvat oldv eoTiv w eLKaCeL el uelAEL elkov elvat.

I should say rather that the image, if expressing in
every peint the entire reality, would no longer be an
image. (tr. Jowett)

Soc.: T) oux aLoeaw] ooov evésouau/ al elkoveg Ta adra
Exety GKELVOLQ wv eLKoveg elolv;

Crat.: E/wys.

Do you not perceive that images are very far from having
qualities which are the exact counterpart of the
realities which they represent?

Yes. 1 see. (tr. Jowett)

Image and reality, then, are different in important respects and for
Plato the reality or truth is always far superior to the image. In the
Cratylus Socrates speaks of names as images and asks whether it is
better to test ideas against the names/images of things or against the

things themselves (439a6-b3):

Soc.: TTO/Epa av 6LT] KaAALwV Kat oa¢607épa n pdenotg, €K
Tng eLKovog uaveaveLv au’mv TE aUTnv el r(akwg ELK0.0TGL
KaL TT]Z/ aknGGLav 1]9 771/ €u<wv 77 e;( T7N¢ a,\/nQeLag aUTT}V Te
aanV KOL Tnv ELKOVQ avTnG €l anWOVng €lpyaoTat;

Crat.: "Fx LRSS a,\neeLag por Sokel avayrcn elvaL.

Which is likely to be the nobler or clearer way - to
learn of the image whether the image and the truth of
which the image is the expression have been rightly
conceived, or to learn of the truth whether the truth and
the image of it have been duly executed?

I should say that we must learn of the truth.

(tr. Jowett)

Plato is also careful to separate image from reality in a passage in
the Republic. Speaking of the nature of dialectic Socrates regrets
that he cannot tell Glaucon its true nature but can only offer an

image (533al-4):

«

OUKkéT", nv s’ éyé @ ¢(le FAaJKwV L'g 7’ Eor axokoueeLv
- &mel TO y’ euov obdev Qv ﬂpoQuuLag aﬂoALWOL - ous’

elkdva dv ETL ob Asyouev L50L§, axx’ adTo TO alneeg, ) ve
5ﬁ ot ¢a[ve7aL -

Sl
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Not yet, my dear Glaucon, 1 said, will you be able to
follow - it is not that keenness is lacking on my part -
for you would no longer be seeing an image of what we are
discussing but the truth itself, or so it seems to me.
(tr. Grube)

The whole of the allegory of the cave in the Republic also shows that
Plato was concerned with the gulf between image and reality and
considered images very much the inferiors of the realities they

reflect or represent. Richard Robinson (1980) observes (p.220):

Plato’s whole theoretical philosophy is largely a
condemnation of images and a struggle to get away from
them.

Lloyd (1966} also tells how Plato criticises images and likenesses on
a number of occasions and quotes the following passage from the
Sophist, together with others from the Phaedo, Theaetetus and Phaedrus

(p.394 ff.), (Sophist 23la6-8) (p.395):

Soc.: TOV B¢ AGogalhi Sel mdvTwv wpdiioTa  Tepl  TAg
E);LOLé"rn'rag del moteTabat Tr\w ¢>U,\ar<7§1/' b/\LOQUPéTGTOV )’(\1;)
TO yévog.

But a careful person should always be on his guard
against resemblances above all, for they are a most

slippery tribe. (tr. Lloyd)

Lloyd concludes on these passages (p. 395): ‘These texts leave no
doubt that Plato was well aware that Ilikenesses are often deceptive.’
Therefore since Plato’s view was that images and likenesses are
inferior to reality and are often deceptive. we might suppose that he
decided it was best to avoid them altogether. However, the wuse of
likenesses in  illustrations, paradigms and analogies is not wholly
condemned by Plato, but is sometimes actually recommended, as Lloyd

observes (p.395):

But elsewhere in the middle or late dialogues there are
other passages we must now consider in which the use of
analogies is recommended in certain contexts, whether for
didactic purposes, i.e. in order to instruct a pupil, or
indeed, in order to intuit or reveal the truth.
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The other passages are Rep. 368d, Soph. 218c-d and Polit. 277d. In his
discussion of these Lloyd observes (p. 397-400) that analogy was
regarded by Plato as having both didactic (as at Polit. 277d ff.) and
heuristic functions (as at Soph. 218c-d). However, we must qualify
Lloyd's claims about these passages since they do not explicitly talk
of likeness or analogy; the Republic and Sophist passages comment on
the comparative analysis of large and small instances of the same
phenomenon and the Politicus passage discusses the use of examples. It
is perhaps safer, then, to say that these passages imply analogy
rather than speak of it directly. Nevertheless, there are passages in
the dialogues, which Lloyd does not mention, where Ilikenesses and
indeed images are explicitly spoken of as illustrating and clarifying
certain points.

In the Laws the Athenian presents an image of human beings as
puppets to illustrate the nature of virtue, vice and self-control, and

introduces the image in the following way (644cb9-c2):

Sapéotepor &1L Tolvur dvaidBuuer ToOT  alTo OTL TmoTe
Aéyopev. kal pot 86U elxovog AmodeéfacBe édv mwe SuvaTog
DUty yévwuat Snidoat TO ToLoUTOV.

Let’s take up this point again and consider even more
closely just what we mean. Perhaps you'll let me try to
clarify the issue by means of an illustration. (tr.
Saunders)

In the Critias the image of paintings of human and divine subjects is
given to illustrate a point about discourses or{ these themes and
Critias says he employs the image ‘to make my meaning still clearer’
(107b). On numerous occasions in the dialogues images and
illustrations not only clarify points, but are also explicitly

referred to as being used for this purpose.% In addition Plato is

aware of the rhetorical force of images, as can be seen from a passage
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in the Gorgias where Socrates refers to images as a means of
persuasion. At 493c Socrates presents the image of the soul as a leaky

jar and afterwards says to Callicles:

But now do I persuade you at all to change your mind, and
agree that the orderly are happier than the intemperate?
(tr. Irwin)

Callicles indicates that it will take more than this to change his
mind but still Socrates presses on, introducing a new image with the

words (493d5):

Dépe 67, Ay oot elkdva Aéyw &k ToU alToU yupvaclou T7
vov.

Come on then, I'll tell you another comparison, from the
same school as that one. (tr. Irwin)

When he has finished he again asks Callicles (494a):

When 1 tell you this, do I persuade you at all to concede
that the orderly life is better than the intemperate, or
don’t 1 persuade you? {tr. Irwin)

Callicles is not persuaded by Socrates’ elxdrveg but it is clear from
Socrates’ words that he intends them to be persuasive. Thus it seems
that Plato was aware of the rhetorical potential of images, although
he did not comment explicitly on this feature.

[ accept Lloyd’s interpretation of Plato’s attitude to likenesses
and analogy; that Plato regarded them as having both didactic and
heuristic functions, but I think his point that Plato recommended the
use of elxkdreg as a means of attaining the truth (see p.395 quoted
above, p.394 and p.402} is misleading. 1 agree with Lloyd that

{p.400):

In practice Plato often seems to ignore the
recommendations and warnings which appear in many of the
passages in which he discusses the use of images and
likenesses.
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and 1 accept Robinson’s observation that Platc sometimes assumes, with
no independent verification, that conclusions reached on the basis of
likenesses are correct.?’ However, it seems to me that Plato was very
careful to make a strong distinction between elkdveg and truth/reality
and thus, regardless of his actual practice, it seems misleading to
say that Plato recommended the use of images as a means of intuiting
the truth. Plato’s concern to distinguish images from truth or reality
can be seen at Cratylus 432d and Republic 533a (quoted above) and in
his views on artistic elkoveg. In a famous passage of the Republic
(596a-97¢) Plato  divides reality into  three levels - the Forms,

visible objects and images. As Verdenius points out (Mimesis, p.13):

these images are situated on the lowest level of reality
and they are two grades away from the essential nature of
things.

Plato here describes the tragic poet, together with all artists as
(597e6) TplTos Tic amd Pactiéws kal ThHe ainPelas mepukde (‘third in
succession from the throne of truth’, tr. Cornford} With such an
awareness of, and emphasis on, the distinction between image and
truth/reality, it would be surprising if Plato were to suggest that
images could on their own lead to the truth, and indeed he does not do
so. The use of images and likenesses always remains a preliminary or
second-best  method of  undertaking an  inquiry. Images  are not
substituted for reality and Plato is careful to distinguish accounts
of reality from accounts involving images or likenesses. In the
Republic at 506d Glaucon says that he and Adeimantus would be happy to
hear an account of the Good presented in the same way as those on the

other virtues. Socrates then replies:

That, my friend, I said, would also quite satisfy me, but
I fear 1 shall not be able to do so, and that in my
eagerness [  shall disgrace myself and make myself
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ridiculous. But, my excellent friends, let us for the
moment abandon the quest for the nature of the Good
itself,...I am willing to tell you what appears to be the
offspring of the Good and most like it, if that is
agreeable to you. (tr. Grube)

Similarly, when discussing the nature of reason in the Laws (8974
ff.), the Athenian advises switching from an examination of the object

itself to an image of it (897d8-e2):

Still, in answering this question we mustn’t assume that
mortal eyes will ever be able to look upon reason and get
to know it adequately: let’s not produce darkness at
noon, so to speak, by looking at the sun direct. We can
save our sight by looking gt an image of the object we're
asking about. (tr. Saunders)

Thus images are quite clearly distinguished from truth or reality and
are offered only as the next best thing when truth or reality is, for
whatever reason, impossible to set out.

Plato is «critical of images and likenesses since they are inferior
to truth and reality. But when he is unable to give a direct account
of various objects, he uses images to tell what the objects are like,
clearly believing this to be a worthwhile exercise. However, for all
his reliance on images when speaking of certain concepts, [ still
think it is true to say that Plato would not, at least in theory,
accept his own eikdveg as the truth, as he is always careful to make a
very strong distinction between images on the one hand and truth and

reality on the other.

2.5 Conclusions
The aim of this chapter is to establish Plato’s own view of his
metaphors. This was acknowledged toc be a far from straightforward

task, since Plato offered no account of metaphor and did not

distinguish metaphors from other comparisons and images. However, I
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argued that this did not have to be the final word on the subject
since on the noun elkév [imagel and the verb &meixkd{w [express by a
comparison} refer to the use of metaphor and since Plato expressed
certain views on the role of elkdveg.

In the absence of a systematic account in Plato of verbal imagery,
and acknowledging the respect of modern critics for Aristotle’s
account of metaphor, Aristotie’s views provided a bridge between
modern and ancient views. We saw that Aristotle, like Isocrates,
viewed metaphor as one among other devices for adorning language.
Plato does not address the matter of ‘poetics’ in the same way as his
pupil and makes no comment on this aspect of ‘images’. Plato also says
nothing on the potential of proportional metaphors or elkdveg to name
things which have no special name of their own - a point which
Aristotle makes in .the Poetics. However, Plato shares with Aristotle
three points of view on metaphors/images. The first is the negative
opinion that metaphors/images are unhelpful in inquiry or argument. In
the Meteorology, Metaphysics and Topics Aristotle notes that metaphors
are obscure and are unable to advance our knowledge. Plato, in the
same vein, observes in the Phaedo and Theaetetus that arguments
relying on images rather than proofs are unreliable, and points out in
the Phaedrus and Sophist that likenesses may be deceptive. The second
common point of view is the appreciation of metaphor/images as a means
of conveying or achieving insight. Aristotle tells in the Rhetoric
that the metaphor’ can convey ‘udénoiv kal yv@dour' and this attitude
emerges in the work of Plato in passages where images are spoken of as
a means of illustrating and clarifying certain points.29 Thirdly, both
Aristotle and Plato are aware of the rhetorical force of

metaphor/images, with Aristotle speaking in the Rhetoric of metaphors
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enabling ideas to be more readily accepted and with Plato drawing
attention at Gorgias 493c-94a to a speaker using images as persuasive
instruments. Another common feature, as Lloyd has shown, is that both
Aristotle and Plato, despite their criticisms of metaphor/images,
continued to make great wuse of images, likenesses and analogies in
their own arguments.

However, despite these common points, there are important
differences between the views of Aristotle and Plate. For, whereas
Aristotle expresses views specifically on metaphor and deals with it
as a quite distinct figure of speech, Plato offers no explicit account
of metaphor and makes no distinction between it and other types of
verbal images. Further, for Plato verbal images are part of a much
wider class of likenesses, copies, imitations and representations, and
his views on verbal elkdveg must be seen as affected by his
overwhelming concern to differentiate image and reality. For Plato
images are like their originals in some respects, but are always to be
regarded as inferior to them. Images for him will always be less real
or less true than the objects which cast them or which they attempt 1o
represent. Therefore to understand the views of Plato on verbal
images, we must be aware of his views on the whole class of images,
which is not the case with our appreciation of the views of Aristotle,
or indeed of the modern critics.

In conclusion Plato’s views on the cognitive role of images can be
set out as follows:

i) images cah illustrate and clarify certain points;
ii)} can under certain conditions serve as  heuristic as well as

didactic devices;
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iii) are persuasive;

but

iv) are inferior both to truth and reality and to direct accounts of
truth and reality;

and

v) may be deceptive.

Now that this chapter has established that Plato uses the term
elkov of both metaphor and simile (as well as of other types of
comparisons and illustrations), I would like to set out my own
approach to the question of the relationship between metaphor> “and
simile, since this will affect my treatment in Parts II and TIII of
Plato’s elkdveg for the gods and the soul.

Broadly speaking, scholars are divided into two groups on this
issue: those who think that the difference between metaphor and simile
is simply one of grammatical form and those who believe that this
difference in form leads to very important differences in function and
effect. Debates on the merits of the comparison and interaction
theories of metaphor often provide the context for discussion of the
relationship between metaphor and simile. We <can deal only very
briefly with this very interesting question, but fuller discussions
can be found in a number of modern works.

David Cooper and Donald Davidson are among those who see a
difference only of grammatical form between metaphor and simile
(Cooper p.187; Davidson p.211). In contrast other critics such as
Kittay consider that metaphor and simile are quite distinct as the
result of semantic differences. For Kittay (p.143-9) metaphor has a
special  ‘second-order’ meaning which simile and other forms of

discourse do not, which means that we understand metaphors by
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different cognitive processes. Metaphor for her has ‘a double semantic
import’, wunlike simile which has no ‘second-order meaning’ and thus
‘is not a connotative semiotic’ (p.149)., My own view is that the
presence of ‘like’ or ‘as’ in the grammatical form of a simile does
not make it significantly different from metaphor and in this I follow

the view of Aristotle. Using the term elkdy for simile, Aristotle

writes in the Rhetoric (III, 4, 1-3):

¥0TL 5% Kai n eZK&v peTapopd: Sragépet yap uikpdv: orav
pey yap eLnn TOV ‘AXLkAéa

g 5e Aewv enopovoev,
EZva EoTLY, oTaV 5€ Aéwr enopouoe, u67a¢opd' sLa yap
T? au¢w av6p€L0v§ ELVGL“ npoonyopeuoe NETGVGYKQQ AGOVTa
TOV Akalea. .oloTéal Be wonep at usTa¢opaL u67a¢opaL
7dp elot 6La¢€pouoaL T eLpnuéV@
The simile is also a metaphor; the difference is but
slight. When the poet says: He leapt on the foe as a
lion, this is a simile; when he says of him ‘the lion
leapt’, it is a metaphor - here, since both are
courageous, he has transferred to Achilles the name of
‘lion’...[Similes] are to be employed just as metaphors
are employed, since they are really the same thing except
for the difference mentioned. (tr. Rhys Roberts)

The view that there is only a slight difference between metaphor and
simile is stated again at Rhetoric 1410b and 1412b-1413a.

Another reason for seeing no significant difference between
metaphor and simile is the fact that many similes are not literal
statements of comparison, but offer the same interpretative challenges
as rnetaphor's.32 In view of this I do not accept the claim of Pierre
Louis>® that simile ‘apparait toujours comme un hors~d’oeuvre
facilement détachable’ (always seems like an easily dispensable hors
d’oeuvres). Many passages in Plato show that similes can be as
integral as metaphors to the development of particular ideas and, as
we shall see throughout this thesis, Platonic similes cannot be
disregarded as mere ornaments that can be stripped from the sense of

the text. In many passages similes and metaphors are wused in
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conjunction with one another to develop particular images and in these
passages it becomes difficult and indeed irrelevant to remember the
precise grammatical forms in which the image was introduced and
subsequently  developed. *o will therefore  undertake no separate
analysis of Plato’s similes for the gods and the soul, and my practice
will be simply to ignore the grammatical distinction between the two

figures unless the presence of simile merits special comment.

In Part 1 of this thesis I have set out a number of modern approaches
to metaphor’s cognitive role and have added to these the views of
Aristotle and Plato. In Parts II and III 1 will concentrate on Plato’s
use of metaphor and will assess the cognitive role of the metaphors in

the light of both modern and ancient views.
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lEvagoras 190D, see W.B. Stanford (1936) p.3.
2

For detailed accounts see sections on Aristotle in Ricoeur (1978),
Burrell and Lloyd.

3See McFague p.37; Kittay p.4; Soskice p.8.

4Ricoeur p.20; Soskice p.9; Kittay p.2.

5 b e~ /! _ —
See e.g. Aeschylus Persae 502: xuﬁo’rtg u%v nuewv TpLy okedacBnratr Beou/
akTivag &)puﬁen, O€0WOUEVOS KUPET.

®See 1410b- 1413b.
Todyssey XIV 213.

8 . . . L
‘But if metaphors should not be used in reasoning, it is clear that
one should not use metaphors in giving definitions, nor should one

define metaphorical expressions’, Lloyd, p.405 note 1.

gAristotle’s words here are: ‘mav y&p &oaqb%g TO Kata ueTmﬁopc\w
Xeyduevor.’ See Lloyd, p.405 note 2.

loLloyd quotes as examples Rhetoric 1405a8 ff., 1407a 14ff., 1410b

36-1411b 23 (p.405, note 3).

11 . .
The noun ue‘rad)opof does not occur as a rhetorical or non-rhetorical
/ .
term, but the related verb ueTagepw does occur as a non-rhetorical
term meaning ‘carry across, transfer’ - Timaeus 58b and 73e.

12 , . . .

The Thesaurus Linguae Graecae computer program confirms this, showing
/ .

seventy seven occurrences of forms of eikwy with twenty three of these

in rhetorical contexts.

“McCall pp.12-15.
“For the use of the term in these senses see McCall pp.15-17.

McCall cites Meno 72a in a footnote (p.14) and discusses Rep. 53lb on
p.16.

*Cooper (1986) pp.59 and 186-7; Ricoeur (1978) p.190.

7 - . . .
“Hackforth translates pet&ey in the sense of ‘mixing’, but it can also
mean simply ‘joining together’, which may be more appropriate in a
context of craftsmanship.

BFor examples of this use of dmeitkdlw and the related verb eilkdlw see:
Phd. 76el, 92b7, 99e5; Crat. 431c3; Theaet. 198¢cl0; Polit. 297e8;
Parm. 137a2; Symp. 221c8, d4; Phdr. 265b; Meno 80c3, 98a%; Rep.
404d12, 46401, 488al, 489c3; Laws 905e5, 906d7, 964d7,
967c7.

19Crat. 414a8, 426e2; Rep. 488a5S; Critias 107d1, 107e2.
®Ocrat. 432b; Phil. 6lca.

' Rep. 396d3, 536a5.

%Tim. 39%.

23Cr“alt. 424e, 43lc; Soph. 236a; Phil.3%b.
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24Prot. 312d; Laws 669a,b,c, and 93la.
®laws 668c.

%See e.g. Phaedo 87b; Gorgias 517d; Rep. 487e, 509a, 5l4a, 517b;
Theaet. 198d; Laws 720c, 969b.

2-IRobinson, Plato’s FEarlier Dialectic, p.205: ‘introduced merely as a
likely way of suggesting hypotheses about the individual, [analogy]
gradually comes to profess not merely to suggest such hypotheses but
also to prove them true, and in the process it produces a wealth of
political philosophy.’

28See also Phaedrus 246a, which will be discussed in ch.6.

®See Rep. 368d, Soph. 218c-d, Polit. 277d, Critias 107b, Laws 6d4c

etc.

kittay  pp.17-19, 31, 143, 152, 187-8, 191,  Cooper  (1986)
pp.12-17,55-58, 141-143, 152, 187-8, 191; Soskice pp.58-61; Searle
pp.101-113;  Sheppard pp.182-3; Davidson pp.253-257; Hester pp.23-25;
Stanford p.25ff; Richards 1930 p.235; Ortony pp.186-201; G.A. Miller
pp.202-250; Black (1962) pp.35-37 and (Ortony (ed.), 1979) pp.31-33;
McFague (1983) pp.37-38.

Mliad XX, 164
325ee Cooper (1986} p.58 and 143; Kittay pp.17-19.
33Louis p.5.

34Passages on the gods or the soul where metaphor and simile are active
together include: Phd. 83d; Phdr. 254e; Rep. 40lb, 56lb, 6l4e, 621b;
Polit. 272e; Tim. 69d, 73c, 73d, T7c~d, 78b; Laws 902e.
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PART 11

GODS



As Orpheus represented his mysteries by tales and Fables,
Pythagoras by numbers and Symbols, so Plato and his
followers have (in imitation of them) communicated their
Notions by Emblems, Fables, Symbols, Parables, heaps of
Metaphors, Allegories, and all sorts of Mystical
Representations (as is vulgarly known). All of which upon
the account of their obscurity and Ambiguity are
apparently the unfittest signes 1in the world to express
the Train of any man’s thought to another: For beside
that they carry in them no Intelligible Affinity to the
Notices which they were designed to intimate, the Powers
of Imagination are so great, and the instances in which
one thing may resemble another are so many that there is
scarce anything in nature in which the Fancie cannot find
or make a Varietie of such Symbolising Resemblances; so
that Emblems, Fables, Symbols, Allegories, though they
are prettie Poetick Fancies, are infinitely unfit to
express Philosophical Notions and  discoveries of the
Natures of things; and besides, seeing that they have
left us with no key to these dark Cyphers, there can..be
no sure and constant way to unriddle what conceptions are
lock’d up under them; so that it does not only require a
great deal of pains to frame conjectures of  their
meaning, but the surest we can pitch upon are withal so
uncertain and ambiguous that they unavoidably leave us
fluctuating in meer uncertainties.

Samuel Parker, A Free and Impartial Censure
of the Platonick Philosophie, 1666



Chapter 3

THEOLOGICAL METAPHORS

3.1 Introduction
My aim in Part Il of this thesis is to discover the cognitive role of
metaphors in Plato’s discourse about the gods. Chapters 4 and 5 will
consider Plato’s use of divine metaphors, while this chapter will
assess his attitude to them in relation to modern views.

In Chapter 1 (section 1.4 (2)) 1 quoted Thomas Green’s opinion

that:

If there is any setting in which metaphors come closest
to being absolutely indispensable, it would be, 1
believe, in those settings where they are used by
religious teachers. But that is another topic entirely.

The study of religious metaphors is indeed quite different from that
of metaphor in general and a great deal of attention has been given in
recent years specifically to the use of metaphor in theological
speculation. The first section of this chapter will consider modern
views on theological metaphors and will review some of the responses
to the question raised by Green, i.e. how far these metaphors are
cognitively indispensable. Although there is a wide range of opinions
about the cognitive role of theological metaphors, nevertheless, three
main positions can be discerned, which broadly correspond to our three
theses about metaphors in general. Our first task, then, will be to
identify briefly these three positions. One important point which must
be mentioned at the outset of this discussion 1is that the modern
theologians whose ideas will be discussed are all working within the
Christian tradition, and thus are concerned with metaphors for a god

that is very different from those gods we find in Plato. However,
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their debate about theological metaphors is primarily concerned with
the general problems of speaking about the divine nature rather than
with the specific question of the wuse of metaphors for the
Judaeo-Christian God, and thus their views are relevant for our study

of Plato’s gods.

3.2 Metaphorical Theology: Three Modern Perspectives

A thorough study of recent developments in theological studies on
metaphor is to be found in Janet Martin Soskice’s book, Metaphor and
Religious Language, and our review will be based mainly on her
account. Soskice discusses the wide range of views held by modern
theologians on the question of metaphor’s role, but for our purposes
these can be reduced to three basic positions, which we will name the

‘emotive’, the ‘metaphor-as-fiction’ and the ‘critical realist’ views.

1. The Emotive View

On this view metaphors have a significant effect on the hearer,
stimulating certain responses and evoking particular moods and
feelings, but do not convey information. Soskice sees this view as
developed from literary critics such as Ogden and Richards, who have
concerned themselves with the ‘meaning’ of metaphors whilst giving up
any claims that metaphors have reference or express truths (p.98).

Soskice tells how this view has been taken up by certain
theologians and  discusses the account of  Frederick Ferré. She
discusses how Ferré and other theologians have recently spent much
time comparing the use of metaphors in theology with their use in

science while still wishing to claim that theological metaphors do not
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refer to reality in the same way as scientific metaphors. She comments

on this view (p.104):

Ferré’s difficulty, and that of many others, is that
while he wishes to say that the theist’'s models and
metaphors guide our thought about God and are in some
sense descriptive and explanatory, he faces the alleged
impossibility of  specifying their referent in a way
independent of further models and metaphors. At the
critical stage for his comparison of the cognitive use of
models elsewhere, Ferré is constrained to say that the
theistic models cannot be assessed in terms of truth and
reference but only in terms of their valuational
significance.

Soskice argues that the view that metaphors in theological discourse
work only at the level of the feelings is unsatisfactory. Her argument
is essentially that metaphors can only evoke a response if they have
some cognitive content and are in some way explanatory (pp. 26 and
110).

The emotive view of  theological metaphors  shares with the
non-informative approach to metaphors in general the idea that a
metaphor’s role is not to carry information but to evoke moods and

stimulate particular responses.

2. Metaphor as Fiction

Soskice identifies two other views of metaphor in theology which,
although they begin with very different premises, still end with the
same conclusion that metaphors are heuristic fictions. These two are

the empiricist and the idealist views.

i) The Empiricist Position
In discussing this view Soskice refers to the opinions of two critics,

A.J. Ayer, whom she describes as ‘a noted modern empiricist openly
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hostile to religious belief” (p.142) and Don Cupitt, a Christian

theologian. She quotes (p.144) Ayer’s view that:

to say something transcends the human understanding is to
say that it is unintelligible. And what is unintelligible
cannot be significantly described...

and discusses Cupitt’s criticism of ‘theological realism’ (p.142). For
Cupitt this realism maintains that Christian worship is addressed to
(p.142), ‘a King of the wuniverse who nmakes all things, knows all
things and rules all things...a cosmos-transcending absolute being’,
and it is his opinion that this view is indefensible. Soskice comments

(p.142):

This objectifying and metaphysical theism is, according
to Cupitt, spiritually vulgar, morally suspect and
philosophically indefensible. Not only do the traditional
proofs for the existence of God fail, we cannot even Kknow
what it means to speak of a being who is omniscient, pure
spirit, and beyond the realm of experience.

On this view, as Soskice points out, since  theists cannot make
statements which are ‘just and adequate and correspond to God’s real
nature’, then, (p.144) ‘we  have no right with tentative  and
approximating statements to claim to speak of him at all.’

This  empiricist  criticism of inadequate statements about  God
naturally holds for all attempts to speak of the divine and so clearly
also applies to the wuse of metaphor. Bishop Parker’s criticism of
Plato’s  theology (quoted as the frontispiece of Part [II) deals
specifically @ with  Plato’s theological metaphors and expresses the
empiricist view that these metaphors ‘carry in them no Intelligible
Affinity to the Notices which they were designed to intimate.” On such
a view, whether it is that of Ayer in regard to Christian language

about God or Parker on Platonic expression, metaphors are fictions
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which are distinctly unhelpful and play no useful cognitive role
whatsoever. However, as Soskice observes, there is another view which,
while it accepts that metaphors are fictions, nevertheless sees them

as useful cognitive devices. Soskice names this the ‘idealist view’.

ii) The Idealist Position

Soskice first discusses this view in regard to science and tells wus
that in the idealist’s belief metaphors and models are (p.120):
‘important and even indispensable to the scientific enterprise, but
not as descriptions of any external reality.” She says that few
contemporary  philosophers would fit into this position, but that
(p.121):  *‘The category does, however, include a fair number of
philosophers of religion.” Soskice argues that although the idealist
position seems at first to be the antithesis of the empiricist,
nevertheless they share a number of common assumptions, which lead
both to regard the theist’s models as fictions (p.121 and p.147).
However, while the empiricist believes that wusing such fictions is
pointless, the idealist regards this as a fruitful way of practising
theology.

Although not quoted by Soskice, we can see that the idealist
position is taken by the theologian Sallie McFague. In two of her
books, Metaphorical Theology and Models of God, McFague expounds her
view that using metaphors helps us to speak of God, but does not teach
us any more about what ‘God’ is. In the preface to Models of God she
says that her theology is (p.xi): ‘principally an elaboration of a few

basic metaphors and models.” She then continues (p.xi):

As remythologization, such theology acknowledges that it
is, as it were, painting a picture. The picture may be
full and rich, but it is a picture. What this sort of
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enterprise makes very clear 1is that theology is mostly
fiction: it is the elaboration of few key metaphors and
models. It insists that we do not know very much and that
we  should not camouflage our ignorance by  either
petrifying our metaphors or forgetting that our concepts
derive from metaphors. Nevertheless, admitting that
theology is mainly fiction, mainly elaboration, we claim
that some fictions are better than others...So we try out
different models and metaphors in an attempt to talk
about what we do not know how to talk about.

This idealist view of metaphor as wuseful fiction accords with the
illustrative thesis set out in Chapter 1 (section 1.4). For both views
accept that metaphors do not provide new knowledge, but serve as
heuristic  devices, suggesting possibilities and tentative accounts of
things which are presumed, but cannot be proved, to exist. For the
idealist, then, using and analysing metaphors is an indispensable
method of practising theology but is not a means of establishing new

knowledge about God.

3. Critical Realism

Soskice rejects all of the above views of the cognitive role of
metaphor in theological discourse and seeks to establish her own
‘critical  realist’ position. The central feature of  this is  that
metaphors for God are ‘reality depicting’. It is Soskice’s opinion

that the theist (p.141):

can coherently claim that his language is referential or,
as we prefer reality depicting, without claim to
definitive knowledge.

The critical realist view is based wupon recent causal theories of
reference which claim that reference need not involve ‘unrevisable
description’ (p.125). These theories hold that causal relations allow
reference without definition, 1i.e. that if x causes y, then 1 «can

speak of x even though I do not know and cannot say what it is. The
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theological application of such theories of reference rests on the
view that God is the cause of the world (Soskice, pp.138-40). If we
accept this causal relationship, then, Soskice argues, we can refer to
God without attempting to define him.

Soskice  argues first that although it is difficult to speak
meaningfully of God, it is possible, and second that metaphor has a
central role to play in any discourse on God. She believes that
metaphors can refer to and can depict reality without being required
at the same time to give an exhaustive or ‘unrevisable description’ of
it. She maintains that this special feature makes metaphor an

invaluable tool in our attempts to speak of God {p.140):

this separation of referring and defining is at the very
heart of metaphorical speaking and is what makes it not
only possible but necessary that in our stammering after
a transcendent God we must speak, for the most part,
metaphorically or not at all.

Soskice believes that theological metaphors are not mere fictions but
are depictions of reality - a view which, as she says, depends upon
the acceptance of causal theories of reference. Without these
theories, it would be impossible to claim that metaphors depict
transcendent states and relations and one would be left with either
the empiricist or idealist position (p.148). For Soskice metaphors are
invaluable in theology but even on her ~strong view the claim is not
made that metaphors are absolutely iné/i’;spensable. For she does not say
that metaphors are our only means of\ speaking about god, but that we

must ‘for the most part’ speak metaphorically.
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Soskice believes, then, that theological metaphors depict

reality

but her claim is tempered with the point that the critical realist is

concerned not with proof but with possibility (p.148):

In defending theological realism, we defend the theist’s
right to make metaphysical claims, but we have stressed
that it is not our object to prove the existence of God,
still less to prove that the models and metaphors which
Christians use in speaking of God have a special
validity. Our concern is with conceptual possibility
rather than proof, and with a demonstration that we may
Jjustly claim to speak of God without claiming to define
him, and to do so by means of metaphor. Realism
accommodates figurative speech which is reality depicting
without claiming to be directly descriptive.

Such comments with their emphasis on conceptual possibility seem to

me to be very similar to the metaphor-as-fiction view. For this also

sees metaphors as suggesting possibilities and also acknowledges

metaphorical  theology rests upon certain beliefs about God,

that

beliefs

which cannot be proved. If we point out that theologians such as

McFague regard theological metaphors as useful fictions, but
believe that the God that is represented thereby is real, there
to be little difference between this view and Soskice’s account

both the «critical realist and the idealist believe, but cannot

still

SEeMms

. For

prove,

that God is real and both see metaphors as an inadequate but

nevertheless useful means of suggesting possibilities about

reality they Dbelieve in. However, although it seems that So

the

skice’s

position slides a little here, she is at pains to argue that there is

a crucial difference between the idealist and the critical

views. Despite her statement that theological metaphors suggest
conceptual possibilities and despite her view (p.131 and 136)
they do not provide ‘privileged accounts’, she still maintains

metaphors can depict transcendent reality - which entails the
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that they afford epistemic access to that vreality (p.132). She sees
her  account as more in line with Richard Boyd’s views on
‘theory-constitutive’ metaphors, ' views which we examined in Chapter 1

in the section on the epistemic thesis. She comments (p.131):

What we are committed to is something more like Boyd’s
idea that some general terms ‘afford epistemic access to
kinds which are ‘natural’ in the sense of corresponding
to important causal features of the world’ (Boyd p.392).

Since Soskice distances her own view from the idealist and empiricist
positions, which see metaphors as fictions, since she claims that
theological metaphors are ‘reality depicting’ and quotes Boyd with
evident approval, it seems that the critical realist position is to be
aligned not with the illustrative thesis but with the epistemic thesis
of metaphor’s cognitive role.

We have now examined the three basic positions taken by modern
theologians on the question of metaphor’s cognitive role: the
‘emotive’, the ‘metaphor-as-fiction” and the ‘critical realist’ views.
We have also seen that these three positions broadly relate to the
three theses concerning metaphors in general which were discussed in
Chapter 1. Having established various modern views, we can now turn to
Plato to discover his attitude both to theological discourse and to

images of the gods.

3.3 Plato on Theological Discourse and Images of the Gods.

As we have seen in Chapter 2, Plato does not discuss the figure of
speech we know as metaphor and does not make any distinction between
it and other verbal comparisons. Thus it will be impossible to find
any statement about the role of theological metaphors in the

dialogues. However, as the previous chapter has shown, Plato does
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express certain views about eZKo/veg - a term which is used to refer to
metaphors - and it will be the aim of this section to discover whether
he expresses any opinions about images of the gods and their role in
cognition. Before we turn to Plato’s statements about divine images,
it will be helpful to establish his view of the nature of man’s

understanding of the gods.

1. ‘Of the Gods We Know Nothing’
In the following pages 1 will examine a number of statements from the
dialogues which express the view that the nature of the gods lies
beyond the limits of human understanding. The passages come from the
Cratylus, the Phaedrus and the Timaeus.

In the Cratylus the discussion focuses on names and at one point
(396a-d) Socrates offers an ‘explanation’ of the name ‘Zeus’. A little
later Hermogenes asks if he has any more explanations of the names of

other gods and Socrates replies (400d6-9):

Nal pa Ala huels ye, @ “Epudyeveg, elmep ye vobv Exoiucw,
éva u%v TOV KAAALOTOV Tpéwov, oTL nepl Pedy oUdev Uouev,
olite mepl alTdv olUTe mept TOY dvoudTtwy, 4TTO TOTE EQUTOVG
kalolotLv:

Yes, indeed, Hermogenes, and there is one excellent
principle which, as men of sense, we must acknowledge -
that of the gods we know nothing, either of their natures
or of the names which they give themselves.

(tr. Jowett)

Before beginning his account of the names of the other gods,
Socrates is concerned to make quite clear to the gods the nature of

their inquiry (40lal-5):

el obv Poulel, okomduev Bomep mpoeLmovTeS TOlg Beols OTL
nmepl abTOY obdev fHuels okeydueba - ob yap d€tobuev olol
T v elvat okomelv - &iAa mepl Tov avbponwy, Hr moté Tiva
56Eav Eyovrtes &Ti(Bevto alTolg T& &vduata: TolTO Yap
dveuéontov.
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Let us then, if you please, in the first place tell them

that we are not inquiring about them - we do not presume
we are able to do so. But we are inquiring about the
meaning of men in giving them these names - in this there

can be small blame. (tr. Jowett)

From these two statements, then, it is clear that in Socrates’ view
human beings know nothing of the gods and would be blameworthy if they
believed that they were even able to inquire about them, let alone
proclaim any knowledge. Thus Socrates sees the nature of the divine as
beyond the limits of human knowledge, a view he expresses again later

where he says (425c1-3):

npoetLnovTes Bomep OAlyov mpdTepov TOls Beolg, OTL oUSV
€ldbteg ThHe adAnPelag T& TBY dvepdnwy Sdypara mepl alTaV
elkdlopev. .

..saying by way of preface, as 1 said before of the gods,
that of the truth about them we know nothing, and do but
entertain human notions of them. (tr. Jowett)

Thus we have a restatement of the view expressed at 400d together
with a new distinction between knowledge and truth (el&0Teg, d&Anfelag)
on the one hand, and opinion and guesswork (6éyua'ra, eZKci(ouev) on the
other. So we see from the Cratylus that the best that humans can
achieve in regard to the gods are opinions based on guesswork and
conjecture, while knowledge of the truth about them remains beyond
their grasp. The view that human beings do not have knowledge of the
divine nature is also to be found in the Phaedrus at 24é6c.

Here Socrates is discussing the soul and tells how the perfect soul
is winged and journeys on high, but how the soul that has lost its
Wings sinks down and fastens onto an egrthly body. Having observed

(246c) that this composite structure of soul and body is termed
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‘mortal’, he then turns to the question of what an immortal being is

and says (246c6-d2):

d8dvatoy && oU8 &€  Evdg  Adyou Aeloyiou€vou,  GANd
TAATTopey oUTe 18dvTeg olTe ikavds voroavtes Bedv
&d8avatév Ti {dov, Exov pev yuxnv, &xov && obua, TOV del
8¢ xpovov TabTa ocuvumepuxdTa.

‘immortal’ is a term applied on no basis of reasoned
argument at all, but our fancy pictures the god whom we
have never seen, nor fully conceived, as an immortal
living being, possessed of a soul and body united for all
time. (tr. Hackforth)

Thus we find Socrates saying that the term ‘immortal’ is used with
no rational account of the nature of immortal beings and that people
simply imagine the nature of god to be of a particular type, a type
which is based on their own experience of what it is to be a living
being. Hackforth  translates the verb ‘ﬁAdTToueV’ as ‘our  fancy
pictures’, highlighting the verb’s senses of ‘forming in the mind’ and
‘making up, fabricating’ (LSJ). The primary sense of the verb,
however, is  ‘to form, mould, shape’ which according to LSJ s
‘properly used of the artist who works in soft substances such as
earth, clay and wax’. If we take the verb in this sense, we arrive at
a notion of ‘forming, moulding the god’, an idea [ will return to
later in this section. For the moment, however, we need only observe
the clear distinction Socrates makes between giving a reasoned account
of the god and imagining a nature which one has never seen nor
adequately  conceived. As in the previous passages, then, human
understanding of the divine is limited to guesswork and imagination.

In the Timaeus (28c) we find another statement that human beings
do not have knowledge of the divine - this time, specifically, of the
creator-god. At this point in the dialogue Timaeus has reached the

conclusion that the world 1is created, since it is visible, tangible
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and has a body, and next turns to the question of its cause. His words

are (28c2-3):

T® 8" al yevouévw ¢apev Om’ altlou Twwdg dvdykny elvat
ye‘véoeaL.

But again, that which becomes, we say, must necessarily
become by the agency of some cause. (tr. Cornford)

In his next sentence Timaeus says:

TOV uév oy WOLnThV kal matépa Tolde ToU mavTog €lpelv Te
Epyov kal ebpdvta elg mdvTag advvatov AéyeLv:

The maker and father of this wuniverse it is a hard task
to find, and having found him it would be impossible to
declare him to all mankind. (tr. Cornford)

Thus we can see how he passes immediately from the notion of a
cause of the world to the idea of a personified creator and tells how
this creator cannot be ‘discovered’ by humans. My reading of the
sentence undersiands the two infinitives, E{Jpefv and ,\éyeLv as both
dependent on the phrase ’e’pyov...&&ﬁva‘rau giving the sense that it is
both impossible to discover and to speak of the creator. But what of
the second par: of the statement, that ‘having found him it would be
impossible to declare him to all mankind’? Is there a suggestion here
that one could understand the nature of this god, but yet be unable to
speak of him to all men? Is there here a distinction between knowing
something and being able to speak of it? It seems much more likely
that when Timaeus says that it is impossible to find the god and even
if one found him it would still be impossible to speak of him, he is
simply stressing the sheer impossibility of comprehending the god in
any way, regarding both knowing and speaking as intimately connected
in understanding. There is no room here for a detailed discussion of
the relationship between knowing and speaking in Plato, but the matter

has been discussed at length by Jon Moline in his book Plato’s Theory
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of Understaru:ling.2 Solmsen in his excellent work Plato’s Theology
shares the view that this passage of the Timaeus treats thought and
speech as intimately related aspects of comprehension. Solmsen sees
the passage as confirmation of the idea that the divine nature is
beyond human comprehension (pp.131-161). This view, however, 1is not
accepted by everyone, and indeed H.A. Wolfson, in an article entitled
‘The Knowability and Describability of God in Plato and Aristotle’,
actually reads this passage as a statement that the nature of god can
be known. Wolfson, taking Plato’s ‘God” to be one of the forms (see p.

233), says of Timaeus 28c (p.238-9):

The meaning of the passage, we take it, is not that God
cannot be declared, 1i.e. that He is indescribable, but
rather that He cannot be declared to all men, because as
he has said in the passages previously quoted (Soph.
248e, Symp. 2llc, Rep. VI 505a, Rep. VII 517b) it
requires certain specific preparation to arrive at a
knowledge of the idea and that our knowledge of it is not
quite complete and can be attained only by effort.

I do not accept this view as 1 do not believe that the Demiurge, or
any other of the divine figures we shall examine in Chapter 4, was
seen by Plato as one of the forms. Plato’s theoclogy is a vast topic
which has been extensively written about and clearly we cannot deal
with it in any great depth here. However, I must establish the view I
accept about the relation of Plato’s gods to the ideas and here it is
enough to say that [ accept Solmsen’s arguments and his opinion that

{p.92):

Plato’s God is not an Idea nor are his Ideas Gods. We are
likely to miss the peculiar character of his theology
unless we realise that the place of his God is on the
boundary between Being and Becoming. He is the principle
through which the physical world of Becoming partakes of
the qualities of Being.
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Our final passage concerning knowledge of the gods also suggests,
like Timaeus 28c, a close link between knowing and speaking. This
passage is Timaeus 40d, where the view is expressed that man cannot
know the origins of the gods. Timaeus has given his account of the
nature of the created and visible gods, the stars, and then turns to
the question of the origins of the other divinities, the Titans and

Olympians. Here we find the comment (40d6-7):

Nepl 8¢ 1@V dArwv SaLudver €lmely kal yvdvat THY yéveoiv
uetlov ) ka8’ fHuds,

As concerning the other divinities, to know and to
declare their generation is too high a task for us;

(tr. Cornford)

Thus we see here how eilmelv and yvavat are closely linked and how
there is no question of a distinction between knowing about the birth
of the gods and being able to speak of it. This passage also shows
that human understanding is not only regarded as limited in respect of
the single creator god, but also in respect of the lesser gods who are
part of his creation.

To conclude this section, we may say that the view clearly emerges
from these passages of the dialogues that human beings do not and
cannot have knowledge of the gods. However, alongside this agnostic
strain we also find sections of dialogues in which certain ‘truths’
about the gods are established or taken for granted.

In the Apology Socrates states that it would not be right (6€uctg)
for the god of the oracle to lie (21b) and that it is a truth (6./\7796/9)
that the fortunes of a good man are not a matter of indifference to
the gods (41c). Throughout his speech Socrates maintains that in
avoiding disobedience to the oracle he is avoiding something bad - a

point which entails not only the knowledge that it is wrong to disobey
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a superior (29b) but also the knowledge that the god of the oracle is
. 3
a superior.

In Republic 11 Socrates criticises the portrayal of the gods in
poetry, arguing that most of the stories told to children misrepresent
the gods and so ought to be discarded. In the course of this criticism
Socrates establishes a number of points about the divine nature. First

he elicits the response from Adeimantus that god is good (379b1-2):

OdkoGv Gyabdg & ye Bedg TO BvTL Te kal AekTéov olTw,

T prjv;

And is not God of course good in reality and always to be
spoken of as such?

Certainly. (tr. Shorey)

From this premise he goes on to argue that, as goodness cannot be the
cause of evil, god is the cause only of what is good. This point is
then established at 380c as one of the laws to which speakers and
poets will be required to conform.

Socrates’ next argument in this book concerns the question of
whether god changes his shape. After pointing out that god cannot
change for the better, since he already is in the best possible state,
and that as a perfect being he would not wish to change for the worse,
he concludes that it is impossible for a god to wish to change himself
and that each of the gods remains forever in his own form ({38lc).

Socrates’ final criticism of the ©poets in this section of the
Republic deals with the question of whether a god would wish to
deceive. At 382c he states that ‘essential falsehood’ is hated by both
gods and men and then considers whether falsehood could ever be
serviceable to god. Would god lie because of ignorance, or fear of

enemies, or because of the folly or madness of his friends? When
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Adeimantus rejects each of these propositions, Socrates  concludes

(382e) that ‘there is no motive for god to deceive’ and that (382e6):

Moyt dpa dyevdes 1O Sarudvidy Te kal TO Belov.
Therefore the divine and the godlike do not lie at all.
(tr. Grube)

From these passages of the Apology and Republic we see that particular
information about god or the gods4 is accepted or presented as true:

a) god is good;

b) god is the cause only of good;

¢) gods do not change shape and remain forever in their own form;

d) gods are free from falsehood;

e) the gods are not indifferent to the fortunes of a good man;

f) Apollo is a superior being to Socrates.

The expression or tacit assumption of such views sits uneasily with
the agnostic strain of thought witnessed earlier in the Cratylus,
Phaedrus and Timaeus. Even if the evidence of the Apology is dismissed
as representing the views of Socrates rather than Plato, we still must
account for the conclusions reached in Republic . It is difficult to
reconcile assertions such as ‘god is the cause only of good” with the
statement that ‘of the gods we know nothing’ and it seems we are left
with a very thorny question: did Plato consider the conclusions of
dialectical argument as knowledge? If the answer is yes, then we must
accept that Plato would have viewed the conclusions of Republic Il as
knowledge of the gods. But if the answer is ‘not necessarily’, then we
can allow Plato to reach certain conclusions about the gods without
claiming that these represented for him knowledge of the divine
nature. It is, I think, very significant that the key point of the

argument in Book Il - that the gods are good - is not simply stated by
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Socrates but is established dialectically; Socrates elicits
Adeimantus’ view and this becomes axiomatic for the rest of the
argument.

In the light of the statements from the Cratylus, Phaedrus and
Timaeus 1 feel it is unwise to claim that Plato felt he had achieved
knowledge of the gods. It seems more correct to say that Plato held
certain opinions about the gods which he continued to examine in
various arguments such as those in Republic II. Thus it seems to me
that, as we seek to establish Plato’s view of theological discourse,
we must bear in mind not only the different arguments and assertions
about the gods which appear in certain dialogues, but also the
agnostic strain of thought which is present in others. Platoc nowhere
claims to have achieved knowledge of the pgods and at times sets out
the view that this is an impossible task for a human being. These two
points suggest to me that Plato viewed his own propositions about the
gods as opinions to be tested in various ways rather than as
established knowledge. Indeed it seems that he was sceptical that such
knowledge could ever be gained. In view of this attitude to knowledge
of the gods, we might expect Plato to have avoided wusing divine
images. For if he did not know the nature of the gods, how could he
make images in their likeness? However, many images and metaphors for
the gods appear in the dialogues and in the next section I will try to

establish Plato’s own attitude to these divine ei:céveg.

2. ‘A Dim and Deceptive Outline’
We know that Plato makes no statements about the nature of
metaphors for the gods, as he does not use the term ‘metaphor’, but

does he express any views about verbal images of them? In the
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dialogues we find three passages which shed light on Plato’s view of
divine images: Republic 377d-79b, Laws 905e-906e and Critias 107a-d.

As we have seen above, at Republic 377b-c Socrates proposes a
censorship on stories and fables about the gods, saying that many of
those currently told to children would have to be rejected from an
ideal state. The reason is that in his opinion many of these stories,
including those told by the great poets, Hesiod and Homer, are false.
When Adeimantus asks why Socrates objects to these stories, he replies

(377d8-9):

“Onep, Ty 8 &yd, xpn Kal mpdTOV KAl mpdiioTa péupecbat,
Iwg Te kal &dv Tig un Kaids yeudntal.

Because of what one should object to first and most,
especially if the fictitious 1is not well told.

(tr. Grube)

Then, prompted again as to what exactly this fault 1is, Socrates

says (377el-3):

“Otav elkdln Tig kakds [odolav] T4 Adyw, mepl Bewv Te kal
fpwwy olol elowy, Gomep ypapelg undév &oikdra ypdewy olg
av Buoia Bouinbh ypdyac.

Whenever any story gives a bad image of the nature of
gods and heroes, like a painter drawing a bad picture,
unlike the model he is wanting to portray. (tr. Grube)

Socrates presents the view that when the poet tells a story of the
gods he is creating images (eixalp) of them in his speech (1§ Adyw).
He believes that such images can be badly produced (kaxk®d¢) just as a
painter’s images can sometimes bear no resemblance toc his models. So
then, the poet is likened to an artist who attempts to make his images
true likenesses of their models. But how can the poet represent the
gods in his images if he does not know the nature of the gods?

At 379a, as already shown above, Socrates asks Adeimantus whether
god is good and whether he is always to be spoken of as such.

Adeimantus replies ‘Certainly’ and this view is taken as true for the
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rest of the discussion. This does not, of course, mean that it is true
nor that Plato necessarily believed it to be true. However, in the
dialogue this proposition is accepted and Socrates argues that images
of the gods ought to reflect divine goodness. When Socrates says (Rep.

379a7-9):

olog Tuyydver & Bedg dv, ael &nmou dnodoréov, &dvTé Tig

adTov &v Emeolv moif) &dvre &v péleciy &dvte &v Tpaywdiaq.

the god must always be represented as he is, whether in
epic, lyric, or tragedy. (tr. Grube),

his remark is based on his belief that god is good.'5 Socrates’
criticism of the poets rests on their portrayal of the gods as
involved in wrongdoing. Since the gods are good, such images cannot be
said to resemble their model and so the poets prove to be bad artists.
Images of the gods, then, are to be judged as bad if they portray the
gods as evil, and an image of a virtuous god is regarded as bearing a
much greater resemblance to its model than an image of an evil god.

A passage from the Laws provides a second comment on verbal images
of the gods and here again we find that the creation of images is
based simply on beliefs about the divine nature. The Athenian and
Clinias are discussing whether the gods can be bribed by the gifts of
men. The Athenian asks how this could ever happen and what sort of
beings the gods would have to. be to accept bribes (905e). It is in
this context that he makes the following remark about the gods

(905e2-3):

dpxovtas pev dvaykaldv mov ylyveoBai ToUg ye StoiknoovTag
TOV 8mavta évTelexdc obpaviv.

Well, if they are going to run the entire universe for
ever, presumably they'll have to be rulers.

(tr. Saunders)
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Thus we find that his reasoning is based upon the idea that the
gods control the wuniverse, an idea which is not discussed or proven
but is simply accepted as a standard belief about the gods. It is this
belief that leads to the conception of the gods as rulers - an idea

which is further developed as the Athenian goes on (905e5):

*AA)’ dpa Tlow mpoopepels TAV dpxdvTev; 1) Tlveg ToUTOLS,
v Suvatov Huly dmewkdlouvol Tuyydvetly pellooilv EAdTTOVag;
Now then, what sort of ruler do the gods in fact
resemble? Or rather, what rulers resemble them? Let’s
compare small instances with great and see what rulers
will serve our purpose. (tr. Saunders)

He next suggests a series of different types of rulers -
charioteers, steersmen, army commanders, doctors, farmers and
shepherds. These are considered as possible images of the gods and it
is interesting to observe that three of the images presented here -
governors, steersmen and shepherds - are developed in detail in
various other dijalogues, as Chapters 4 and 5 will show. We see, then,
how metaphors of the gods as governors etc. arise from the belief that
the gods control the universe.

As the passage progresses, the different images of the gods are
tested for their appropriateness and in each case the standard is not
simply whether they reflect the idea of governorship itself but
whether they reflect good governorship (905e-906e). "Accordingly, when
it is suggested at 906e that the gods may be like corrupt charioteers,
the image (eilxdva) is judged by Clinias to be a ‘scandalous’ (Secrny)
one (906e8). In the language of the kepublic the speaker here has
created a bad image (kakwg eZKan) which does not resemble its model
in vital respects.

We have seen in these twb passages the verbs eimi(w and &nsma’{w

used for the creation of verbal images and the noun elkwy used for the
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created image of the gods. As we saw in Chapter 2, these terms are
also used by Plato of artistic images, of painting and sculptures, and
the link which emerges from this use of a common term for both Iis
strengthened, it seems, through the comparison of verbal images to
artistic ones. We have seen above how the poet producing images of the
gods is likened to a painter making portraits and this comparison is
further developed in a passage from the Critias where discourses about
the gods are likened to painters’ portraits of them. This passage is
vér‘y interesting for our purposes as it offers a suggestion of how
Plato might have expected an audience to respond to verbal images of
the gods.

In the opening speech of the dialogue at 107a Critias congratulates
Timaeus on his excellent account of the creation of the universe, but
says that his own theme, an account of the struggle between Athens and
Atlantis, will be more difficult to present and will require more
allowances from the audience. Clearly there is a strong element of
irony here, but the reasons Critias gives for this point of view are

illuminating for our study. Critias makes his point thus (107a7-b4):

Trepi Bedv ydp, @ TLuaLe, Ae’yov*ra TL TPOS avepwnovg Sokelv
ucavwg léyew, paov ) nepl Gvrrrwv pog nuag H y&p
aTrecha kat a¢o'o‘pa ayvo:.a TV dkovdvTwv mepl dv dv olTeg
exwouz nollnv euwopcav Wapexeoeov 'rw ueX/\OVTL leyeu/ TL
‘nepl adTRY: mepl S& 677 Bedv {ouev bg Exouev.

In fact, Timaeus, upon an audience of human beings it is
easier to produce the impression of adequate treatment in
speaking of gods than in discoursing of mortals like
ourselves. The combination of unfamiliarity and sheer
ignorance in an audience makes the task of one who is to
treat a subject towards which they are in this state easy
in the extreme, and in this matter of gods we know, of
course, how the case stands with us. (tr. Taylor)

Critias thus claims that as a human audience is ignorant about the

nature of the gods, it is far easier to produce the impression of an
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adequate treatment of them than it is to do so of human subjects. We
must note that Critias is concerned here with the impression (Sokelv)
of a satisfactory treatment, not with the possibility of giving a
truly satisfactory account, but clearly his remark that ‘in this
matter of the gods we know how the case stands with us’, implies that
giving any account other than an ignorant one is simply out of the
question. Critias now goes on to present an illustration of his point
(107b7). He introduces the idea of an artist who undertakes to depict
both divine and human figures. Critias tells how the painter of divine
figures is content if he can produce some faint resemblance of the
gods and how his audience, because of their ignorance of the subject,

accept this with no criticism (107¢4-d2):

TpdTOV WeV dyamdpev dv T TL kal Bpaxy mpdS OpoLdTNTA
adT@v &moutpetobar Suvatdg 7, mpog b€ TouToLg, dTe olSEV
el80Teg axkpLBeg mepl TOY TorolTwy, oliTe &EeTdlopev oUTe
Exéyyouev T4 yeypapuéva, OKLaypa¢Cg 5¢ doapel kal dmaTnid
xpopeba mepl adra:

for one thing, the artist is always well content if he
can produce them with some faint degree of resemblance,
and for another, that since our knowledge of such
subjects is never exact, we submit his design to no
criticism or scrutiny, but acquiesce, in these cases, in
a dim and deceptive outline. (tr. Taylor)

On the other hand, as Critias points out, when it is the human form
that the artist attempts to depict, we are familiar with the subject
and this makes us quick to detect shortcomings. In this case, then, we
criticise the artist who does not present us with ‘full and perfect
resemblance’ (107d4) (na'oag mfwrwg T&g 'ouoco"rn'rag). Critias then goes
on to draw out explicitly the significance of his illustration

(107d5-8):

3 A \ \ \ AY / L] -~ -~ / (4
TauTov &m kal KaTa Toug Aoyoug idety Oel yLyvouevov, OTL
-~ —_~ A —~
Ta upév olpdvia kal 6eTa dyanbuer kal ouLkpde elxdTa
!/ \ \ \ A ) 4 ~ 3 /
eyoueva, Ta 8¢ OvnTa kal Gvlpwmiva dkpiBis é€eTdlouev.
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Well, we should recognise that the same is true of
discourses. Where the subjects of them are celestial and
divine, we are satisfied by mere faint verisimilitudes,
where mortal and human we are exacting critics. (tr. Taylor)

Thus Critias is suggesting that as men are happy with ‘a dim and
deceptive outline’ (107d1) (oxtaypapla && d&oagel kal a&matnA®) of the
divine nature in artists’ images, so we are content with ‘faint
verisimilitudes’ (107d7) (optkpdc e€ixéTa Aeydpeva) in discourses about
the gods. This is an interesting point for our study as it leads to
the question of whether Plato saw his own verbal images of the gods as
simply ‘faint verisimilitudes’ with no more <claim to representing the
truth about the gods than that of painters’ portraits or sculptors’
statues of them. It does seem that Plato perceived a relationship
between verbal and artistic images. For apart from wusing the term
elxdy for both, he also draws comparisons between image-making in
speech and art. We have seen above how the poet is likened to a
painter (Rep. 377e) and how discourses are likened to portraits
(Critias 107c-d). Plato also compares verbal to artistic images at
Republic 497e and 588b and at Laws 898b: at Republic 487e creating a
comparison in speech is likened to painting a picture; at 588b speech
is spoken of as the artist’s material, the speaker becomes the
‘skilfﬁl artist’ and cr‘eaiing an image in speech is spoken of as
modelling a par‘ti;:ularv physical irﬁage.; and at Laws 898b the creators
of a verbal comparison are spoken of as craftsmen, while the
comparison itself becomes a physical representation.

Perhaps this link between the two types of images furnishes an
indication of Plato’s attitude to verbal images of the gods. For if we
follow his own analogy, Plato himself can be seen as an artist who

‘moulds’ the god he has ‘never seen nor fully conceived’ (Phdr. 246c)
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and who may be content, like Critias’ painter, if his images of the
gods possess ‘some faint degree of resemblance’. Of course the problem
remains that if an artist does not know the nature of his subjects,
then it must be impossible for him to capture in his work even a faint
likeness. In the case of images of the gods Plato does not address
this problem but the passages at Republic 377e¢ ff. and Laws 905e ff.
indicate that the standard for judging likenesses of the gods was, in
his view, the extent to which they reflected not knowledge but beliefs
about them. It thus seems to me that Plato would have expected his
audience, like the audience in the Critias illustration, to accept his
images of god as mere ‘faint verisimilitudes’ (outkpdc elkdTa
Xsyép.eva), and not to expect to find therein the true nature of the

gods.

3.4 Conclusions
Although Plato does not directly address the question of the role and
significance of divine images, 1 believe that a particular attitude to
this emerges from his work. First, a number of statements (from the
Cratylus, Timaeus and Phaedrus) suggest that it 1is impossible for
human beings to attain knowledge of the gods, and second, passages
from the Republic, Laws and Critias indicate that Plato regarded
images as a means of expressing particular beliefs about the gods
rather than as a means of attaining new knowledge.

To conclude this chapter 1 would like to consider how this view
relates to the three modern perspectives outlined at the beginning.
The emotive view regards theological metaphors as evoking moods and

responses but not as carfying information. It holds that these

metaphors cannot be assessed in terms of truth and reference but only
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in terms of their emotive effect. When Clinias in Laws X is
scandalised by the image of the gods as corrupt charioteers, clearly
the image has provoked a significant response. But later in this
passage and at Republic 377e it emerges that divine images are also
regarded as conveying particular information, for some of them are
judged to be more like the gods than others. Plato therefore seems to
have viewed metaphors as having more than a purely emotive effect.

Does Plato’s view have anything in common with the critical realist
position? First, as Platoc does seem to have considered the gods to be
real, he must have regarded his metaphors as in some sense ‘reality
depicting’. Second, like Soskice and other theologians, he identifies
god or a god as the cause of the universe (Timaeus 28c). However,
Plato did not have the benefit of exposure to recent causal theories
of reference and on Soskice’s admission (p.148) critical realism
depends on acceptance of these theories.

Of the three modern perspectives, then, we are left with the view
of metaphors as fictions and so must consider whether there is any
common ground between this and Plato’s attitude. Under the heading
‘metaphor as fiction’ we identified two positions: the empiricist and
idealist. For the empiricist metaphors are wunhelpful while for the
idealist they play a wuseful role in the development of ideas about
god. First we must decide whether Plato regarded divine images as
fictions and second whether or not he viewed them as useful.

We have examined a number of passages which suggest that Plato
considered  divine images as expressions of  belief rather than
knowledge. We have also seen how, given Plato’s view of the
ontological status of art, his comparison of verbal to artistic images

further emphasises the gulf between metaphors and imagery on the one
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hand and knowledge, truth and reality on the other. It would seem,
j:hen, that Plato’'s attititude to imagery is not too far removed from
the view of metaphors as fictions which do not necessarily correspond
to any reality. For Sallie McFague creating theological images is like
painting pictures of god, and this approach, 1 believe, can also be
found in the work of Plato, in passages such as Rep. 377e and Critias
107c-d.

On the second point, the fact that Plato used images for the gods
throughout the dialogues makes it highly unlikely that he regarded
them as unhelpful - and indeed he nowhere expresses such a view. It
seems, then, that Plato did not share the empiricist view of metaphors
as unhelpful fictions but, like the modern idealists, judged them as
having a wuseful role. However, there is a crucial difference between
Plato and modern idealists as regards their methods of using metaphors
and their expectations of them. For whereas modern theologians spend
time evaluating the insights offered by particular metaphors, Plato
does not focus his attention on the images themselves, but rather uses
them in the exposition of various views of the gods.

One of the major questions raised by contemporary critics working
on theological metaphors is how far metaphors are indispensable in
theological speculation. -Soskice believes that in our talk of God ‘we
must speak for the most part metaphorically or not at all’ and McFague
considers theology as a whole to be ‘the elaboration of a few key
metaphors and models’. This aspect of theological imagery is not
discussed in the dialogues and we have no indication that Plato ever
considered how far his own ‘theology’ depended upon certain images. We

cannot seek out Platonic answers to this question, but we can embark
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on our own inquiry. Chapters 4 and S, then, will consider the role of
Plato’s metaphors for the gods in the light of contemporary claims

that metaphors are indispensable in theological discourse.
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'See pp. 102, 123-6, 131, 133-4, 137, 149-50.

®See Moline’s comments (p.7) on Phaedo 76b; Laches 190c; Alcibiades I
108e-109a and 117a; Gorgias 465a-510a; Republic 543c and 582a,d;
Symposium 202a; Phaedrus 276a; Ion 532b-c and 54le-542a and Laws
966a-b; see also his second chapter, ‘Dialectic and ’Emiorriun’, pp.
32-51.

3See M.C. Stokes in Socratic Questions (forthcoming), B. Gower and
M.C. Stokes (eds.), pp.70 ff.

*I follow Grube’s view that there is no significant difference between
Plato’s references at certain times to a singular god and at other
times to plural gods {1974, pp. 47-8, note 13):

It should be noted that throughout the Republic, as
indeed elsewhere, Plato uses the singular theos and the
plural theoi quite indifferently, a god, gods, or the
gods. He even uses the singular with the article, the
god. This, however, is the generic use of the article and
does not refer to any particular god unless the context
makes this obvious. It certainly does not imply any kind
of monotheism, as a modern reader might think. All these
expressions are equivalent, and refer to the gods or the
divine nature generally.

°For the same point about the goodness of god see Tim. 29, and on the
justice of god, see Theaet. 176c.
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Chapter 4

GODS AND UNIVERSE

Tell me what your God look like, Celie.
Aw naw, I say. I'm too shame. Nobody ever ast me this
before, so I'm sort of took by surprise. Besides, when 1
think about it, it don’t seem quite right. But it all I
got. 1 decide to stick up for him, just to see what Shug
say.

Okay, I say. He big and old and tall and graybearded
and white. He wear white robes and go barefooted.

Blue eyes? she ast.

Sort of bluish-gray. Cool. Big though. White lashes,

I say.

She laugh.

Why you laugh? 1 ast. I don’t think it so funny. What
you expect him to look like, Mr. ?

That wouldn’t be no improvement, she say. Then she
tell me this old white man is the same God she used to
see when she prayed.

Then she sigh. When I found out I thought God was white,
and a man, I lost interest.

Alice Walker, The Color Purple, 1383

4.1 Introduction.

My aim in this chapter is to establish the cognitive significance of
the different groups of metaphors which Plato uses to speak of the
gods. Various critics have written on these metaphors and our study
will take into account the views of Lloyd (1966), Solmsen (1963),
Classen (1962), de . Marignac (1951), and Louis (1945).! However, each
of these is concerned with a different aspect of the metaphors and
none of them provides a comprehensive view of them all. In Polarity
and Analogy (Ch. IV) Lloyd discusses the role of metaphor and imagery
in Greek cosmological theories and examines three dominant metaphors:
the cosmos as a state, as a living being and as a technologically
created artefact. Solmsen and Classen are concerned with the craftsman

metaphor and have much to say that is wuseful, but neither of them
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covers the other metaphors in any depth. De Marignac discusses Plato’s
metaphors for the Forms, the gods and the soul (les réalités
spirituelles) and although his views are very interesting for our
pur‘poses,2 he deals only selectively with the metaphors for the gods.
Pierre Louis deals with a far greater range of divine metaphors but
offers significantly less analysis. o

As these five critics approach the metaphors in different ways, the
passages quoted in their works vary a great deal. Since none of the
critics provides a comprehensive list of references, [ have set about
creating my own and the result is to be found in a series of tables in
Appendix 2. The great number of metaphors makes individual analysis

impossible here and so 1 will deal only with key metaphors which give

an indication of the trend within a group.

4.2 Plato’s Metaphors for the Gods

Plato represents the gods in numerous ways throughout the dialogues,
but six major groups of metaphors emerge:

1. Craftsmen.

2. Fathers.

3. Rulers, Governors.

4. Owners, Masters.

5. Shepherds.

6. Helmsmen.

These metaphors present in different ways Plato’s conception of a
divine force that creates and controls the universe. Although there is
a certain harmony between the metaphors, as god appears throughout as
a human male and is portrayed as involved in either an act of creation

or the exercise of control, still important differences remain. Lloyd
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has observed &toth that the images ‘interconnect’ and that they offer

different pictures of god (p.284-5):

Each of these descriptions evidently has its own part to
play in conveying a slightly different picture of the
role of the primary cause and of its relation to other,
subsidiary causes. As King he exercises a benevolent
control over all things, as Pilot, he is the intelligent
directing agent in the world, as Father he is a
benevolent creator. As the Good Craftsman he is a skilful
and purposeful creator who achieves the best results that
the nature of the material will allow. ...It is, then, by
this remarkable series of interconnected and overlapping
images that Plato conveys his conception of the primary
cause which is at work in the universe.

1 accept Lloyd’s points but I want to take the matter further and
argue that each image adds something to the representation of god but
also that each fails on its own to offer a fully satisfying analogy.
Plato therefore wuses the different metaphors in conjunction with one
another to make up for the deficiencies of each. As [ examine the
groups of metaphors [ will explore in greater detail their common
features and differences and will set out in each case the limits of
the metaphor. lLet us now turn to the major groups of metaphors 1o

consider both their individual and general cognitive significance.

4.3 Craftsmen.
The metaphor of a single god or plural gods3 as craftsmen is the most
developed of Plato’s divine images and the one that appears most
frequently in his work. Lloyd refers to a number of examples of the
craftsman metaphor (p.276) and points out that in the Timaeus the
metaphor is developed in its greatest detail. He observes {p.277) that
there is an extraordinary variety of technological imagery in this

dialogue, both in the use of general terms such as unxavdouaL (devise)

7 . . -
and 7TexTalvouar (construct) and in ‘a whole series of images drawn
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from specific arts or crafts’. A number of these images are mentioned
- such as the gods working on lathes (Topvedecfat), glueing or
fastening things together (koAMdv, yougot) and modelling (mAdTTeLV)
(p.277) and a fuller list is to be found in tables 1-4 in my Appendix
2. Lloyd makes the important point that Plato’s god is like a human

craftsman in two significant respects (p.279):

The Craftsman in the Timaeus does not create the world
ex nihilo, but like human artisans he works on material
which already exists in an unformed or chaotic state. He
is not omnipotent but achieves the best possible results
within the limitations imposed by the nature of the
material itself (e.g. Ti. 48a) and here too his situation
(one might almost say his predicament) corresponds to
that of his human counterparts.

The craftsman metaphor highlights two important features of the
creation myth: first that the universe was not created out of nothing,
and second that imperfections exist not as a result of divine
negligence, but as a result of the limitations imposed by the material
with which the divine craftsman must work. The metaphor, then, helps
to explain how even with a divine creator, the |universe is not
perfect. As Lloyd observes {p.282, 284) the craftsman represents
Plato’s belief in an intelligent, beneficent cause, but this is a
cause which has certain limiting influences working against its aim to
achieve ‘the good’ in every sphere. Other features of the metaphor
observed by Lloyd (p.291) are that it allows Plato to express his idea
of a separate moving cause quite distinct from the material which he
brings into order from disorder, and that it conveys the conception of
‘the element of rational design or finality which is manifest in the
universe’.

Friedrich Solmsen traces the history of the idea of nature as a

craftsman in Greek thought and shows how the Divine Craftsman is
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already present in Presocratic philosophy, notably in the work of
Empedocles. However, in his view, this does not diminish the

originality of Plato’s craftsman god (p.480):

The Demiurge of Plato’s Timaeus is a conception much too
original to be explained as a synthesis of earlier
thinkers’ ideas. Plato’s choice of this symbolism is best
understood in the light of what he himself elsewhere says
about the pattern of a craftsman’s operation.

Solmsen (p.483) poses the question ‘why does Plato employ the
symbolism of a divine architect?” and finds the answer in his
appreciation of the work of human craftsmen. It is Solmsen’s view that

(p.484):

The Demiurge whose very name is "craftsman" and who is a
creator only qua craftsman, cannot be understood apart
from Plato’s conception of the crafts and their
representatives.

Solmsen goes on to discuss what this conception of the crafts is and
finds three passages from the dialogues particularly significant. He
cites a passage from the Gorgias (503e) which emphasises the element
of order and organisation in the craftsman’s work, a passage from
Republic X, where the human craftsman is said to lock at the Forms
while engaged in his work, and finally a section of the Laws where
Plato insists that ‘every skilled craftsman does all things for the
sake of the whole’.? Solmsen sees these elements of order, intrinsic
harmony and the good as the basis of Plato’s concept of the divine
Craftsman (p.485 ff.) and tells why for Plato this symbol 1is an

appropriate one (p.485):

The craftsman who, coming from the outside, introduces
into the physical world order and as much "good" as it
can accept is an appropriate symbol because Plato would
not credit nature (physis) itself with the capacity to
produce anything valuable...Form and direction have to
come ab extra. The passages adduced show that Plato has
confidence in the crafts. He has retained and developed
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Socrates’ belief that the craftsman knows what he s
doing; by and large, Plato thinks of him as proceeding
consistently toward a pre-established end.

Classen takes a different approach and considers the status and
role of the Demiurge in the Timaeus. He considers the way in which the
Demiurge is introduced in the dialogue (at 28b-c) and observes that in
its context Timaeus’ conviction that anything created must be created
by a cause leads on to the question of what the cause of the world is.

He goes on (p.16):

This, however, is not asked but instead Timaeus says that
the father and maker of all is difficult to find and
describe, thus implying that the al7Tiov is a "na‘rﬁp" and
"mounTng" or, in the next sentence, "TexTaivduevog", a
term which is obviously suggested by the comparison with
the craftsman (28ACf).

The metaphor is indeed introduced in an oblique way, but [ do not
accept Classen’s further claim that Plato takes his metaphor as

‘factual’ (p.16):

The demiurge first mentioned in an analogy is suddenly
taken into the sphere of the actual subject of the
description  without any  justification, or, to put it
differently, a third assumption is made by implication,
namely that the alTior is to be conceived of as a
demiurge. This is never proved nor even clearly stated,
but gradually introduced: we conclude that Plato steps
over the limit of the analogy and appears to take as
factual what is true only on the level of the
comparison.

The image of the creator god as craftsman certainly dominates the
Timaeus but it is never claimed that the Demiurge is ‘factual’ in any
way. Indeed it is made clear at 28c that it is impossible to discover
the nature of the creator. Despite this «claim I accept Classen’s
general view that the Demiurge 1is ‘a mythological expression of a
philosophical conception’ (p.19), - that is, ‘a personification of the

dya8dv alTiov’ (p.17). Classen sees the Demiurge as a representation
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of two factors, causation and insight, which though ‘essential to
Plato’s understanding of the cosmogony, cannot be accounted for in
strictly scientific terms’ and thus believes that the Demiurge has a

very specific role in the dialogue (p.18):

He is a deus ex machina, a convenient device to make
intelligible what cannot be explained otherwise, in a
form reminiscent of traditional mythology; one might call
him a product of philosophical mythology.

I agree with this analysis and also accept Classen’s observation that
the Demiurge provides a necessary link between the eternal and created
world. Through his access to the model, the creator shapes the gods
who in turn form the rest of the world and thus ‘a kind of
cosmogonical hierarchy’ is built up {pp.18-19).

Classen’s article offers, 1 ©believe, a number of valuable insights
into Plato’s use of the craftsman god and his conclusion provides
useful comments for our understanding of the cognitive role of this

metaphor (p.19):

the demiurge represents two factors in the cosmogony of
the Timaeus, the force that starts the development
towards order and the foresight and skill which guides it
so that order or cosmos is achieved. His nature can only
be explained in view of the whole account of the Timaeus:
he is neither a creative god like the god of the Old
Testament, nor the eternal ruler of the universe, but a
philosophical abstraction - not worshipped nor designed
to be worshipped. For Plato introduces the demiurge not
because he wants to replace the traditional belief in
Olympians by a philosophical religion, but because the
demiurge proves to be the most convenient form of
explanation, within the myth, for that which science
cannot account for.

1 agree with much of this analysis, but must point out that the
Demiurge is not, as Classen seems to suggest, only to be explained by
the context of the Timaeus. For he also appears in other dialogues

such as the Republic and Statesman (see table 5 for full list of




references) and should be seen as presenting a view of the creator
which is not just relevant in the Timaeus, but in Plato’s philosophy
as a whole. The figure of the divine craftsman, then, allows Plato to
express certain features of his view of the creation of the universe:

i) that it was created through the agency and design of an
intelligent, skillful and beneficent cause;

ii) that it was not created ex nihilo;

iii) that imperfections are the result not of the creator’s lack of
skill or of his negligence, but of the imperfect nature of his
material;

iv) that the cause is separate from the universe;

v} that creation consisted in the bringing of harmony and order from
disorder;

vi) that the creator sought to make the universe like the Forms.

These points have been observed by Lloyd, Solmsen and Classen, but
there are a number of features of the craftsman image that they have
not commented on.

First, since a craftsman often works alone, the metaphor offers a
plausible view of creation as the act of a single agent. But second,
there are aspects of the image which do not correspond with
information given elsewhere in the dialogues about the relationship of
god and the wuniverse. In other passages (e.g. Laws 729, 87lc, 907a
927b), the gods are presented as concerned with and as ruling over
human affairs - activities which the craftsman metaphor cannot
explain. For although the image offers a vivid picture of god
controlling his material as he fashions the universe, it cannot
account for any subsequent control in the post-creative phase; once a

table is manufactured, it is taken by the new owner and the craftsman
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no longer decides its fate. Similarly, although the <craftsman can
perhaps be said to care for his handiwork as he labours over it, it is
rather awkward to imagine him being concerned about the welfare of all
the objects he has created in the past. There is a necessary distance
between a craftsman and his work which does not reflect Plato’s view
of a force presiding over and involved in human affairs.

Our second group of images has certain features in common with the
craftsman group but presents a closer relationship between god and his

creation.

4.4 Fathers

The metaphor of god or the gods as fathers is used mostly in the
Timaeus {see table 6), but there is another occurrence of it in the
Politicus, which we will discuss in detail in Chapter 5. Both the
craftsman and father metaphors present models of creation and both
convey the idea that the cause is essentially separate from the world.
Classen observes that the idea of a father is used for the cause
(p.18), but does not comment on the differences between this and the
craftsman image. Louis opens his section on Plato’s metaphors for the

gods with some very brief remarks upon this metaphor (p.169):

Les métaphores qui servent a désigner la Divinité sont
trés nombreuses. La plus simple consiste & faire de Dieu
le pére de tous les étres.

He refers to passages in earlier Greek literature where Zeus is spoken

of as the ‘father of all’’ and comments {p.169):

Ainsi la genése du monde est-elle souvent décrite avec
des mots qui évoquent une génération naturelle.
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At Timaeus 28c the cause of the universe is spoken of as its father
and the metaphor is developed at 37c as the universe is spoken of as a

living creature (37c6-7):

Qg 5\% 5LV7)9%V al’J'rc\)IKai (c?n// évérzoev T8y alblev Bedv
yeyovog dyalua O yevvnoag matnp, Nydacn

When the father who had begotten it saw it set in motion
and  alive, a shrine  brought into being for  the
everlasting gods, he was delighted with it

(tr. Cornford, adapted)

The development of the metaphor is significant in a number of ways.
First, the notion of the world as a living being has important
consequences, as Lloyd has shown (pp. 254-71). The universe is now a
rational being and as such can be regarded as having its own soul.
Lloyd discusses how the image of a personified universe relates to the
concept of world-soul in the dialogues and regards it as serving along
with the craftsman image ‘to convey Plato’s belief in the prevailing
element of design in the universe’ (p.256).q Lloyd discusses this
‘vitalist doctrine’ in Plato and other Greek thought and points out

how the conception of the world as a living creature (p.265):

not only conveyed an idea of the universe as a single
whole (made up of interrelated parts), but also enabled
an account to be given of its development in terms of a
natural growth or evolution.

The second  significant point about the development of the
god-father/ universe—chiid metaphor is that it presents a very close
relationship between creator and created. We learn at Timaeus 37c¢ of
the creator’s delight (fydo6n) on seeing the universe ‘moving and
living’ and the image conveys the emotion of a father as he looks upon
the new born child to which he has given life. The closeness of the
father-child relationship accounts for the creator’s care for the

universe and so, unlike the craftsman image, offers compelling reasons
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why god 1is involved with the wuniverse not only at its beginning but
throughout its ‘life’. The father metaphor also presents an image of
authority and so explains why human beings, as part of creation,
should be obedient and respectful to god. Because of its associations
of procreation and paternal authority, the father metaphor functions
as an effective image of both creation and control.

In the Timaeus the single creator god is spoken of not only as the
father of the universe as a whole, but also as the father of the
lesser gods, whom he creates and to whom he entrusts much of the work
in the creation of the world and humankind. From this it follows that
the lesser gods are his children (7aTée¢) and are obedient to him
{42a). Remembering Classen’s observation that the craftsman god builds
up ‘a kind of cosmogonical hierarchy’ between the eternal and created
worlds, we can see that this holds true in the case of the father
metaphor too. For not only are the lesser gods the children of the
creator, but in the course of the dialogue they themselves become the
‘begetters’ of the mortal races, as their father instructs them to
‘produce and beget mortals’ (41d2) (dnmepydlecbe (Ba kal yevvdTe). In
this way, then, a hierarchy is established between men and gods, as
the mortal races become the children of the lesser gods and thus the
grandchildren of the single creator god. The metaphor of the lesser
gods as children also explains another point in the dialogue, as it
provides the reason why the lesser gods are as concerned as their
father to produce the good in creation. For at 7ld we find these gods
characterised as obedient children remembering their father’s

instructions (71d5-7):

/ A\ —-~ —~ A} —~ /
pepvnuevoL yap THg Tol TaTpog E€TLOTOANS Ol OUOTNOAVTES
- "/ AY AY / s / k]
nuag, OTe TO 6OYNTOV €ENECTEANEV YEVOS WS ApLOTOV €Lg
s -~ :
Suvauty motecv,
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For our makers remembered their father’s injunction to
make the mortal race as perfect as possible,
(tr. Cornford)

Thus, their concern to produce good in the world stems ultimately from
their father’s wish that the world produced will be the best possible,
a wish that is turned into a command which they must dutifully obey.10

At this point one of the limits of the father metaphor emerges.
Unlike craftsmanship, fatherhood is not a 7éyvn. A craftsman can set
his mind to creating an excellent piece of work, but a father cannot
improve the nature of his child by concentrating his will at the time
of creation. So whereas the craftsman metaphor provides a véry good
image of the element of design in creation, this is not the case with
the father metaphor. This explains, in my view, why the father
metaphor is often used in conjunction with that of the craftsman: at
28c god is both marnp and mounTrg; at 41d2 the lesser gods are
instructed to ‘produce and beget mortals’ (amepydleobe (Ba  Kkal
yevv@te) and at 42e7-8 god is both the father and creator of the
lesser gods (maTpog, GnuLoupyéV).“ Another problem with this metaphor
is that while the craftsman metaphdr provides a plausible model for
the single creative force, the ©production of a child invariably
requires both a father and a mother. The suppression of the female
role might not have disturbed the Athenians, familiar as they were
with the story of the birth of Athene and the myth of autochthony,12
but logically there is a difficulty here, which Plato does not
address.

However, despite the difficulty of single-parent generation and

despite the absence of Téxvn in procreation, the father metaphor
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presents a number of significant features of Plato’s view of the
relationship between god and the universe:

i) the wuniverse as a child of god is a rational, whole creature, whose
development can be understood in terms of natural growth;

ii) as father of the universe and of humankind, god is invested with
paternal authority;

iii) as a father, god 1is <concerned for the welfare of his child
throughout its life;

iv) the lesser gods as children of the <creator and parents of
humankind, provide a link between divine and mortal nature;

v} in their work the lesser gods obey their father’s wish to create
the best possible universe.

Of the six groups of metaphors, the father metaphor best combines the
features of creative power, control and Dbenevolent care that Plato
attributes to his supreme god. The craftsman and father metaphors are
Plato’s only depictions of the creative power of god, while the next

four groups of metaphors concentrate on god as a controlling force.

4.5 Rulers, Governors and Guardians.

This group of metaphors presents the gods as active in the affairs of
the world just as political rulers in the affairs of a state. As a
passage in Laws X shows, the conception of the gods as rulers arises

from the belief that they control the universe (905e2-3):

apXOVTag uev avay&acov TOU yLyveaeaL TOUS ye SLOLKNTOVTAS
TOV dmavta EVTEAEYDS oupavov

Well, if they are going to run the entire universe for
ever, presumably they’ll have to be rulers. (tr.
Saunders)

Of our critics it is Lloyd that deals most exXtensively with this

metaphor, as he is concerned with the wuse of social and political
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images in cosmological theories (Ch.IV). He points out that both the
Presocratics and Plato used very widely in their theories imagery from
aspects of social organisation (p.2ll) and, after discussing the
social and political metaphors wused by earlier philosophers, comments

(p.220):

But the most notable metaphors of this type are
undoubtedly  those  found in  Plato, who uses  them
repeatedly in expressing his conviction that a rational
guiding principle is at work in the world.

Lloyd refers to some of the metaphors used by Plato: in the Timaeus
(48a) reason is represented as ‘controlling’ (dpxelv) necessity, the
Craftsman is said to ‘issue ordinances’ (StaBeouoBeTnoag, Statdfag,
42d2, e5); in the Philebus (28c) we are told that all wise men agree
that ‘reason is the king of heaven and earth’; in the Laws (896d,e)
soul is said to ‘administer’ (&totkeTv) the heaven, the ‘best soul’
‘takes care of the whole cosmos’ (émiueletoBatr 897c¢c), and later there
is a further brief reference to ‘our king’ (Bactielg), who cares for
the whole universe (904a}. A fuller list of references can be found in
tables 8 and 9 in Appendix 2.

Lloyd raises the question of how far the cosmological images of the
philosophers reflect their potitical views and in the case of Plato

comments (p.222):

Plato’s rejection of democracy of the Athenian type at
least, is well known and his anti-democratic,
authoritarian bias is evidently reflected in the image of
a supreme (but benevolent) ruler which he uses to
describe the role of Reason in the cosmos.

Thus Plato’s images of a supreme ruler-god reflect his views on human
political and social matters. The question of how far Plato was aware
of the metaphorical nature of his socio-political images for the gods

is also dealt with by Lloyd. He tells how Plato made a firm
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distinction between figurative and non-figurative accounts {pp.

225-226) and expresses his view that (p.226):

there can be no doubt that he was aware of using eZKéveg
when he refers to the ‘king’ who ‘takes care of’ the
whole world, just as he 1is when he speaks of the
Craftsman or the Father of all things.

Although these metaphors are not to be taken as literal statements
about the nature of the gods, they nevertheless convey Plato’s deep
conviction that a particular order exists in the wuniverse - as Lloyd

observes in his conclusion (p.226):

His language is ‘metaphorical’ in that he often
consciously applies terms beyond their primary sphere of
reference (human society), but for Plato clearly these
metaphors are not empty figures of speech, for he
believes that order or justice in the human sphere is a
part of the wider, cosmic order.

De Marignac approaches these metaphors of social and political
power from another angle, looking at the particular relationship they
establish between gods and man, a relationship, that is, of authority
and obedience. In his section on the ruler metaphors for the gods

(‘Chefs’ p.64), he says:

Platon a toujours recommandé cet aspect essentiel de la
piété, I’obéissance aux ordres des dieux. Toute
I’Apologie est batie sur cette idée a I’examen de
laquelle est consacré I'Euthyphron et dont le formulaire
se trouve dans les Lois. Pour exprimer cette prééminence
de Dieu qui lui confére le droit de nous commander et a
nous  l’obligation de lui obéir, Platon s’est servi
d’images empruntées aux hiérarchies familiales (Dieu sera
pour Alcibiade un meilleur tuteur que ne l'est son tuteur
Périclés: %m./"rponog. . .Bsk'rlfwv. .. Kal ooq‘)aﬁ'rospog, Alcibiade
I, 124c), militaires (Socrate n’a pas hésité, quels que
fussent les dangers, a obéir aux chefs militaires qui
I’emmenérent a Potidée, a Amphipolis et a Délion; il
n'hésitera donc pas & philosopher, si tel est ['ordre de
Dieu, méme au prix de sa vie, Apologie, 28e) et
politiques (dans les Lois, Dieu est appelé

. N n 13
métaphoriquement "notre roi", 904a).
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De Marignac thus classes together the domestic, rnilitary14 and
political images of the gods’ rule over humankind, as they are all
founded on the ideas of authority and obedience. By means of these
metaphors Plato conveys both the pre-eminence of god, which gives him
the right to rule over us, and the subordination of human beings,
which gives us the obligation of obeying him.

As good government does seem to have been regarded by Plato as a
Téxvn,ls this group of metaphors, like the craftsman group, represents
Plato’s belief in an intelligent, guiding force at work in the
universe. That this force is ©benevolent is axiomatic for Plato,16
although the image of rulers and kings in itself does not necessarily

entail this.

4.6 Owners and Masters

This group of images presents the gods as masters of humankind and

human beings as the property of the gods. At Phaedo 62b Socrates says:

All the same, Cebes, 1 believe that this much is true, that
the gods are our Kkeepers and we men are one of their
possessions. {tr. Tredennick)

Again at Laws 902b we find the same idea, as the Athenian says:

And we regard all mortal creatures as possessions of
gods, like the universe as a whole. (tr. Saunders)

This image is based on the idea of the power of the gods over human
beings and in this respect it is similar to the metaphor of the gods
as rulers. However, despite  the parallels between  political and
domestic control, there are also significant differences. First,
whereas ruling is a recognised T€yvn which the ruler must prove he can
exercise competently, being master of a household is not recognised as

a particular skill and the master is not required to prove his
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competence. Second, while a good ruler is concerned for the welfare of
his citizens, such concern is not a necessary feature of the
master/slave relationship. Considered in this way the image of the
gods as masters is rather less complimentary than that of rulers. Even
if the gods are indeed ‘the very best of masters’ (Phaedo 62c-d,
Phaedrus 273e-274a), still the role of the master necessarily requires
less competence and skill than that of head of state. This is not to
say, however, that the master image is a pale imitation of that of
ruler, for this metaphor adds something very distinctive to the
portrayal of the relationship between gods and human beings.

Although both citizen and slave must accept the command of a higher
authority, the degree of autonomy in each «case is quite different.
Slaves have nc rights and no freedom and take no part at all in
decisions that affect every aspect of their lives and circumstances. '’
Thus the image of humankind as the slaves of the gods expresses in
very strong terms the view that the gods wield enormous power over the
lives of humans and that human autonomy is severely limited. This
aspect of the human/divine relationship is also expressed in a quite
different image in the Laws where humankind 1is spoken of as a
‘plaything’ (malyviov) of god (803c)."®  The metaphor of the gods as
masters emphasises the distance between human and divine both in terms
of power and status. Although they share the motif of authority, this
metaphor offers a different picture both from that of the gods as
rulers, as we have seen, and from that of the gods as fathers - for in
this case there 1is no love, joy, care or common Identity. Indeed
without the belief that the gods are benevolent, the image of the

master-gods presents something of a nightmarish vision.
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In the next group of images, the key motif is again that of power

and control, but of a quite different kind.

4.7 Shepherds

De Marignac and Louis regard this metaphor as close to those of the
gods as masters and guardians, and clearly the common features are
control and subordination. After commenting on the master/slave image,
Louis says (p.172): ‘Une métaphore voisine de la précédente assimile
I’humanité a un bétail dont les dieux sont les ber‘ger‘s.’lq In a
footnote (p.172) he observes that this image is known to the Hittites,
that Plato seems to have derived it from Philolaos and that it can
also be found in Aeschylus’ Prometheus Bound at 229-231. The list of
references in Plato, quoted by Louis and de Marignac, is to be found
in table 10 in Appendix 2. Although the gods are presented as
shepherds in other dialogues, as we shall see in Chapter 5, the
metaphor appears most frequently in the Politicus.

In this dialogue the Stranger tells a story of a great upheaval in
the wuniverse and describes how in one era daemons controlled the
different regions. As he describes the government of these daemons, he
speaks of them as shepherds (271d6):

\ A \ AY ~ A / \ k) / al —~ -~
kat on kat TQ {wa Kata yevm kat ayeiag OLOV vouns QELOL
6Lel,}\n¢eoav éaLuovsg, adTAPKNS eLg ndVTa eanTog eKQOTOLg
Y OLQ av’rog eveusv aﬁo*re OUT a)’pLOV 771/ oucSev OUTG
Aoy  Edwdal, Troleuog Te OVK €Evhv olde oTaOLg TO
TapanTay: _
moreover, the living beings were distributed by species
and flocks among inferior deities as divine shepherds,
each of whom was in all respects the independent guardian
of the creatures under his own care, so that no creature
was wild, nor did they eat one another, and there was no

war among them, nor any strife whatsoever. (tr. Fowler,
adapted)
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We are thus presented with the golden age picture of divine forces
taking care of all the needs of living beings. The shepherd image
introduced by the simile (olov voufic) is continued with the use of the
verb &vepev. The verb véuw poses a problem in this dialogue as it can
mean both ‘sway, manage, wield, control’ and ‘pasture, drive to
pasture’, and thus in a context of shepherd-governors it is often
impossible to say in which sense it is being wused. This problem

arises, for example, at 27le where we find Véuw used with both

/ . .
émioTaréw (have charge of, preside over) and voueUw (pasture, drive to -~

pasture), to describe divine control over human lives (271e5):

Beog Evepev alTolg alTOS emioTaTdv, kafdmep viv dvbpwrod,
Lov Ov ETepov QGLO/’TépOV, dXda yévn pavidTepa alTOV
vouevovot -

God himself was their shepherd, watching over them, just
as man, being an animal of different and more divine
nature than the rest, now tends the Ilower species of
animals. (tr. Fowler)

Here perhaps the force of the comparison with men pasturing their
animals supports the reading of véuw as the god ‘pasturing’ mankind,
but in other passages where the verb occurs (see 271e8, 274b5), it is
not at all clear which reading we should accept. When we consider that
the Politicus as a whole is an examination of the art of government,
it would seem that the metaphor of the gods as shepherds is wused to
highlight the sort of role that human rulers should adopt: they should
not only command their subjects, but aiso care for their welfare. Thus
it appears that Plato deliberately selects the verb véuw with its dual
associations of government and shepherding in order to draw together
the ideas of control and pastoral care. The connection between the two
images is actually traditional, as can be seen in the Homeric epithet
for a king - mowuny Xla@v (shepherd of the people), an epithet often

used of Agamemnon (cf. Iliad 11, 243).
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The gods in the Politicus myth have been given their authority by
the supreme god. They have total control over their flocks and in this
respect the metaphor is similar to that of the gods as rulers.
However, as the myth also portrays the shepherd-gods catering to the
needs of a defenceless and dependent humankind, clearly their role is
going beyond that of a ruler - and, moreover, far beyond that of a
master. The care of the shepherd for his flock is perhaps closer to
that suggested by the father/child metaphor, where the idea of
authority is present, but is tempered with that of kindly concern.
There are, however, significant differences between the two. First,
apart from the non-generative aspect, the shepherd/flock metaphor
reduces human beings to the level of animals, which establishes a
fixed  hierarchical order {(more akin to the master/slave model).
Second, shepherding, unlike parenting, is a recognised 7éyvny and thus
can present the gods as exercising professional skill and judgement in
their control over human affairs. Such notions of skill and judgement
are the focus of our final group of metaphors, which moves away from

the ideas of care and concern.

4.8 Helmsmen
The helsman metaphor is used for the gods on a number of occasions
throughout the dialogues, in the Philebus, Timaeus, Critias, Laws,
Statesman and Symposium (see table 11). There are two main ways that
this metaphor is used: first when the verbs for steering
(KuBepvdw/éLaKUBepvciw) are used for government and second when the
whole concept of helmsman and ship is developed.

The verb ‘to steer’ is used of reason’s control of the universe at

Philebus 28d (6taxkuBepvav), of the gods’ control over mankind at
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Timaeus 42e and again of the gods’ influence in human affairs at Laws
709c. On these occasions &takuBeprdw would seem to be a simple
metaphor of government; indeed in the Philebus passage it is used in
conjunction with the verb é&mitTpometw (to be in charge, to be guardian,
trustee) and in the Timaeus it appears with the verb ‘&pyetv’ (to
rule}. Louis observes (p.171) that this image occurs frequently in the
works of Greek poets and says that Symposium 197b, where Zeus is
referred to as the ‘pilot of gods and men’ (ZeUg kuBepvdvy Bedv Te kal
dvOpwnwy), is a reference to a verse of lost tragedy. Louis cites
other passages in Greek literature where the same metaphor for the
gods is used. %° Lloyd also sets out some of the previous uses of this
metaphor for the gods, concentrating on the works of the philosophers.

Early in his section on technological imagery Lloyd comments (p.272):

One type of image which recurs frequently in the
Presocratics is that of steering or piloting (kvBeprav,
otaktlerv) and although this conveys no notion of any
process of manufacture, it may be taken to suggest not
merely the idea of power, but more particularly one of
intelligent direction.

He éays that the image probably first occurred in cosmology in the

work of Anaximander and that (p.273):

thereafter it is one of the favourite images of the
Presocratics, occurring in  Heraclitus (who uses both
kuBeprav in Fr.4l and olaxtlety in Fr.64), in Parmenides
(Fr.12) and in Diogenes of Apollonia (Fr.5).

Thus the simple metaphor of steering for the gods’ control of the
universe is well-established before Plato. However, Plato does not
merely adopt the metaphor, but develops it in different ways for his
own purposes: in the Politicus we find god the helmsman steering the
ship of the wuniverse through various storms; in the Critias the

metaphor presents the gods controlling and directing men as if they
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were ships, and in the Laws the image is given a new twist when the
idea of a drunken crew is used to support the argument that the gods
cannot be bribed. We will look at these three passages in more detail
in Chapter S5, but for the moment I want to concentrate on the general
significance of this metaphor.

The helmsman metaphor offers an image of technical skill and
guiding power and thus conveys very well the idea of a rational,
controlling principle in the wuniverse. However, it 1is a non-creative
image whose primary associations are not those of benevolent care. For
although the helmsman in the course of his duty seeks to preserve the
good condition and safety of the ship, he does not exercise
benevolence towards it in any other respect. The portrayal of the
universe and human beings as ships steered by the gods offers a view
of divine control which is similar in one respect to the master/slave
model. For the inanimate ship, like the slave deprived of rights, has
no autonomy. What happens to a ship is beyond its control; it exists
as an instrument ready to be manipulated by the will of another. Thus
the metaphor of the helmsman and ship offers a very different view of
the relationship between god and the universe from the father/child or
ruler/subject metaphors, where the universe and humankind have both
life and will of their own and can experience separate development.
This metaphor, then, in that it represents the universe as inanimate,
is similar to the craftsman metaphor, whereby man and the universe
exist as artefacts. The difference, however, is that in the craftsman
metaphor, the wuniverse is the product of god’s work and its very

nature tells us something of the skill and design of the creator.
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4.9 Conclusions.
This examination of the major groups of divine metaphors has shown
that Plato presents the gods as craftsmen, fathers, governors,
masters, shepherds and helmsmen, and the wuniverse and humankind as
artefacts, children, sub jects, slaves, sheep and ships. These
metaphors overlap in various ways and together convey Plato’s
conception of a benevolent, creative and controlling power. However,
despite a certain coherence in that the gods are portrayed throughout
as human males involved in creation or control, still there are
significant differences between the metaphors, which leads to a number
of conflicting ideas. For example, the craftsman and father metaphors
offer very different versions of creation; the former suggests that
the universe is a completed piece of work while the latter presents a
child-universe which will grow and develop in various ways. Again,
while the metaphors of father, ruler, master, shepherd and helmsmen
all present models of control, still there are important differences
between them which result in views of the divine/human relationship
that are difficult to reconcile. For instance, whereas a father
exercises control in the interests of his child’s development, a
master’s control over his slaves is an utterly selfish matter directed
towards his own gain.

However, although the use of various images for the gods can lead
to difficulties, Plato is compelled to wuse a number of different
metaphors since each on its own fails to offer a fully satisfying
analogy. The craftsman metaphor conveys very well the notions of
design, skill and the purposeful creation of harmony and order, but
offers no account of god’s continuing involvement in the universe. The

father metaphor provides a  pleasing synthesis of the ideas of
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creation, care and control, but carries no associations of skill or
design. Finally, while the metaphors of rulers, masters, shepherds and
helmsmen offer various images of power and control, they cannot
account for god’s creation of the universe. The different metaphors,
then, make their own individual contribution to Plato’s portrayal of
the gods.

Now that we have considered the individual roles of these
metaphors, we can turn to the wider question of their general
cognitive significance. Following our earlier discussions in Part I,
we must now consider whether Plato’s divine metaphors play an emotive,
illustrative or epistemic role and must try to establish how far or in
what sense these metaphors are indispensable to his discourse on the
gods.

First, it seems that we can rule out the idea that these metaphors
play a purely emotive role, for, as we have seen, they work to convey
the information that the gods create and control the universe and that
they are good. But the question of whether the metaphors play an
illustrative or epistemic role 1is more difficult to decide. According
to the illustrative thesis, metaphors provide vivid and memorable ways
of saying things but do not provide new knowledge or information over
and above that which can be expressed in literal terms. In contrast,
the epistemic thesis maintains that some metaphors have a distinct and
irreducible cognitive force which provides a special kind of epistemic
access not provided by literal language. So which of these best
accounts for the role of Plato’s metaphors for the gods? To try to
answer this I want to consider first what insights into the notion of

a supreme god are offered by the images of the Demiurge etc., and
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second whether the information conveyed <can also be conveyed by
literal terms.

As Chapter 3 has shown, we find in the dialogues the view that
knowledge of the divine nature is beyond human grasp. Given this, what
role can divine metaphors be expected to play? Lloyd suggests that

Plato saw images as having a special power (p.300):

on such subjects as the nature of the Maker and Father of
the universe and the nature of the movement of Reason,
Plato explicitly disclaimed being able to give a
non-figurative account (Ti. 28c, Laws 897de) and it is
clear that he believed images are necessary for the
expression of some of the highest truths.

While the passages cited do indeed say that it is impossible to give a
full and precise demonstration of these subjects, nevertheless, on
these occasions Plato does not claim that he is somehow conveying a
truth which cannot be expressed in literal terms. For he simply
switches from telling us what something is to what it is like and
ignores the problem of how one can know what x is like without knowing
what x 1is in the first place.21 Further, in the <case of the divine
nature, the ‘highest truths’ that are being expressed are those things
which Plato believes to be true.’* Thus Lloyd’s assessment that Plato
believed that images are necessary for the expression of some of the
‘highest truths’ is, in my view, misleading. It is my opinion that the
images do not express the nature of the gods in any way but simply
tell us what Plato believed the gods were like. Thus, for example, the
craftsman metaphor tells us that Plato believed that god has a
creative power which in some respects is like that of a craftsman.

In all of these metaphors the gods are presented as human males;
the divine nature is defined in terms of human powers and activities

and the presentation of god as a male figure reflects the prevalent
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attitude of the ancient world that the male is somehow superior to the
female. Plato inherited this anthropomorphic view of the gods and, as
Lloyd observes, (p.285) these images are ‘largely traditional or at
least pre-Platonic’. These metaphors do not offer new insights into
the divine nature, for in essence they present the view, already
familiar to the Greeks, that the gods create and control the universe.
The metaphors are often vivid and memorable, giving life and depth to
Plato’s vision of the gods, but the key issue we must address is
whether the information provided by them can be expressed in literal
terms.

If one believes that the cognitive content of Plato’s metaphors for
the gods can be reduced to the three propositions mentioned above -~
that the gods create and control the universe and that they are good -
and if one accepts that these are literal statements, then one must
hold that the metaphors are performing an illustrative role. For while
they are presenting information in a particularly striking fashion,
nevertheless it is information which can also be expressed in literal
terms. However, if one holds that all language 1is not only derived
from but also bounded by our human experience of the world, then the
application of the human notions of creation and control to the divine
or cosmic level is itself metaphorical. Thus, to say that the gods
create the wuniverse is to portray them as undertaking an activity
which we can only understand in human terms. The images of god the
craftsman and god the father then become second-level metaphors
presenting a particular version of the first~level metaphor of god’s
‘creation’. On  this analysis Plato’s divine metaphors cannot be
reduced to literal terms and so play an epistemic role in conveying

ideas which cannot be expressed without the use of metaphors.
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Thus it seems to me that whether one accepts the view that these
metaphors are illustrative or epistemic depends on one’s attitude to
the nature of language about god. My own view is that the statement
‘god creates and controls the wuniverse’ can be regarded as a literal
statement of  ©belief and therefore that the metaphors of god the
craftsman etc. play an illustrative role in presenting this idea in
various ways. As far as the question of indispensability is concerned,
for those who accept the epistemic view, these divine metaphors are
indeed indispensable to Plato since they provide the only way of
speaking about the gods. But for those who consider these metaphors
illustrative the matter is not so straightforward. For on the one
hand, the information provided by the metaphors can be stated in
literal terms, but on the other hand those literal statements are very
limited in their scope. It may be acceptable to say that one believes
that god creates the world, but if one is pushed further on this and
asked ‘but how or why?’, then it 1is very difficult to give any
satisfactory answer without resorting to metaphors of one kind or
another. Thus as Plato seeks to present a more detailed picture of the
processes of creation in the Timaeus, we find a very heavy reliance on
craft metaphors. It seems to me, then, that even if one accepts the
illustrative view of divine metaphors, one must still admit that
metaphors are indispensable to any extended or detailed discourse on
the gods.

This chapter has considered the role of Plato’s divine metaphors
divorced from their contexts and this in many ways gives a distorted

view. Chapter 5, in contrast, will examine how some of these metaphors
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work in their dialogues and it will become clear that Plato uses
metaphors not so much to gain insight into the divine nature but to
present more effectively various ideas he already holds about the

gods.
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1G.I-:.R. Lloyd, Polarity and Analogy; F. Solmsen, ‘Nature as Craftsman
in Greek Thought’; C.J. Classen, ‘The Creator in Greek Thought from
Homer to Plato’; A. de Marignac, Imagination et Dialectique; P. Louis,
Les Métaphores de Platon.

“De Marignac’s discussion of Plato’s soul metaphors will be examined
in chapter 6.

JSee Chapter 3, note 4 for Grube’s remark on single and plural gods in
Plato.

*Republic 596b; Laws 903c.

®For a discussion of the much debated question of whether Plato’s
craftsman is a mythical figure see Lloyd pp.279-8l.

®“There are many metaphors which are used to suggest the divine. The
simplest one makes God the father of all beings.’

"Homer Iliad 1 412; Aesch. Sept. 412; Sophocles, Philoctetes 1442.

®Thus the genesis of the world is often described in words which
evoke a natural birth.’

gL]oyd notes (p.255) the use of the same metaphor at Politicus 269dl,

where the universe 1is spoken of as ‘a living creature endowed with
reason by him who fitted it together in the beginning’.

“For references to the universe, lesser gods and men as children see
Appendix 2 Table 7.

"'See also Politicus 269d and 273b.
12See S. Goldhill, Reading Greek Tragedy, pp.67-68.

Bplato  has always recommended this essential feature of piety,
obedience to the command of the gods. The whole of the Apology is
built upon this idea, the examination of which is the concern of the
Euthyphro and the outline of which appears in the Laws. In order to
express this pre-eminence of God which gives him the right to command
us and us the obligation of obeying, Plato makes wuse of images
borrowed from domestic hierarchies (God would be a better guardian for
Alcibiades than his guardian, Pericles..}, military  (Socrates didn’t
hesitate whatever the dangers, to obey the army leaders who took him
to Potidaea, to Amphipolis and to Delos, he will not hesitate to
practise philosophy, if that is God’s command, even if it costs his
life, Apology 28e2), and political (in the Laws God is metaphorically
designated "our king" 904a).’

14Although the political and domestic images occur throughout the
dialogues, the image of the gods as military commanders only appears
in two passages: i) Apology 28e, as noted by de Marignac (p.64), (see
also Apol. 33c4 and c7); and ii) Laws 905e ff. in the list of rulers
that are suggested as possible comparisons for the gods.

See e.g. Politicus 30la.
See e.g. Laws X (899b, 900d-e and 90le).

“For the view of slavery as a condition ‘more fearful than death’, see
Republic 387b and 496b.
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pe Marignac (p.68) sees the image of the draughtsplayer (&6 meTTeUTng)
at Laws 903d as conveying the idea that the liberty of human beings is
extremely restricted. However, the whole point of the passage is that
it is the actions of the souls themselves that determine whether they
move up or down in the scale of lives and the ‘mover of the pieces’
actually ends up with a mere mechanical role:

the divine draughts-player has nothing else to do except promote

a soul with a promising character to a better situation, and to

relegate one that is deteriorating to an inferior,

(tr. Saunders).

Pep metaphor close to the preceding one likens mankind to livestock
and the gods are their shepherds.’

®°rliad VII 69 etc.; Pindar Pyth. 1V, 274, V 122, (of Zeus) and
Sophocles Ajax 35 (of Athena).

21 . .
See chapter 2, section 4 and chapter 3, section 3.

22See chapter 3, section 3.
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Chapter 5

THREE STUDIES

5.1 Introduction.

In Chapter 4 [ argued that Plato uses his metaphors for the gods
inconjunction with one another to achieve different cognitive and
rhetorical effects. [ will now demonstrate this technique at work in
three passages from the Critias (109b-e), Politicus (269c-273e) and
Laws (905e-907b). Lloyd, whose views were examined in the previous
chapter, rightly stresses that we should accept the different images

of the gods as complementary not as alternative accounts (p.30):

In each case a modern interpreter, honouring above all
else the principle of consistency, might feel tempted to
select one image {or group of images) as the
philosopher’s true and definitive conception, although
such an attempt would surely be misguided. Rather, in
each case, to understand the original thought in all its

complexity, we  should treat these images... not as
alternative, but as cumulative and complementary
accounts, each adding to, but none, as it were,

restricting, the writer’s conception.

De Marignac offers another wuseful insight into Plato’s wuse of
multiple metaphors as he comments on the image of god as helmsman of
the universe. It is de Marignac’s opinion that the image in the
Politicus is incomplete and that it would have been appropriate for
Plato to develop the image further than he actually does. However, he
acknowledges that Plato often refrains from developing all the

possibilities of a particular image and comments (p.67):

il ne faut jamais oublier que Platon ne veut pas étre le
prisonnier de son image. Il [’abandonne quand cela lui
plait, y revient plus tard librement, au gré de sa
fantaisie de poéte, voulant indiquer par cette maniére de
I'utiliser que I'image n’est qu’une image, c’est-a-dire
que les  termes imagés ne disent pas la  réalité
intelligitl)le telle qu’elle est véritablement dans son
essence.
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A little later (p.68) he says that this reluctance to develop an
image too far may be simply a matter of taste or may be the result of
a didactic concern, namely, to avoid the situation where a metaphor,
too richly  developed, becomes a  substitute for that  which it
illustrates. He cites as an example of this the Christian use of the
metaphor ‘God the Father’, which many are simply unable to recognise
as a metaphor at all. At this point he observes (p.68): ‘Le tact
littéraire de Platon est donc en méme  temps une précaution
philosophique'.2 Thus for de Marignac Plato’s reluctance to develop
his metaphors too far, with his free abandonment and resumption of
them, has the effect of keeping us constantly aware that they are
simply images and that they must not be mistaken for the reality.

I would like to add to these observations of Lloyd and de Marignac
by pointing out that as well as forming ‘cumulative and complementary’
accounts of the gods in general, the metaphors also work with one
another on a much smaller scale, in individual dialogues and passages.
Plato, having established a multiplicity of images for the gods, can
move freely between them, using one particular metaphor to achieve a
certain effect and then switching easily to another to make a further
point in his argument. Thus he can use the metaphor of god the father
on a particular occasion until he requires a stronger image of
control, whereupon he can introduce the helmsman metaphor, relying on
the traditional acceptance of all these images and being careful not
to let any of them become too dominant. This reluctance to develop an
image too far not only reminds us that the image is only an image, as
de Marignac observes, but it is also a device through which Plato
allows himself a certain ease of movement between his metaphors for

rhetorical purposes. Lloyd is correct in his point that all the images
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add to, but none restrict the philosopher’s conception, and to this we
must add that the images all add to, but are not allowed to restrict
the development of a particular argument. In the three passages we
will examine in this chapter we will see how Plato skilfully handles
his metaphors, using multiple images for the gods to make his points

effectively and with apparent ease.

5.2 Critias 109b-¢

In this short passage the gods are spoken of as both shepherds and
helmsmen. De Marignac deals briefly with these two images, but it
seems to me that he misses the main point concerning their use. He
observes  correctly that tHe ‘pastoral and nautical’ image here
expresses the benign care which the gods exercise over man (p.66) and,
after remarking briefly on the passage, says of the use of metaphor

and simile (p.66):

Comme on le voit, dans cette image ou le pilote et le
gouvernail se substituent au berger et a son fouet, la
comparaison a et la métaphore s’entrelacent trés
heureusement.

This is undoubtedly true and we will see how this pleasing effect is
achieved when we examine the passage in more depth. However, when de
Marignac leaves these images and turns to the helmsman metaphor of the
Politicus myth, he makes the following remarks about the Critias

passage which I do not accept (p.66):

Si, dans le passage précité, 1'image nautique arrive
d’une fagon un peu inattendue et si, comme cela se
produit souvent, elle se substitue & une autre image

analogue - procédé qui a, semble-t-il, pour  raison
d’éviter, par la multiplication des images, que la
représentation sensible ne s’impose trop fortement et ne
recouvre complétement la notion intelligible - dans le

mythe du Politique (272e et 273d), cette métaphore est
seule utilisée pour dire [P’action de Dieu sur ['univers
sensible,
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First the helmsman metaphor in this passage does not simply replace
an ‘analogous image’, as the two images of shepherds and helmsmen are
very different in important respects. Second, Plato does not use both
images to prevent either picture becoming too dominant but simply to
make his point, for each image by itself is inadequate to express all
the ideas he wishes to convey.

Near the beginning of his story of the ancient conflict between
Athens and Atlantis, Critias tells how in this era the gods divided
the earth and how they ruled their allotted regions with no conflict
(109b1-5). He is establishing a golden age picture and goes on to say

of the gods (109b5-7):

éucng 67) K)\T)pOLQ TO ¢)L)tov kayxavov*rég KaTwrcL(ov Tag
xwpag, KQL KaTOLKLoaVTeg, oLov voung noluvia, KTHuaTa Kal
QpeuuaTa €qUTOY NuAS eTp€¢ov

They apportioned to each his own by righteous allotment,
settled their territories, and, when they had settled
them, fell to feeding us, their bestial [possessions] and
flocks there, as herdsmen do their cattle. (tr. Taylor)

So we see that the gods after settling their territories, concerned
themselves with tending and feeding man, just as a shepherd tends his
flocks, olov vouhg moluvea. Thus we find the idea of the gods as
shepherds introduced by means of a simile olov wvoufjc, an idea which
develops out of the presentation of them as the governors of man. The
ideas and the development here are very like those in the Politicus
(271d5-276d5) where the gods are introduced as governors (dpyxdvTwy
271d5) who rule over the portions of the earth and then are likened,
by means of a simile, to shepherds tending their flocks (271dé otov
voufijc etc.) In the Politicus men are among the living creatures tended
by the gods (271d-72a) and here the same idea is conveyed as men are
referred to as the KTﬁua‘ra and Opéupata (possessions, nursling

creatures) of the gods. Also, as the gods in the Politicus ‘feed and
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pasture’ men (vopelUouct 27le), so here the gods are said to have ‘fed
and nurtured’ them (&Tpegpor). Thus in the Critias passage we have the
same images of the benign care of the gods and the dependence of men
as can be seen in the Politicus (see Chapter 4, section 7).

Critias, after telling how the gods at this time cared for and
looked after mankind, goes on to relate how they controlled their
subjects. The shepherd metaphor, already established, offers one model

of control, but this is expressly rejected (109b7-8):

Trkr\)v ol oa’»uaoL oal)ua’ra BLa{éueVOL, Kaeoinep 770Luéu€g K"rﬁun
TANYT véuovTeg,

Only they would not coerce body with body in the fashion
of shepherds who drive their flocks to pasture with
blows; (tr. Taylor)

Thus Critias dismisses the idea that the gods’ control over man is
like that of shepherds driving their sheep. He does not give his
reasons for rejecting the image, but they seem clear enough. For the
image presents the gods as shepherds resorting to brute force against
reluctant sheep who resist their commands, a picture which is
unacceptable on two counts. First the image strikes a discordant note
in the golden age scenario, presenting an unflattering picture of both
gods and men, and second the task of controlling men, especially in
this golden age, would have been viewed as a far easier one that that
of a shepherd physically exerting his  will against  recalcitrant
sheep.6 This point is borne out as Critias’ next image presents the
gods’ task of controlling man as a much less troublesome affair. [t is
here, then, that we find the helmsman metaphor, as Critias says

(109c2-4):

3 - Iy / h 4 -~ 3 / 3 4
all’ 7 palioTa evoTpogov Lwov, €K TPUUVNG aneuBurovTeg,
? MY/ - -~ / \ \ A~
olov olakt meiLBol Yuxng eEganTouevol kara TNV alTOV
/ e/ / A A -~ /
Stavoirar, oUTwS AyovTeg TO QvnTov mMav exkuBeprov.
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they set the course of the living creature from that part
by which it is most easily turned, its stern, controlling
its soul after their own mind by persuasion as by a
rudder and so moving and steering every mortal creature.
(tr. Taylor, adapted)

In terms of this metaphor, then, the gods guide (&mevBVvw) the
human creature by its stern (mpUpvm) (which for some reason Taylor has
translated as ‘prow’, the Greek for which is wp@pa), and the living
creature becomes a ship sailing on a particular course. The stern of
the ship, we are told, is the part by which it is ‘most easily turned’
(eifo'rpmpog) and the reason for this would seem to be simply that the
rudder is situated there. A sense of ease of movement emerges here in
contrast to the physical force of the previous image. The ship
metaphor is then further developed as we find the gods directing the
human soul by persuasion (metBot) which is likened to a helm oiov
olaxt - an appropriate simile as persuasion is indeed a very effective
means of control. The verb kuBepvdw (steer) then forms the final part
of the image as the gods are said to ‘steer the whole mortal fabric’.

The overall effect of this image is that of easy influence as the
helmsman guides the ship on its way. Critias’ point here is that the
gods do not have to resort to brute force to impose their will, but
that they control humans by the more sophisticated method of
persuasion. The ship image is obviously more appropriate than that of
the shepherd to express this, since the idea of the rudder provides an
image of a gentler form of control than the whip or stick and since
the picture of a ship in sail is able to convey a striking image of
smooth movement, in contrast to the wayward steps of a flock of sheep.

In both the shepherd and helmsman images there is an underlying
metaphor, namely that of physical movement for the life and

decision-making of human beings. Both images represent control as
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guidance along a particular route: the sheep move reluctantly forward
in the direction in which the shepherd drives them and the helmsman
steers the unresisting ship on a particular course. Thus human life is
presented as movement and decisions become choices about the direction
of this movement.

The helmsman metaphor, therefore, allows Plato to portray a
different picture of movement and control from that of the shepherd
simile.  The differences between the two images in this passage
highlight the difference between brute force and persuasion, between
physical and psychological pressure. Although the picture of the
helmsman holding the rudder and steering the vessel is no less
physical in itself than that of the shepherd, Plato still achieves a
contrast between the two so that the latter conveys the idea of
psychological influence. Clearly there are some differences between
the images themselves, but Plato creates further  contrasts by
emphasising the physical nature of the first image and by introducing
psychological terms into the second. For we find in the first image a
vivid picture of physical contact in the ‘blows’ (winyn) dealt by the
shepherds and in the idea of bodily contact (odpact oduata), and we
see in the second the introduction of the ideas of ‘mind’ (Stdvotav)
and soul (Yuyxfic) as well as the central idea of persuasion (wetB807).
Thus Plato stresses the physical aspects of the first image and brings
non-physical ideas into the second in order to make two equally
concrete images seem even more different than they actually are.

The change of metaphor in this passage plays a rhetorical role in
helping Plato to avoid a potential problem in the passage concerning
the idea of persuasion. For there is a crucial difference between the

two images of sheep and ship in that unlike the creature, the ship has
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no will of its own and so cannot resist the commands of its
controller. Thus once the image shifts from that of a living creature
to that of an inanimate object, the need for persuasion and indeed the
very possibility of it is completely removed. Considered in this way,
the ship image is totally inappropriate for illustrating how the gods
control man by persuasion, which is of course supposed to be its very
function here. However, this is far from immediately obvious in the
text, as what is most striking is the contrast between ease of
movement achieved through psychological pressure and reluctant
progress won through brute force. Therefore, by using different
metaphors, Plato is able to avoid the awkward problem of explaining
what would happen if human beings were not won over by the persuasion
of the gods.

I hope it has now become clear why [ disagree with de Marignac’s
comments that the helmsman metaphor replaces an analogous one and that
the two images are used to prevent either one becoming too dominant.
For the two images of shepherd and helmsman are very different in
important respects, with the shepherd simile expressing the ideas of
benign care of the gods and the dependence and defencelessness of man,
but offering an inappropriate model of control, and with the helmsman
image successfully conveying the notion of easy influence, but being
inadequate to express any full notion of care. Thus, in a passage
where Critias wants to express both the care and control of the gods,
either image used on its own would be simply .inadequate or
inappropriate for his purposes. Also, there is a fundamental
difference between the images in that one portrays control over a

living being and the other control over an inanimate object, a
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difference which allows Plato to avoid deftly a question he does not
wish to raise at this point, that of human free will.

I therefore do not accept de Marignac’s remarks about this passage
and also feel that he has overlooked an important feature of the next
metaphor he considers, that of the helmsman of the universe in the

myth of the Politicus.

5.3 Politicus 269c-273e

We have already seen how de Marignac contrasts the use of the nautical
image in the Critias, where it is wused together with the shepherd
simile, to that in the Politicus myth, where, he says (p.66), ‘cette
métaphore est seule utilisée pour dire ['action de Dieu sur ['univers
sensible.”’ In this section | intend to show that the metaphor of the
helmsman is not wused on its own in the myth, that it works In
conjunction with other metaphors, notably that of god as father, and
that the vividness of the passage 1is the result of the effects of
different images.

In the myth the Stranger tells of ancient legends about the era
when Cronus was king of the universe, an era which, he says, precedes
the present one under the kingship of Zeus (269b, 272b). He relates to
the young Socrates the story of a great event in ‘cosmic history’

(269b} and begins this by telling how in one era, (269c4-5):

adTOC b Bedg ouumodTYeT TOopeuduEVOr Kal CUYKUKAET,
God himself assists the universe on its way and guides it
by imparting its rotation to it (tr. Skemp)

and how in another, at an appointed time, he releases his control. As

a result of this, we are told (269c7-d2):

\ AY 7/ k) / L] k) 14 / —~ "

TO0 &€ maliv adTopaTov €lg TAavavTia meptdyeTat, (@Hov OV
\ / AY —~ 4 k] AY

Kat @povnoLy e€linyxog €k ToU ouvapuooavtog avTo KaT.

k] /7

dpxas.

133




it begins to revolve in the contrary sense under its own
impulse - for it 1is a living creature and has been
endowed with reason by him who framed it in the
beginning. (tr. Skemp)

Thus we find god presented as the guide of the universe, as the
force that imparts rotation to it and as the craftsman who fitted it
together. The wuniverse, in turn, is a person who travels a particular
journey (objects do not have guides), an object that revolves and is
fashioned by a craftsman, and a living, rational being. Even at the
start of the myth, then, we find different images for the relationship
between god and the universe; and indeed there is even conflict
between the images, since the  universe is presented both as an
inanimate object and as a rational creature.® In  the following
passages of the myth this dual presentation of the universe as animate
and inanimate is continued and both ideas are developed in varicus
ways.

At 269d7-9 the relationship between god and the universe is
presented as that of father and child, since god is spoken of as its

begetter:

v 5¢ obpavov Kkal KOOCHOV ETWVOMAKAUEV, TOAGY HeVv Kal
pakaplwy mapd ToD 7evvﬁoaVTog uETe(An¢ev

Now the heaven, or the universe as we have chosen to call
it, has received many blessed qualities from him who
begat it. (tr. Skemp, adapted)

This view of god obviously entails the idea of the universe as a
living being and this idea is continued at 270a3-4, when the universe
is said to receive a ‘renewal of life’ and ‘immortality’ from god (70
{ny ALY EMiKTUpevor kal AauBavovta dbavaclay énw'cevaa"rv\]v). However,
in the same sentence (at 270a5), the universe must also be regarded as
inanimate, since god the creator is referred to as a craftsman: mapa

700 Snuiovpyot. In addition to metaphors for god as the creator of the
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universe, we also find in the early parts of the myth metaphors for
his role as controlling power. At 2695-6 god 1is spoken of as
‘leader’: T® TV kivoupévwy al mdvTwv Tfyouvuévw (the leader of all
things that move). The verb fydduatr means both ‘to guide’ and ‘to
command’ and thus serves as a bridge term between the idea of god
guiding the universe on its way (269c4, 270a3) and the later idea of
god as supreme governor of the universe (271d3 Hpyev...o Peds).

At this early stage of the myth, then, before the introduction of
the helmsman metaphor, both god and the universe are presented in a
number of ways. Most importantly, we have two conflicting views of the
universe - as animate and inanimate - and these will both be developed
by Plato as he nmakes the point that the universe is completely
dependent upon god. Let us examine, then, how the helmsman metaphor is
introduced into the myth and how it works with others to present a
vivid picture of the universe’s dependence.

After the Stranger has told how god at one time revolves the
universe and then releases his control and how as a result the
universe begins to revolve in the opposite direction, he goes on to
describe how this reversal affected human beings (270c ff.). Socrates
accepts his account and asks what the life of man was like in the
first era under the reign of Cronus (27lc). In response the Stranger
tells how at this time god was ‘supreme governor’ of the universe
(271d3), how he alone was responsible for its rotation, and how the
different regions of the universe were apportioned out to be provinces
under the government of other gods (271d). He then presents a picture
of a golden age where the gods tended to the needs of man and where
they maintained order in the universe as a whole. However, the

Stranger also tells that there was a destined end for this era, an end
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which resulted in universal change (272d). It is at this point in the
story, when the first era comes to an end, that the helmsman metaphor

is introduced, as the Stranger says (272e3-5):

TOTG 6n TOU naVTOQ o uev KuBeanTng, olov nnéallwv olakog
dpéuevog, elg Tnv abTol mepLwmmy anéoTm,

And now the pilot of  the ship of the universe let go as
it were theg handle of its rudder and retired to his
look-out point.” (tr. Skemp adapted)

So we see that in the first era, when man is under the care of the
gods, the supreme governor-god is not only to be seen as rotating and
guiding the universe (269c), but also as acting as its helmsman,
. steering it on its way. Thus the end of this period, when he
relinquishes his control, is presented in terms of his letting go of
the rudder. After this the helmsman is said to retire to a ‘look-out
point’, an idea which is dwelt upon by de Marignac (p.66-67) as he
considers whether, in metaphorical terms, this means that he Ileaves

the ship itself. Commenting on meptwm) he says (p.66):

Cette derniére expression n’est pas, a proprement parler,
maritime,

but points out that as a result of ‘metaphoric suggestion’, the reader
can picture this ‘observation post’ on the ship itself. However, de
Marignac also observes that the general content of the myth leads us
to think of god as distanced from and outside of the universe, (p.67)
‘comme si le pilote avait quitté le navire.”!!

Which of these is the correct interpretation? Is the look-out point
to be understocod as on the ship or not? It seems to me that that there
are four reasons for understanding that it is not on the ship: first,
if a ship has an observation post, it is so that the crew can look out

beyond the ship, not so that they can watch the progress of the ship

itself, which is what god is presented as doing in this myth; second,
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there is simply no reason why god should remain on board, as it is
perfectly conceivable that he should be able to keep watch over the
ship from elsewhere - from land if conceived in human terms, or from
any point one likes, in divine terms; thirdly, as the myth continues
and chaos begins to assert its sway over the ship of the universe, it
is inappropriate for god to be still onboard somewhere, getting
buffeted about like everything else; and lastly, as at a later point
in the myth (273d), god 1is said to look down on the ship in its
troubles, it becomes ridiculous to imagine that he is at that time on
an observation point on board, looking down on the rest of the
storm-tossed ship, but feeling none of the effects himself. For all
these reasons, in addition to de Marignac’s own points that 7neptwm) is
not a nautical term and that the myth as a whole presents god as
outside of the wuniverse and separate from it, it seems clear to me
that the mepiwrn is to be understood as outside of the ship.

To return to the passage itself, the act of letting go of the
rudder represents god’'s relinquishing of his control over the universe
and thus it has profound effects. As the wuniverse is now left to
control itself, its own impulse causes the direction of its rotation
to be reversed (273a). At this point a shudder is said to pass through
the world and the shock of the reversal causes a ‘great quaking’,
which leéds to the destruction of creatures of all kinds. However,
this chaos turns out to be only a temporary phase and in time, as the
universe adjusts to the new direction of the rotation, order is
regained. At this point the image of the wuniverse as a ship is

replaces by that of a living being, as the Stranger says (273a4-9):

ue'ra Se Tav"ra npoe)teovrog chavov xpovov Gopu'BwV TE /Kai
Tapaxr)g 77577 rravouevog Kat /T@V oeLouwv yoinung
emiaBopevos el Te Tov elwBdTa Spduov TOV EauTol
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Ka"ra:(oouoéuevog\ het, émuél\aav Kol kpdTog €xwv a\z’nbg T\av
&v auT® Te kal €auTol, TNv TOU OnuLoupyol kal TaATPOS
arogvnuovelov SuLdaxmy els SuvauLv.

Then, after the interval needed for its recovery, it
gained relief at last from its clamours and confusion,
and attaining quiet after great upheaval, it returned to
its ordered course and continued in it, having control
and government of itself and of all within it, and
remembering, so far as it was able, the instruction it
had received from god, its maker and father. (tr. Skemp)

The first part of this passage, it seems to me, is neutral enough to
allow one to continue to visualise the universe as a ship; BopYBwy and
Tapayxfns could refer to the disturbance on board a ship as a result of
a storm; shaking {(oetoudv) 1is clearly relevant to this picture and
yoinvn literally means ‘the calm of the sea’. However, when we come to
the idea of the universe having é&miuéletar (care, control) and kpdrog
(power, rule) over itself, we can no longer imagine the universe as a
ship. We return here to the notion of government, and now instead of
god being supreme governor, helped by a host of other lesser deities
in the ‘provinces’, the universe governs itself. Thus we are moving
towards a more personalised image, a process which is completed when
we find the universe, (273bl) ‘remembering sc far as it was able the
instruction of its maker and father’ (tnv 700 SniLovpyol Kal TaTpog
dnopvnuovetor Stdaymy elg SvvauLy. )12

With the reference to god as ‘craftsman’ and ‘father’ we find again
the conflict between the ideas of the universe as an inanimate object
and as a living being - the child of god. However, since the act of
remembering and the notion of teaching entail rationality, the image
of the universe as a living being is most dominant at the end of the
passage. Why does Plato switch from the image of the unverse as a ship
to that of it as a rational creature? The answer, 1 believe, is that
he requires an image which will convey the idea of order and chaos

reasserting themselves from within. Essentially the myth tells us what
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happens when god controls the universe and what happens when he
relinquishes that control. Both the helmsman and father metaphors
offer equally effective images of power and control and both offer
striking versions of the effect of god’s withdrawal: the ship cannot
steer itself and so sails off-course and the child left to fend for
itself becomes disorderly. So far both images suit Plato’s purpose,
but when he wants to present the universe regaining order and control
of itself after an initial stage of confusion, the ship image is no
longer appropriate. For once a ship runs adrift, it cannot steer
itself back on-course. In contrast, the idea of father and child can
provide a very satisfying image of the development of self-control, as
the child reaches adulthood. Deprived of its father’s authority the
child-universe becomes disorderly but as time passes the child learns
to control itself properly by remembering its father’'s teaching. If we
understand this teaching as that of the ways of order and regularity,
principles which were established when god first created the wuniverse
by bringing order from <chaos (see 273d4), then it is perfectly
appropriate that it should be this instruction that the universe
remembers when it sets itself in order again after the cosmic crisis.
A good parent teaches a child the things it will need to know in later
life as it develops and becomes more independent, and thus in the
image here it is the knowledge of order and regularity, taught by its
father, that the universe remembers as it strives to manage on its
own. Indeed, as the myth progresses, we find that it is only this
memory of the father’s instruction that secures order for the

universe. For the metaphor occurs at both 273b2-3, where it is said:

L) L) \ \ =5 s / k) / -~ \
KaT  apyag MEV OUV aKpLBECTEpPoV amneTeEAeEl, TeEXEUTWY O€
4
QuBruTepov:
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At first it remembered his instructions more clearly, but
as time went on its recollection grew dim. (tr. Skemp)

and at 273c4-dl:

xwptlouevog && ékelvou TOV &yyUtata ypovov del Thg
&¢éaewg KdAAtoTa TAYTQ 6!.0/.)’61,, npoo.éV'rog 5¢ TOD xpévou
Kal ANBng &yyLyvouéwns év abT® pallov kal SuvacTelel TO
TNHS maialdg &vapuoonag ndeog.

When it must travel on without God, things go well enough
in the years immediately after he abandons control, but
as time goes on and forgetfulness of God arises in it,
the ancient condition of chaos begins to assert its sway.

(tr. Skemp)
Thus the reassertion of <chaos is directly linked with the
universe’s  ‘forgetfulness’ (An8n)  of its father’s instruction; the

universe is shown as achiéving order for itself when it remembers its
father’s words, but collapsing into disorder and chaos when it forgets
them.

We can see, therefore, that the father metaphor at 273aff is used
to achieve a different effect from that of the helmsman. For the
helmsman and ship metaphor provides a very vivid idea of control, but
is far less effective in conveying the wuniverse’'s response to that
control. In contrast, the father and child metaphor offers an
excellent image of adherence to and then neglect of a particular type
of authority and pattern of direction and so can account for the
reassertion of order and chaos from within.

As the universe forgets god’s teaching, chaos increasingly
establishes itself, wuntil the disorder finally comes to a head (273d).
At this point of imminent disaster Plato switches metaphors and the
universe is again presented as a ship. God the helmsman made a brief
appearance at 273c3 (ToU KuBepV‘rﬁTou) but now the image of helmsman and

ship is developed in some detail and to striking effect. As the
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universe ‘hovers on the very brink of destruction® (Skemp), we are

told (273d4-el):

5L0 67\7 Kai 16T’ 'qén Geog ) Koounoag au‘rov :(aeopwv ev
anoptfatg dvta, Knéouevog tva un XEL/.LO.UQELQ UT[O Tapayng
6Lalv9ﬂg e:.'g TOV Tr)g avouow"rrrrog O.TIELpOV Svta movTov
5UU, ALY e¢>e5pog alTol TV Tméakva yLyvouevog,

Then God looks wupon it again, he who first set it in
order. Beholding it in its troubles and anxious for it
lest it sink racked by storms and confusion, and be
dissolved again in the bottomless abyss of unlikeness, he
takes control of the helm once more. (tr. Skemp)

So we find the very graphic image of god looking down on the ship
of the wuniverse threatened by storms and then taking control of the
helm once more, to ensure that all will be well. The phrase é&v
dmoplatg (in its troubles) could apply to both a ship and a person in
difficulty and so the sea image 1is only firmly established when we
come to the participle yetpac6els (driven by a storm). The idea of a
storm-tossed ship is then continued in the arresting phrase {mo
Tapaxng StalvBels (broken up by disorder), which conveys the notion of
shipwreck in stormy seas, but which also keeps before us the tenor of
the metaphor - that is the disorder which threatens the divine
arrangement of the cosmos.’> God’s fear that the universe might ‘sink’
(5Yy) into the bottomless ‘sea’ (mévTov) of unlikeness'* provides the
next development of the ship image in this passage and the final
element comes as god is said to take control (Z¢edpog. ..yLyviuevog)
once more of the ‘rudder’ (T@v Tm&allwy).

In the next part of this sentence the ship image is still present
but here rather than working alone it interacts with the metaphor of
the universe as a living being. The Stranger, continuing his account

of god’s intervention, goes on (273e2-4):

\ /
Ta vooncavTa kal AuBévta ev Tn kad’ eavTov npOTepa
14 7/
TeEPLOSy OTpeEYas, KOOUeT Te Kat Enarop8dy &8dvaTtov adToV
\ / /
xatl aynpwv anepyaleTat.
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Its former sickness he heals; what was disrupted in its
former revolution, under its own impulse, he brings back
into the way of regularity, and so, ordering and
correcting it, he achieves for it agelessness and
deathlessness. (tr. Skemp)

Thus, as god steps in to halt the growing chaos, he is spoken of as
‘changing the parts that were sick and broken up’ (7a voodoavta kal
\B€vTa. . . oTpEYac). 1v8évTa (the parts that were broken-up,
demolished) fits with the idea of shipwreck, but to understand
voorjoavta (the parts that were sick) we must regard the universe as a
living being. Thus we have in this single phrase ‘ra voonoavTta kal
\ueévrTa’  a striking mixed metaphor‘,15 as god tends the sickness and
suffering of the universe and mends that which has been demolished in
it. The ship image 1is still perhaps resonating in the participle
énavop8@y, which as well as conveying the general notion of amending
and Iimproving, may also suggest, through its sense of ‘setting
upright’ the idea of god setting upright again the storm-tossed ship.

The idea of the universe as a living being is continued further in
the passage when we are told that god made it ‘immortal’ (&8dvarov,
e3) and ‘ageless’ (dyrpwv, e4). Without god’s intervention, then, the
universe would have grown old and died. In the beginning god begets
the universe (269d8), then the universe matures and develops
self-control (273a6-7), but later, as time goes on, it passes its
prime (&€avBeT, 273dl), becomes ill (273e2) and faces old age and
death. We are thus presented with the life-cycle of an organism, and
given that the wuniverse 1is not only alive but also rational (269dl),
we can view the life-cycle as that of a human being. In terms of this
metaphor, then, the first stage of confusion (273a) can perhaps be

seen as an adolescent phase and the second stage of disorder (273c—d)
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as that of old age, as the memory fails (273c5), illness sets in
(273e2) -and death looms.

We are reminded at the start of this passage that god is the force
which first set the universe in order (xoounoag) and so as he sees the
universe in disarray, it is natural that he should want to intervene,
to stop the arrangement he has created being totally destroyed. His
act of reparation, then, consists of establishing order once more
(xoouet). The metaphors of the storm and sickness intensify the idea
of chaos in this passage and are also used, together with others, to
provide different reasons for god’s intervention: not only is he the
force which has ordered the wuniverse preventing the collapse into
chaos, but also the craftsman who does not want his work destroyed,
the father whe steps in to help his offspring, and the helmsman who
rescues his ship facing wreckage.

There is a certain problem with the helmsman metaphor, however, in
that it is rather strange for a helmsman to Ieave his ship in
mid-journey. It is true that in the myth the helmsman has not
abandoned the ship altogether but is keeping watch on it from an
observation post (272e4), but in terms of this metaphor god cannot be
surprised to see the wuniverse run into difficulty, since a ship with
no-one at the helm 1is hardly likely to stay on-course for very long.
The other presentations of god, however, help to overcome this problem
of god’s absence, since a craftsman does not continue to work on a
finished object and since a father must allow his child to develop on
its own.

De Marignac raises another problem  concerning the  helmsman

metaphor, but it is a problem easily solved if one takes account of
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the fact that this metaphof is  working together with  others.

Commenting on this passage of the Politicus, de Marignac says (p.67):

I faut noter qu'une fois revenu a la barre du
navire~univers, le dieu entreprend une action de
réparation, de mise en ordre qui n’a rien de commun avec
le travail du pilote.

This is indeed true, but the point is, of course, that god here is
not just the pilot of the ship of the universe, but is the father of
the universe-child and the force which has previously ordered and
governed that which is now in chaos. The passage only makes sense if
one bears all these images in mind, and indeed its extraordinary power
depends upon the associations and suggestions of all these different
ideas working at once. At 273d as well as in previous passages the
helmsman metaphor is wused in conjunction with others to achieve
different effects. The image of the helmsman rescuing the ship of the
universe in danger of wreckage by a storm is very powerful, but still
it does not express all the aspects of the situation that Plato
wishes, as he envisages chaos reasserting itself in the universe. For
Platoc also wants to convey here the ideas of the universe as a
well-ordered arrangement that is being broken up, as a crafted object
that is being destroyed and as the child of god who is suffering. Each
of these images suggests a different view of god - as orderer,
craftsman and father - and the power of the passage is the result of
the interaction of all the images.

Plato thus uses his different metaphors to establish a graphic
picture of the dependence of the universe on god and of god’s care for
the universe he has created, a picture which can be seen to derive its
power both from the drama of the sea-rescue and from the emotive image

of a human being who has passed through the different phases of life
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and now faces death. In view of this, de Marignac’s statement that the
helmsman metaphor is used on its own in the Politicus myth is simply
incorrect. This metaphor, if used on its own, would be inadequate to
represent god as a creative and sustaining force and moreover, as a
force that is concerned about the fate of the universe. The metaphor
of the helmsman and ship is very useful for conveying the sense of
god’s power and control over the universe and it also gives us one
reason for his actions as he intervenes to steer the universe out of
danger, i.e. it is part of the helmsman’s job to preserve his ship.
However, the metaphor has no creative associations and does not carry
the suggestions of Dbenevolent care and concern that Plato requires
here to make his picture fully effective. Thus Plato uses both the
metaphors of god as craftsman and father to convey the idea of
creation and to express the attributes of benevolence and concern.
Further, as we have seen, the metaphor of helmsman and ship cannot
account for the reassertion of order and chaos from within the
universe itself. If the metaphor of the helmsman is viewed in
isolation from the rest, one fails to grasp the importance of the
other metaphors interwoven with it and one misses the particular role
it plays in helping to present a tremendously powerful and complex
image of the relationship between god and the universe.

Now that we have observed how Plato uses multiple metaphors in the
Politicus myth to present striking pictures of the activity of god in
the universe, we can turn to our final passage, Laws 905e-907b, where
a number of different representations of the gods are wused for

primarily rhetorical purposes.
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2.4 Laws 905e-907b
In this passage the gods are not introduced as part of a story about
something else, but are the actual subject under discussion. The
representations of the gods here are all offered by way of explicit
comparison and their purpose is ostensibly to allow different ideas
about the gods to be highlighted and discussed. In fact, as we shall
see, they are used as a rhetorical device to support a proposition
that lies at the heart of the Athenian’s argument. In this part of the
Laws the Athenian has set out to prove three propositions about the
gods:
a) that they exist;
b) that they care for mankind;
c) that they cannot be persuaded by evil men.
After the Athenian has proved the first two of these propositions to
his  satisfaction, there follows the passage with which we are
concerned, where he sets out his argument for the third.

At the beginning of this section, as he approaches the question of
whether the gods can be persuaded by men, the Athenian poses the

question (905e):

how would they be bought off, supposing they ever were?
What would they have to be? What sort of being would do
this? (tr. Saunders)

After deciding that the gods must be rulers, he asks what kind they
are and suggests a series of comparisons with earthly rulers. It is
here, then, that we find the gods ‘compared to charioteers, helmsmen,
shepherds and others and it will be the purpose of this section to
show how the Athenian uses these different comparisons for, or
presentations of, the gods to persuade Clinias to accept the view that

the gods cannot be won over. Thus our aim will be to see how these
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different images are used together to achieve a particular rhetorical
effect.

Let us begin, then, by examining the series of comparisons for the
gods suggested by the Athenian. After asking ‘what sort of ruler do
the gods in fact resemble? Or rather, what rulers resemble them?’ he

says (905e7-906a2):

nérepov nrioyxol Tiveg v elev TololTot (evydv Quillwuevoy
7 nlo:fa/w KuBeprnTat; 'ra'xa 6% KZJ\LV &TrGLKaoeefev OTpaTonééwv
dpxovol Tiow: eln & av KaL voowv nokeﬂov eulaBovuevmg
Zano'Eg éouce'vaL nept oopara, 7 yewpyolg TTEpL ¢>UTwV
yeveoeu eLwQULag wpag xalen&g sLa ¢onv npoaéexouEVOLg, h
kal mowuvioy EMLOTATALS.

What about drivers of competing teams of horses, or
steersman of boats in a race? Would they be suitable
parallels? Or we might compare the gods to commanders of
armies. Again, it «could be that they're analogous to
doctors concerned to defend the body in the war against
disease, or to farmers anxiously anticipating the seasons
that wusually discourage the growth of their crops, or to
shepherds. (tr. Saunders)

Here we have quite an intricate passage, the workings of which
require a certain amount of sorting out. The  comparisons  of
charioteers, helmsmen, generals, doctors, farmers and shepherds are
suggested as types of governors, but it is clear that the type of
‘government’ they are involved in in each case is very different. In
addition there are a number of ideas which emerge from this list which
seem to have nothing to do with government or ruling, namely, chariot
races, the war against disease and the effect of the seasons on the
growth of «crops. What seems to be going on is a very subtle
introduction of certain ideas which will be developed and exploited by
the Athenian in the following passages. Let us examine in detail how
this is done.

First of all the comparison is suggested with ‘charioteers of

competing teams of horses’ (frloxol...levy®r auiilopévov). Now, if the
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Athenian were only interested in the idea of government, then the
image of the charioteers, suggesting power and control, would be
sufficient on its own, without the additional idea of them driving
‘competing teams’. Why then is this included? The answer, as we shall
see shortly, is to lay the ground for a later point.

The next comparison is that with mlolov «kuBepviiTar (209e8)
helmsmen of ships, an image which we have met in other dialogues where
it indeed highlights the role of the gods as rulers of men and the
universe. Saunders understands the participle &uiilwpévor (competing)
as agreeing with the charioteers’ teams and the helmsmen’s ships,
since he translates the phrase as ‘steersmen of boats in a race’. This
is also how Taylor reads the phrase which he translates as ‘captains
of competing vessels’. However, when the helmsman image 1is taken wup
again later in the passage, no use is made, as it is in the charioteer
image, of the idea of a race, which suggests that auillopévwor is to be
understood as agreeing only with {evy®v, the teams of horses - and
this is, in fact, how it is understood by Bury in the Loeb
translation.

Army generals are the next comparison suggested for the gods (e9)
(oTpaTomébwy dpyous!) and so we have three different images of
authority and control, with only one apparently unnecessary idea of
competition, that 1is, in the charioteer comparison. So far the passage
remains fairly simple, but in the next two comparisons matters become
more intricate, as the idea of governorship and control is linked with
other ideas.

The fourth comparison suggested for the gods is that of ‘doctors
concerned to defend the body in the war against disease’ (€9, vdowy

/ —~ \ /
Wo'keuov eblaBovucvorg Latpols...mepl ocwpara). One can see how a doctor
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may be regarded as a ruler, since he gives instructions to patients
who must follow them and since he takes decisions to preserve the
well-being of the body, but with the use of mdélepog (war) we seem to
be moving away from the idea of governorship itself to the related
idea of defence against an enemy. Clearly this is linked with the
previous image of army generals, but interestingly war and defence
against enemies were not mentioned explicitly there. Now war against
the enemy is used as a metaphor for the work of the doctor against
disease. If we had been following the idea of governorship, the
picture becomes slightly clouded now as this new idea of war becomes
more dominant. The gods by means of this comparison begin to appear as
the defenders of human beings rather than simply their rulers, and
this is no accident, for this very idea is taken up a little later. So
in this passage the image of the general serves as a link between the
previous images which suggested governorship and this latter image
which suggests defence in war. Is the idea of war continued?

This next comparison is that with ‘farmers anxiously anticipating
the seasons that wusually discourage the growth of their crops’ (906al)
(yewpyols mepl @uthv yéveorv elwduiag dpac yalemag 6ta  ¢poBwv
npooéexouévocg). We find then, that the image shifts slightly again,
this time back to the  notion of care suggested earlier in
‘cbraBoupévorg’ (el0), since we find the farmers concerned about the
welfare of their crops just as the doctors were concerned about their
patients’ bodies. However, the notion of war and defence is still
present here, in a modified way, in the reference to the farmers
‘anxiously’ (SLa pSPwr) anticipating the ‘harsh seasons’ (&pag

xalemag). Thus we have the suggestion that the seasons pose a threat
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which the farmer fears and so we move from images of more confident
governorship to that of anxious care.

In the final comparison the move away from the notions of war and
enemies is completed as we are offered the simple idea that the gods
may be like ‘overseers of flocks’ (motuviwy é&mioTdratg). Although this
idea is not developed at all in this passage, the image has already
been used in other dialogues to suggest the gods’ benevolent care for
mankind. The shepherd metaphor is a traditional one for rulers’’ and
thus the passage ends with a fairly straightforward image of
government, the idea with which it began. However, it is far from the
case that the Athenian has presented us with a simple list of earthly
governors, for he has also introduced, in a rather casual way, other
ideas - of competition and defence against enemies. The notion of the
‘defence of the realm’ 1is appropriate to governors, but nevertheless
it is not a direct metaphor of government itself. Why then are these
ideas of competition and war introduced? The answer would seem to be
so that the Athenian can draw on them for different purposes as his
argument progresses, and we shall see how he does this.

As regards the notion of war, this is immediately taken up after

the series of comparisons for the gods, when the Athenian says (906a):

Now since we’ve agreed among ouselves that the universe
is full of many good things and many bad as well, and
that the latter outnumber the former, we maintain that
the battle (udxn) we have on our hands is never finished,
and demands tremendous vigilance. (tr. Saunders)

We see therefore how the idea of war forms part of the Athenian’s

argument as he proposes that we are involved in an eternal battle
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against evil. He then goes on to represent the gods as our ‘allies’ In

this (906a6):

olppayot S¢& nutv Beol Te dua kal Salpoves.
however, gods and spirits are fighting on our side.
(tr. Saunders)

This characterisation of the gods as our allies in war has been
prepared for by the comparisons of the doctor waging war on disease
and of the farmer fearing the seasons as his enemy. That the gods
fight a war against evil rests upon the idea that the gods are good, a
proposition established earlier in Book X: at 899b6 the souls that are
the cause of the heavenly phenomena are described as ‘perfectly
virtuous’ (dyaBal && mdoav dpetny) and are identified as gods; at
900d-e the ‘perfect virtue’ of the gods is mentioned again and the
Athenian refers to the interlocutors’ agreement (buoloyolpev) that the
gods are good; and finally at 90le the point is established still more
explicitly as the Athenian says ‘the five of wus have already agreed
that the gods are good - supremely so, in fact’, and Clinias responds
‘Emphatically’. However, in this later section of Book X the idea of
the gods’ goodness is not stated explicitly but remains implicit in
various images.

As the passage progresses the war metaphor is left behind, as the
Athenian next turns to consider people who have ‘ill-gotten gains’
(Saunders) and who attempt to bribe the gods with these. He says that
these people ‘in  their brutish way’ (6npiiSerg)  (906b4)  throw
themselves before their guardians and try to persuade them that ‘they
have the right to feather their nest (nksove&’raﬁo;v) (906¢1) with
impunity at mankind’s expense’ (tr. Saunders). The ‘guardians’
referred to are not the earthly guardians or masters of these men, but

the guardians who watch over us all, i.e. the gods. For first, the

151




passage is concerned with how evil men try to win over the gods, not
their earthly guardians, and second, two of the types of guardian
suggested here are those of animals and it is absurd to imagine actual
animals trying to persuade their masters that they have the right to
gain at ‘mankind’s expense’ (&v avBpwmorg) (c2).

Thus the gods are presented as man’s ‘guardians’ (¢uidkeg) and
three different types of guardian are presented: ‘watchdogs, shepherds
or masters of the utmost grandeur’ (906b5) (kuvvdv...Tdv vopéwv...THV
mavTdnacty dkpordTwy Secomot@wv). The idea of the gods as shepherds has
already been suggested at 905e, but here we have two new presentations
of the gods as watchdogs and masters. We have met the metaphor of the
gods as masters in the Phaedo (63c2) and in the various references
throughout the dialogues to men as the kTnudra (possessions) of the
gods,18 but the idea of them as watchdogs is certainly novel. This
characterisation of the gods does not actually present their
relationship to men in a new light, since in this image humans are
still to be seen as flocks of sheep, as in the shepherd image, and the
gods now are simply to be seen as sheepdogs rather than shepherds. At
this stage the new image, although novel and fairly surprising, does
not appear very significant. However, we must observe that in this
short passage evil men have become ‘brutish’ (anuééecg) and the gods,
hitherto presented as human guardians and rulers, have now also become
animals. The significance of this will become clear a few lines later.

For the moment let us consider the Athenian’s following remarks on
the subject of ‘acquisitiveness’. This, he says, is what 1is called

‘disease’ when it appears in the body, ‘plague’ when it is brought
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about by the seasons and ‘injustice® when it occurs in society.

Saunders’ footnote is helpful here (p.441):

Disease, plague and injustice are all thought of as
examples of excess, the encroachment of one element in
the body etc. on the others. In society this vice appears
as the desire to get more than others
(‘acquisitiveness’).

It now appears that the doctor and farmer comparisons suggested
earlier for the gods (at 905e} were not simply there to offer images
of how the gods may exercise their governorship, but that they were
also used to prepare for this idea of acquisitiveness as disease in
the body and as plague amongst crops that are affected by the seasons.
Thus, since the doctor and farmer were shown at 905e as protecting
against, or being concerned to protect against, these ills, and since
these figures were suggested as comparisons for the gods, the Athenian
can suggest implicitly that the gods are involved in the struggle
against acquisitiveness, which manifests itself in society as
‘injustice’. These images are  therefore  used to strengthen the
Athenian’s point that the gods are our ‘allies’ in the war against
vice, a point which is a crucial element in his argument that they
cannot be won over by evil men.

In the next section the Athenian goes on to develop the animal
image which he introduced obliquely a few lines earlier. He makes his

point thus (906c8-d6):

Tov'rov, 61} TOV loyou avayKaLov Aeyew TOV Aeyowra g eLOLv
OUYYVWROVES G,EL feot TOLQ va avepwmov adikotg Kkatl
a&xouow av av'rOLg TOV G.(SLKT}[.LG'TO)V TLG anoveun Kaednsp
KUO‘LV AUkou TRV apnaouaTwV ayLKpa anovéumev ol &&
uepouueVOL TOLg 5prL§ ouyxprLev Ta moluvia 6LapnaCeLv
ap’ oly obTog & Adyog & TaV ¢aokovTwy napatnrrovg elvat
Beoug,

Thus anyone who argues that the gods are always indulgent
to the unjust man and the criminal, provided they're
given a share in the loot, must in effect be prepared to
say that if wolves, for instance, were to give watchdogs
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a small part of their prey, the dogs would be appeased by
the gift and turn a blind eye to the plundering of the
flock. 1Isn’t this what people are really suggesting when
they say that the gods can be squared? (tr. Saunders)

So the simile here (ka@dmep) represents the gods as sheepdogs
watching over their flock and represents evil men as wolves wanting to
ravage the flock and trying to secure the sheepdog’s compliance in
this by promising a share of‘ their spoil. This is a highly effective
image first because it is so shocking, with its suggestion of
wholesale slaughter, and second because it is internally coherent,
with the sheepdogs, sheep and wolves representing the gods, innocent
and wicked men in a scenario that makes sense on both levels. The
question that naturally arises from the comparison of the guardians to
watchdogs at 906¢, that is, ‘why introduce sheepdogs as well as
shepherds?’ is clearly answered since this analogy depends totally on
the gods being seen as dogs and would simply not work if they were
presented as shepherds. For it is only because of the fact that the
wolves share a common canine nature with the sheepdogs that they can
have any hope of them accepting their offer of part of their spoil,
the ravaged sheep. Within the simile itself the relationship between
wolves, dogs and sheep is entirely consistent, but also these
relationships effectively represent what would happen if the gods were
venal. For in this case the gods would allow evil men to harm the
innocent on condition that they would receive some of the benefit
themselves, for example, turning a blind eye to financial exploitatioh
or robbery if they were to receive an offering from the proceeds. Thus
the gods would share in the spoil of wicked men just as in the simile
the dogs share in the spoil of the wolves. Also, just as this deal
between wolves and dogs depends upon their having a common canine

nature, so, if the gods were venal, the deal they make with evil men

154




would depend wupon their having a common wicked and unscrupulous
nature. The simile also brings out very effectively that this
acceptance of bribery would not only mean that the gods were
neglectful of their duty of protecting men, but would also mean that
they were wholeheartedly joining forces with the wicked to harm the
innocent and to profit thereby.

This simile, therefore, shows in very vivid terms how this view,
that the gods can be bribed, stands in utter contradiction to their
perceived role as kindly protectors and as ovUupayot (allies) in the
battle against evil. Thus by translating the situation of evil men
supplicating the gods into these very striking and extreme terms of
the wholesale slaughter of innocent and defenceless creatures, the
Athenian can make his point about the gods very forcefully and
convincingly. After gaining Clinias’ agreement that this is indeed
what people are saying when they claim that the gods can be bribed,

The Athenjan then goes on to ask (906d8-el):

Tlow ovv &n Tdv mpoppn@eéviwv ameikdlwy oOpoloug ¢urakag
elvat Beobs oUk av kaTayélaoToc ylyvolTo Qvpwmov
OOTLOOUY;

So consider all those guardians we instanced a moment
ago. Can one compare gods to any of them without making
oneself ridiculous? (tr. Saunders)

Before noting how he answers this, we must observe how the list of
‘rulers’ (&pydvtwv) originally introduced at 905e has now become a
list of ‘guardians’ (¢Ulakag). There is perhaps a subtle difference
between these terms, namely that between control and care. For
originally the Athenian came upon the idea of the gods as governors
through the acceptance of the idea . that they ‘run, administer’

(5totkrioovTag) the universe, but as the passage has progressed he has

moved much further towards the idea of the gods as the defenders and
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tenders of man, an idea which forms the basis of the watchdog simile.
This move between the two ideas can be explained by the fact that the
image of the gods as kindly protectors serves the Athenian's argument
much better than that of them simply as rulers, whose goodness and
goodwill, of course, is far from assured.

So now the gods are our guardians, and to answer whether they can
be compared with any of the list of human ‘guardians’ the Athenian

selects the steersman comparison and asks (906el-3):

/ 1/ o~ kY 7
TOTEPOV KuBepvnTatg, Aotfin TE oLvou KvLom TE
/ - 4 A —~ A
TAPATPETOUEVOLS aUTOLS, avaTpémouot &€ valg Te kal
7/
vavTag;

What about steersmen who are turned from their course ‘by
libations and burnt offerings’ and wreck both the ship
and its crew? (tr. Saunders)

Plato is echeocing a line from the Iliad (Book IX, line 500), as
Saunders, Taylor and England all point out. But what they do not point
out is how interesting the wuse of the quotation is here. In the
Homeric passage, Phoenix urges Achilles to tame his anger and says
that even the gods can be ‘turned’ (o7Tpemtol). He then goes on (IX,

499):

Kal Wev Tovg Buéeoot kal euxwlng ayaviot

AoLBy) Te KVLan Te wapanwnwo’ &VeprOL

ALooouEVOL O1e Kév TLS vneann Kat auapTU

Their hearts by incense and reverent vows and libations
and the savour of sacrifice do men turn from wrath with
supplication, whenso any man transgresseth and doeth sin.

{tr. A.T. Murray)

The line in Homer tells how the gods can be won over and yet Plato
uses it - with skilful adaptation - in an argument designed to show
the opposite. Saunders and England observe that louff} Te KVL/OU is a
quotation from Homer, but do not observe that Plato has introduced
wine into the phrase: AotBf) Te olvou KVL/O'[], and indeed ignore it in

their translation and commentary respectively. Taylor, on the other
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hand, is so taken with the idea of wine that he forgets all about the

burnt offerings so that his translation reads:

seamen who are ‘turned from their course by "flow and
fragrance" of wine’ and overturn vessel and crew.

What he has done, it seems, has been to take olvov with both AotB7 and
KVL'o*[], choosing to ignore that KVL'O'[], as LSJ tells us, is the term for
‘the steam and odour of fat which exhales from roasting meat’ and thus
cannot be wused of the ‘fragrance’ of wine. Taylor has also included
the phrase ‘turned from their course’ (mapaTpemouévorg) as part of the
Homeric quotation, but this is not in Homer’s text. If, on the other
hand, he is only attributing to Homer the "flow and fragrance" part of
his translation, then [ am not at all sure why he wuses single
quotation marks from ‘turned’ to ‘wine’.

At any  rate, Taylor is  no doubt right to see  Plato’s
napaTpenopgévots as an echo of Homer’'s mapaTpwnws . In Homer the verb
is active and, with the accusative ‘toug’, means literally ‘turning
them aside’ - a metaphor for influencing the gods’ opinion in their
favour. 1 would translate mapaTpenmouévore as ‘turned aside’ or ‘won
over’ és a direct echo of Homer, but both Taylor and Saunders
translate this as ‘turned from their course’. This, 1 believe, is
misleading since it suggests that the helmsmen have been bribed to
change the direction of their ship, which is not the case at all. For
as we see with the verb dvaTpemovor, the aim of the bribe has been to
get the helmsmen to overturn their ship and nothing is said about its
direction.

Now why does Plato introduce wine into the Homeric phrase and what
exactly is going on here? Well, as 1 said, Plato is skilfully adapting

the phrase for his present purpose. He knows that the wuse of the
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quotation will recall Homer’s passage on the winning over of the gods,
which is, of course, his own real concern here. However, the image he
is using at this moment to speak about his primary subject is that of
helmsmen. In terms of the image, then, what Plato or the Athenian
actually asks here is ‘can the gods be compared to helmsmen who are
won over by libations and burnt offerings?’. This is clearly an odd
idea, as there cannot be many sailors who would find this a very
tempting bribe. Thus, to make his comparison a more realistic one, he
introduces the idea of a gift in the form of wine, which is obviously
far more appropriate. So in this passage we find the gods represented
as helmsmen won over by the gift of wine and the manner of this
bribery is likened to Homer’s picture which deals with how the gods
themselves are won over. We must conclude, 1 believe, that the Homeric
quotation is there to remind Clinias of what is really under
discussion and that the wine s introduced (o make the image of
bribing the helmsmen more realistic. Thus we find a very pleasing
fusion of the tenor and vehicle of the image, as the gods in Plato are
compared to helmsmen won over in the manner of Homer’s gods.

What is the effect of this image? Clinias rejects it completely,
but why? 1Is it because the image of suicidal helmsmen is simply
ridiculous or because it represents the gods as evil? He does not give
his reasons but 1 would venture that his rejection of the image is the
result of both of these considerations.

In terms of the human scenario the action of the helmsmen in
overturning the ship is extremely dangerous for themselves and their
crew and so does seem to be rather absurd. But, more importantly, at
the level of comparison with the gods the image represents the gods as

involved in wrongdoing and so stands in direct conflict with the
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proposition that the gods are good. Since Clinias has already firmly
accepted this proposition, he 1is hardly likely at this point to accept
a contradictory view. The Athenian at 906e seems to take the helmsman
image as a random example of a comparison for the gods from the
original list at 905e in order to show that all the comparisons are
absurd. But the comparison in the original list was simply with miolwv
kuBepvhTatr, ‘the helmsmen of vessels’, which in itself is far from a
‘ridiculous’ comparison and indeed we can see that Plato uses it for
quite serious purposes elsewhere (e.g. in the myth of the Politicus).
But what makes the image ridiculous here is the idea that the gods can
be seen as unscrupulous helmsmen who are willing to overturn their
ship, if offered a tempting enough bribe. Thus by translating the idea
of the gods being won over by gifts into these rather extreme terms,
the Athenian not only weights the image itself to make it seem
ridiculous, but also highlights the discrepancy between the wickedness
of such an act and the goodness of the gods. Thus the Athenian (or
Plato) can be assured that Clinias will reject the image. The
Athenian’s point, therefore, rests not on the image of the gods as
helmsmen, but as wicked helmsmen, an idea which is guaranteed to seem
unacceptable to Clinias.

The Athenian, having secured Clinias’ agreement that the helmsman
image is not an acceptable one for the gods, goes on to say (906e5-7):

LY

AN oUTC pmw fwidxorol ye év Guiddn ocuvrteTayuévolg,
netofeloty Umo  Swpeds €Téporor Ty  vikny  (elyeot
npodotvac.

And presumably they are not to be compared to a
charjoteer lined up at the starting point who has been
bribed by a gift to throw the race and let others win.
(tr. Saunders)

The charioteer image is used to show the gods as unscrupulous as they

accept the bribe and throw the race, and Clinias rejects this, calling
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it a ‘scandalous comparison’ (Aeivnyv...elkdva). Again this is not the
image we were first presented with at 905e, as there the comparison
was simply with frioyol Cevy@dv auidlopévev (charioteers of competing
teams) and thus this image, as the previous one, has been developed to
present the gods as wicked, an idea certainly not present in its first
appearance. We can see quite clearly now that the Athenian introduced
the idea of ‘competingl teams’ in the original list solely for the
purpose of preparing the way for this later development. Also, as
there was no such development of the idea of competition in the second
occurrence of the helmsman image, this indicates, as said above, that
Guidlwpévor at 905e is to be understood as agreeing only with Jevydy
and not also with miolwv.

We have observed, then, how the Athenian introduces the ideas of
unscrupulousness and wickedness into the comparisons of the helmsman
and charioteer in order to convince Clinias that they are not suitable
comparisons for the gods. He then goes on to discredit all the former
comparisons, saying, ‘Nor, of course, do they stand comparison with
generals or doctors or farmers or herdsmen, or dogs beguiled by
wolves.’ A statement with which Clinias wholeheartedly agrees,
exclaiming, ‘What blasphemy! The very idea!” The comparison of the
gods to dogs beguiled by wolves is of the sort to provoke such a
reaction from Clinias, but the Athenian has not in any way shown that
the comparisons with generals, doctors, farmers or herdsmen are at all
inappropriate or blasphemous; indeed he has already himself used these
images to convey the serious idea that the gods are our ‘allies’ in
the ‘war’ against ‘acquisitiveness’. Therefore for the passage to make
sense, it seems we must understand the phrase meto8eloLy Ono dwpeds at

906e6 as agreeing not only with ﬁVLéxOLoL/ but also with the series of
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datives as 906el0-11. The images of generals and doctors etc. only
become ‘blasphemous’, then, when they are used to suggest that the
gods can be persuaded by gifts.

After winning Clinias’ unqualified agreement that the gods
cannot be persauded by the gifts of evil men, the Athenian concludes
his argument by asking, ‘Now aren’t the gods the most supreme
guardians of all and don’t they look after our supreme interests?’,
and Clinias replies that they are indeed. Thus the argument ends and
at 907b the Athenian asks whether all three theses about the gods -
that they exist, that they are concerned for us and that they are
‘absolutely above being corrupted into flouting justice” -~ have all
been adequately proved (ikavdg &moSeSeTybal), to  which  Clinias
responds: ‘Certainly and we endorse these arguments of yours.’

The different images and comparisons for the gods in this passage
are used very much for rhetorical purposes, to help the Athenian prove
his point that the gods cannot be won over. The whole argument works
on the basis that if the gods could be won over by gifts, then they
would have to put other interests before those of looking after human
beings and thus would be neglecting their duty. The images offered,
especially those of the sheepdogs and helmsmen, translate this idea
into scenarios where bribery leads to the neglect of duty with very
serious consequences. The images are used to show in very vivid terms
what the view that the gods are venal actually entails when taken to
its logical conclusion. The results then obviously conflict with the
idea that the gods are good, an idea which has already been
established dialectically. Thus by using some images to support belief
in the gods’ goodness and by using others to highlight the conflict

between this belief and the idea that the gods can be won over by evil
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men, the Athenian leads Clinias to the conclusion that one of these
views must be false. Thus, as the whole weight of ;the argument
suggests that belief in the gods’ goodness is justified, then it must
be that the other view is wrong, and so the idea that the gods can be
won over is firmly rejected.

However we judge the merits of this argument, it is clear that the
comparisons and images are integral to it, and so we may conclude that
verbal elkdveg play an extremely important and effective rhetorical

role in this passage of the Laws.

5.5 Conclusions
My discussion of the three passages featured in this chapter has shown
that Plato uses metaphors for the gods in conjunction with one another
to establish certain points, to create extended pictures of divine
activity and to achieve particular rhetorical effects. The shepherd
and helmsman metaphors work together in the Critias passage to
portray, in a golden age context, the care and control of the gods.
The change from the shepherd to the helmsman image also works
rhetorically, since it allows Plato to avoid an issue that would cause
problems at this point, namely human free will. In the Politicus myth
we find a range of metaphors for god. As well as being spoken of as
the force that orders, revolves and guides the wuniverse, he is also
represented as its craftsman, father and helmsman. These different
presentations work with one another to create a complex and emotive
picture of god’s power and the universe’s dependence on him. The form
of the Laws passage and its images is quite different from the other

two. Here we have a dialectical exchange rather than a narrative and

here the presentations of the gods - as charioteers, helmsmen,

162




generals, doctors, farmers and shepherds - are offered throughout as
explicit comparisons. As 1 have shown, these comparisons are integral
to the Athenian’s argument and serve as highly effective rhetorical
devices as he persuades Clinias that the gods cannot be bribed.

All of these passages reflect the views that the gods create and
control the wuniverse and that they are good. The metaphors and images
at one level work to express these views and thus, as I argued at the
end of Chapter 4, play an illustrative role. However, this does not
mean that different metaphors and Images simply restate Plato’s
beliefs in different ways. For, as we have seen in our three passages,
Plato’s metaphors work in their contexts to flesh out and enlarge upon
ideas which emerge from the beliefs mentioned above: the Critias
passage seeks a satisfactory model for the manner of god’s control;
the Politicus myth dramatises the creative and sustaining power of
god; and the Laws passage sets out to refute a view that conflicts
with belief in the gods’ goodness. As we consider how far metaphors
are indispensable to Plato’s theological discourse, we must take into
account that much of this discourse is concerned not with speculation
about the divine nature, but with the exposition, amplification and
defence of certain firmly-held beliefs. The passages examined in this
chapter show that metaphors and images are integral to the exposition
of Plato’s views and to his rhetorical method, and so 1 conclude that
even on the illustrative view metaphors must be regarded as

indispensable to Plato’s discourse on the gods.

In Part II of this thesis 1 have considered the role of Plato’s
metaphors for the gods. In Part III I will examine metaphors for

another immortal and invisible element operating (in Plato’s view) in
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human life: the soul. Although there are occasions when the human soul
is represented as a plant, animal, place or inanimate object (see
Appendix 3, Groups C, D, E and F), mostly, like the gods, it is
portrayed in anthropomorphic terms. Thus in Part III 1 will continue
to examine ‘images for persons unseen’ and will continue to assess
their  cognitive and rhetorical significance. My treatment of the
material in Part III will follow broadly the same lines as in Part II:
in Chapter 6 I will consider Plato’s own attitude to his soul
metaphors and language for the soul; in Chapters 7 and 8 1 will
exarﬁine the cognitive role of various groups of soul metaphors
throughout the dialogues and in Chapter 9 I will focus on a single
speech, analysing the role and development o¢f one particular soul

metaphor.
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“one must never forget that Plato has no wish to be the prisoner of
his image. He will abandon it when it suits him, return freely to it
later, at the direction of his poetic imagination, wishing to suggest
by this manner of dealing with it that the image is only an image,
which means that metaphorical expressions do not articulate
intelligible reality as indeed it truly is in its essence’.

2 \ , . . . .
‘Plato’s literary tact, then, is at times a philosophic precaution’.

3As we see in this image where the pilot and rudder replace the
shepherd and his whip, the simile and the metaphor are very
satisfactorily intertwined’.

“If in  the passage already referred to the nautical image comes up
rather unexpectedly, and if, as often happens, it replaces another
analogous image - a device which has, it seems, the purpose of
ensuring that, by means of the multiplying of images, the picture
conveyed does not impose itself too forcibly and does not wholly call
up the idea behind it - in the myth of the Politicus (273e and 273d)
this metaphor is wused on its own to express god’s action in the
material world’.

5'l"aylor translates voufic as ‘herdsman’ and ‘moluvia’ as ‘cattle’, but
the words can also be used of a shepherd and flocks of
sheep.

6On the idea that the gods were thought to do things easily, see M.L.
West’s comments on lines 5-7 of Hesiod’s Works and Days.

Terry s . . , . .
‘this metaphor is used on its own to express God's action in the
material world’.

8Bu‘c perhaps the background of myth reduces the conflict here, since
earlier Greek myths present the gods fashioning living creatures; see
e.g. Hesiod, Works and Days lines 59-82.

c’Skemp introduces the modern idea of a ‘conning tower’ in |his
translation of Wepuunﬁ, but the simple translation of ‘look-out
point’> is much closer to the Greek itself, and as it serves the
purposes of the passage just as well, would seem to be a more
appropriate translation.

this last expression is not strictly speaking to do with the sea’.
Heas though the helmsman had left the ship’.

12Traditionally instruction and fatherhood were linked, see Odyssey
XXIV 338-9.

“The sea itself is often used as a metaphor for confusion and the loss
of order. See e.g. N. Austin’s comments on the sea as an image of
chaos in the Odyssey, Archery at the Dark of the Moon, pp. 140-142.

14What is the meaning of &Voumé"rn'rog (unlikeness) here? It seems to me
that it is used to suggest the situation where disruption and disorder
would destroy the arrangement god has made, turning the universe once
again into a chaotic mass where no order or harmony could be
discerned. This seems to be an echo of Empedocles’ cycle where at a
certain point the force of Strife destroys the ‘cosmos’ formed by
Love, so that all that was once alike and joined together is in time
pulled apart and made different again (fr. 17).
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I read Muvbévta as an echo of Stalvbelg (273d6) and therefore as

referring to the effects of the shipwreck. However, it can perhaps be
taken as a bridge term between the images of a ship and a living
being, since Mvouwat is on occasion used of physical effects on the
human body (see LSJ).

16’We should take note that once returned to the helm of the ship of
the wuniverse, the god undertakes an act of reparation, to reassert
order, an act which bears no relation to the labours of a
pilot’.

see Chapter 4 section 4.7 on the shepherd image.

18See Phaedo 62b8, 62d3, Polit. 274b5, Crit. 109b7 etc.
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PART III

SOUL




Chapter 6

SOUL METAPHORS AND SOUL MYTHS

6.1 Introduction
In this chapter 1 will assess the cognitive status of Plato’s language
about the soul and try to establish Plato’s own attitude to the
significance of his own soul metaphors. The views of a number of
critics, both on the metaphors themselves and on the myths which deal
with the soul, will be examined and these will be tested against
Plato’s own remarks relating to his treatment of the soul.

The first part of this study will deal with Plato’s statements
about the soul itself and about how far human knowledge of it is

limited.

Although the soul, 1like the gods, 1is ©presented as invisible and
immortal, nevertheless, there 1is still a difference in their status
for Plato, as the gods belong to a different order of things from
human beings, whereas the soul is very much part of human life here in
the phenomenal world. Although there are a number of passages in the
dialogues that suggest that the nature of the gods is beyond human
knowledge, this is not the case with the soul. Plato devotes a great
deal of space to setting out his views on the soul and arguing for the
truth of his claims. The soul 1is not presented as an entity which
confounds rational discourse or inquiry and, reflecting this, a great
deal is said about the soul in quite literal terms throughout the
dialogues. As well as arguments about the effect of human actions on

the soul, we also find that Plato argues and proves to his own
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satisfaction that the soul is immortal. A brief glance over what is
said about the soul in literal terms shoxl;/s that Plato says of its
functions:

a) it is the immortal principle of life;

b) it is that by which human beings reason and learn;

¢) it is the means by which we interpret our perceptions of the world;

d) it is that part of us which desires and reacts emotionally to that
which we perceive;

e) it is that part of us that has right and wrong behaviour as its
proper concern;

f) it is that which moves itself.

Also, as to the value of the soul, we are told quite directly that:

g) the soul is better and stronger than the body;

h) it is the most precious and most divine thing a human being has;

i) its nature is improved by just and good behaviour but harmed by
injustice and evil actions.

In addition to this, Plato on some occasions sets out the view that
the soul has three ‘parts’ (uépm, Rep. 442bll, c5, 444b3 etc.): reason
(AoyiLoTikov) spirit (BupoeiSég) and appetite (émiBuunTikdy). There is
no suggestion, however, that the soul is divisible into these ‘parts’
in the literal sense, and indeed Plato’s use of different terms for
these (eldn (forms), Rep. 435c5; eldn Te «kal #Hn (forms and
characters), 435e2; yévn  (kinds)  443d3) suggests that he was
attempting to avoid language which would imply material existence.'
However, despite this much being said of the soul, it is clear that
Plato is not fully confident about certain aspects of it - such as

what exactly happens to it after death, why and how it came into
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being, how the soul 1is connected to the body and, most significantly,
what kind of thing it is or what form it has.

That Plato is not sure of what exactly the soul will experience in
the afterlife - although he is sure that it will experience something
- is conveyed by certain remarks in the Phaedo. The first doubts about
human knowledge of the afterlife are voiced by Simmias at 85c.

Speaking about the soul’s experience after death, he says (85cli-4):

G[J.OL yap 5or<eL @ Zaﬁ:(pa"reg, nepi TV ToLoUTwY l/owg &3crnep
Katl OOL 10 uev oa¢eg eldévar év 19 viv Blw 7) advvartov
elvat n .'rayxa/\enov TL,

I think, just as you do, Socrates, that...it 1is very
difiicult if not impossible in this life to achieve
certainty about these questions, (tr. Tredennick)

Socrates in  this dialogue, however, is firmly committed to the
doctrine of immortality and to the view that justice pays not only in
this life but also in the world beyond. His opinions about the
afterlife are rooted in this view and his myth of the soul’s
experiences in the other world, which appears later in the dialogue,
is constructed around this. Nevertheless, he is not willing to <claim

that his story represents the whole truth on the matter (114d1-6):

To u%v obv TalTa étcoxup[oaoeaL OUng exeLV wg eyw
6LeAﬁAU9a ob npéneL vouy ¥XOV7L auépL OTL ueVTot ﬁ
TaGT’ €GTLV n TOLQUT &TTa nepl Tag Yuyag nuwv Kal Tag
OLKnOGLQ, énelmep aaavaTov e n WUXU palvetar ouoa TOUTO
KaL npeneLv pot 5OKEL kal d€cov kivduvveioat OLouevw oUTWG
ExeLy - Kalog ) KLvévvog -

Of course, no reasonable man ought to insist that the
facts are exactly as I have described them. But that
either this or something very like it is a true account
of our souls and their future habitations - since we have
clear evidence that the soul is immortal - this, I think,
is both a reasonable contention and a belief worth
risking, for the risk is a noble one. (tr. Tredennick)

So Socrates qualifies his story; although he is certain of the soul's

immortality, he will not insist that all the details of his account
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are true. He does not know what exactly the soul will experience after
the death of the body.

In the Timaeus we find other statements regarding the limits of
knowledge about the soul - this time on the questions of how it came
into being and of the nature of its parts. Early in the dialogue
Timaeus stresses that his account of creation must necessarily be

regarded as merely a °‘likely story’ (29c¢4-d3):

Eav OGV @ ZéxpaTeg, WOAA& nokkwv nepL Belv KaL Tng TOU
naVTog yeveoewg, un 6uvaT0L yLvaueea naVTn TAVTWS avToug
eaUTOLg ouoloyouuevovg loyovg KaL aﬂnKpLBwuevoug
anoéouvaL un Qauuaong arx’  &av apa unagvog nTTov
napexwueea eLKOTag, ayanav Xpn, ugyvnuevovg wg ) Aeywv
eyw uueLg Te oc KpLTaL ¢UOLV avepwncvnv €XOUEV, one nepL
TovaV ToV €lKkoTa pou8ov anoésxouevoug ﬂpGWEL TOUTOU unéev
ETL mépa InTelv.

If then, Socrates, in many respects concerning many
things - the gods and the generation of the universe - we
prove unable to render an account at all points entirely
consistent with itself and exact, you must not be
surprised. If we can furnish accounts no less likely than
any other, we must be content, remembering that 1 who
speak and you my judges are only human, and consequently
it is fitting that we should in these matters accept the
likely story and look for nothing further. {(tr. Cornford)

In line with this Timaeus tells how we should also accept the likely

story or probable account of the generation of the soul (44c6-d2)

Kal Wepi wuxng, T ag Te aleag xal npOVOLag yeyove
Bedy, TOU ualLOTa eLKOTog dvTeyopévorg, oUT® Kal KaTa
TabTa mopevouévols StefLTéow.

and concerning soul, and the reasons and forethought of
the gods in producing them - of all this we must go on to
tell, on the principle of holding fast to the most likely
account. (tr. Cornford)

Again at 72d he stresses the tentative nature of his account of

certain aspects of the soul (72d4-8):

Ta uev ouv nepL wvxng, oaov QvnTov EXEL kal ooov QeLov
KaL onn Kal ued’ oV Kal 6L a xprg wKLGQn, TO uev ax Qeg
Qg ELpnTaL Beov ovu¢nOQVTog TOT av ovag povwg
6LLaxupL§0Lueea TO e unv eLKog nuTy ELpnOQQL kat vov
kal €Tt pAllov dvackomobot SiakivduveuTéor TO ¢avaL Kal
ne¢a09w.
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Concerning the soul, then, we have stated what part of it
is mortal and what divine, and where, in what company,
and for what reasons the two are housed apart. We could
confidently assert that our account 1is the truth only if
it were first confirmed by heaven; but that it is the
probable account we may venture to say now, and still
more on further consideration. Let that claim, then, be
taken as made. (tr. Cornford)

Although we have a clear statement that the accounts of the soul's
generation and composition are tentative ones, we must not leap from
this to the conclusion that Plato is telling us here that knowledge of
the soul is impossible since it is a matter that lies beyond our
experience. For the remarks at 44c relate not only to the generation
of the soul but also to the generation of the body (mepl owudTwy KaTa
uépn THs yevéoews 44c6), and at 72d Timaeus is concerned with the
connection of the soul to the body rather than with the nature of the
soul per se. An exposition of the nature of soul is given at 34b-37c
and, significantly, this appears with no particular qualifying
statement, although, of course, the whole of Timaeus’ account Iis
qualified by the statement at 29c. Although Timaeus’ remarks on the
status of his account of the soul are interesting, I do not think that
they can be read as a blanket statement about the limitations of human
knowledge of this partly divine entity. For the same kind of
qualifying statements are also made about accounts of the body, which
clearly is part of our mortal and sensible world. For a more revealing
statement on human knowledge of the soul we must turn to the Phaedrus.
After presenting argument and proofs that the soul is immortal,

Socrates tells us at Phaedrus 246a3-7:

Meptl pev olv &GavacL’ag alThe iKkavidg: 7T€pl\. 6% e iééag
alThis ©be AekTéov. ocov uév éo’ra navTy naVng felag
elvat Kai uak pag cSLnynoewg, w ¢ Eoikev, aVGpwnLW]g TE
Kat eAaTTovog ’TaUTT] ooV Aéywuev EOLKETW 51; ovuq&v"rug
Suvdpet OmonTépou Cevyovg Te Kal nVLOXOU

About its immortality, enough has been said; about its
form we must say the following. To say what kind of thing
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it is would require a long -exposition, and one calling
for wutterly superhuman powers; to say what it resembles
requires a shorter one, and one within human capacities.
So let us speak in the latter way. Let it then resemble
the combined power of a winged team of horses and their
charioteer. (tr. Rowe)

So we find that when it comes to describing exactly what the soul
is, Socrates switches from a direct to an indirect account, comprised
of the image of charioteer and horses. Thus Socrates will tell, not
what the nature of the soul is, but only what it is like (fotkev).

Do we have here a statement that it is impossible for human beings
to tell the nature of the soul? If we dwell on the points that it
would require a lengthy exposition (pakpds &tnyoewg) to tell what it
is but that what it is like can be conveyed in a shorter account
(ExdTTovog), it may seem that telling the nature of the soul is simply
a matter of time. Admittedly this is acknowledged to be a very long
time, which could be why the task is described as ‘divine’ (8elag),
but still there is no direct statement that the telling is impossible.
The idea of the length of the account and the related idea of the time
it takes to give it is reminiscent of Protagoras’ remark concerning
his knowledge of the natures of the gods, where he says (Diels-Kranz,
B4 (mepl Bedv)):

\ \ - k) k74 3 / 3 A3 e s \ LY e 3
mepL pev Bewy OUK €xw GL(SEVCLL/, ovB wg €LoLy o\ue wg  OUK
eloly o088’ Omotol Tiveg 18éav moiia ydp Tad KwAvovTa

2 / 124 £ k) / \ \ N 4 / ~ 3 /
etSevar 1 T adnlorng Kal Bpayxug wv 0 fLog Tou av8pwmou.
Concerning the gods, I am unable to discover whether they
exist or not, or what they are like in form; for there

are many hindrances to knowledge, the obscurity of the
subject and the brevity of human life.

Here, then, Protagoras points out that both the wuncertainty of the
matter and the shortness of human life prevent him from attaining
knowledge of the gods. Within the Platonic corpus itself we also find

another passage where something is spoken of as too long to tell. This
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is Phaedo 1l4c where Socrates is speaking of the afterlife habitations
of the souls purified by philosophy. Here again the length of the
account is related to the difficulty of describing the subject: &g
olite pgdLov Snrdoar olte & xpdvog ikavdos év 1@ mapdvTe, ‘[habitations]
which it is not easy to portray - nor is there time to do so now’ (tr.
Tredennick). It may be then that Plato’s point in the Phaedrus Iis
similar to Protagoras’ comment on the gods and to his own remarks in
the Phaedo. Rather than claiming that it is impossible to tell of the
soul’s nature, he may simply be saying that the account would require
more time and space than are available at present.

However, if, on the other hand, we dwell on the distinction made in
the Phaedrus passage between the divine (felag) and mortal
(dvBpwnivng), it does seem that Socrates is saying that human beings
can tell what the soul is like, but that to say what it is is a task
for a god - 1i.e. impossible for humans. This reading, stressing the
gulf between divine and human knowledge, is supported, 1 think, by the
other occasions in the dialogues when Plato uses the phrase ‘only god
knows’ to indicate that a particular issue or question is simply
beyond human knowledge.3 Here we must note a very important point,
namely that although Plato may suggest that giving an account of
something is impossible at one time, this need not suggest that it
would always be impossible. Throughout the dialogues we see Plato
continually reworking and developing his ideas and thus he need not
rule out the possibility that when his ideas have progressed further,
he may be able to give the desired account of the soul’s nature.
However, for the moment here in the Phaedrus it seems that it is not

possible, and so he will turn to what the soul is like. The myth that
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follows, then, presents a view of the soul which we must accept as a
likeness, not as an account of its actual nature.

There is, of course, a problem here in that if Platc does not know
and cannot tell what the nature of the soul is, then how can he know
or tell what it is like?® This is not addressed in the text and it
seems that we are simply to accept that the picture of the soul
offered in the myth is like its real nature although at the moment
Socrates cannot tell what that is.

It is not perhaps surprising that critics have been dissatisfied
with this approach to the soul's nature. If Plato tells us that the
picture of the soul that is about to follow is simply a likeness, and
given his own low opinion of likenesses (see section 2.4), why should
any weight at ail be attached to the many images and metaphors for the
soul which follow in the myth? If Plato does not know and cannot tell
what the soul is, then how can his metaphors or images for it have any
significance?

The next section of this chapter will outline two very different
responses to this question; the first representing the empiricist
view, the second representing a particular version of the epistemic

thesis of metaphors' cognitive role.

6.3 Parker and de Marignac on the Relation of Soul Metaphors to

Knowledge about the Soul

Despite the fact that Parker’s views are very old and very much of his
time (1666), they are worth stating because they set out very clearly
one particular response to the question before us. Having heard
Parker’s views on metaphors in general (1.1) and on the theological

discourse of the Platonists (frontispiece to Part II), we come now to
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his statements regarding the soul metaphors used by Plato and those
who followed him. For Bishop Parker these metaphors are ‘idle and
insignificant Non-sense’ because the Platonists are ‘altogether
ignorant of the nature and Substance of the Soul’ and are unable to
express their thoughts on the soul in ‘proper’ (we may read ‘literal’)

5
terms:

..they draw Metaphors from all the Senses, Members and
Functions of the Body, from all the General Hypotheses of
Nature; from all the Phaenomena of the Heavens and the
Earth, from all the several Properties and Operations of
the several species of Creatures and apply them to the
Nature, Faculties and operations of the Soul; But because
they are altogether ignorant of the nature and substance
of the Soul and are not able to express the greatest part
of these things by proper terms, all these Metaphors must
pass for idle and insignificant Non-sense, because they
signifie we know not what, and describe we know not how;

On the empiricist view, as expressed here by Parker, the soul
metaphors have no cognitive value since Plato and the Platonists are
completely ignorant about the soul itself. Although I do not accept
this view, as 1 shall argue at the end of this chapter, 1 do agree
that there is a problem in telling what something is like when one
cannot, for whatever reason, tell what it is. For there 1is thus no
obvious way for the likeness to be judged.

Our second critic, de Marignac (1951), would not accept this
approach to the soul metaphors and in his book, Imagination et
Dialectique, sets out a view that stands in direct contrast to that of
Parker. For de Marignac argues that Plato’s soul metaphors, far from
being nonsense, actually serve to ‘mitigate’ Plato’'s ignorance about

the soul. De Marignac believes that ignorance, or rather ‘insufficient
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knowledge’ about the soul is one of the reasons why Plato uses images

(p.137):

C'est dans [!'imperfection de la connaisance des étres
réels, des essences intelligibles, Dieu, le Bien, et
aussi de cet étre dont la position est si particuliére,
I’ame, que nous pensons tgouver‘ l'une des raisons du
recours a l’expression imagée...

(p.138)

cette connaissance insl,uffisante contraint Platon...a  user
d’une expression imagée.

On this point 1 would not disagree with de Marignac, as the passage at

Phaedrus 246d suggests that Plato is turning to images of the soul

because he cannot tell what he does not know - i.e. what exactly the
soul is (olov ..é&oTt). But beyond this de Marignac and I part company
as he also argues that images are the best, ‘if not the only’ way that

Plato can express the true nature of the soul.

De Marignac makes a distinction between Plato’s ‘simple
psychological analysis, based on observation of  actions’ and  his
attempts to express the ‘real being’ - ‘l’étre réel’ - (p.138) of the

soul. He  believes that although Plato could express psychological
observations without recourse to imagery, nevertheless the ‘real
being’ of the soul was ‘ineffable’ (p.132) and could only be expressed

by means of images (p.145):

il ne lui était pas possible d’exprimer [I’étre véritable,
I’étre rr%étaphysique de !’a8me en un langage qui ne fat pas
imagé...

and (p.146):
L’image est donc plus et autre chose qu'un simple
symbole; elle  est, lorsqu’il faut dire I’essence, le

moyen le meilleur, si ce n’est pas le seul, qui permette
a l'auteur de dire ce qui ne peut étre dit,...
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For de Marignac imagery derives its special expressive capacity from
its ‘incantatory power’ - ‘la force incantatoire’ - and believes that

this comes from its poetic and ‘mystic’ potential (p.149):

La vertu de l'image provient de10 ce qu’elle est chargée
d’un potentiel poétique et ‘mystique’.

It is because of this potential that, in de Marignac's view, imagery

has an important cognitive significance, as (p.135):

L’image sert a pallier une connaissance insuffisante du
s e 1
spirituel

This quotation appears as a title and although it is vague as to whose
‘insufficient knowledge’ the image affects, in the text that follows
it becomes clear that it is not just that of the audience but also of
Plato himself. For, speaking of the image offered for Reason itself at
Laws 897d-e and going on to comment on the image of the Good in the

Republic, de Marignac says (p.137-8):

Cette expression imagée est donc la pour pallier la
difficulté qu’'il y a a formuler ce qu'on connait mal:
c’était pour lever un coin du voile de ténébres qui nous
cache ce qu'est le Bien que le Socrate de la Républigue
recourait a l’image du soleil (506d-e);

If one takes ‘pallier’ to mean that Plato ‘mitigates’ or ‘alleviates’
his own insufficient knowledge by simply giving up his attempt to
describe the exact nature of the soul, then de Marignac’s claim is not
such a radical one. But the idea of ‘lifting the corner of the veil’
and the later development of his argument for the mystic potential of
metaphor (pp.149-58) lead me to conclude that he does hold that
imagery somehow allows one to overcome the Ilimitations of one’s
knowledge of the spiritual. In view of this [ think it 1is fair to
judge that de Marignac’s rather vague statements here are meant to

convey the view that images ‘mitigate’ ignorance by offering new
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knowledge or insight and this is achieved, it seems, by means of their
special potential (la  force incantatoire). Thus de Marignac, it
appears, is proposing a particular version of the epistemic thesis set
out in Chapter I, which <claims that metaphors provide a special
cognitive access over and above that of literal discourse.

In the views of Parker and de Marignac we can see two very
different responses to the question of the relationship between
Plato’s soul metaphors and knowledge of the soul: for Parker Plato's
ignorance  about the soul renders his metaphors ‘idle nonsense’,
whereas for de Marignac the images ‘serve to mitigate’ Plato’s
‘insufficient knowledge’ of the spiritual.

I find both of these views unacceptable and believe that the
arguments of Eva Kittay offer a far more sensible and rational
approach to the role and significance of Plato’s soul metaphors.
However, before | examine Kittay’s claims, there is one other matter I
want to clarify: the cognitive role of the soul myths in the
dialogues. De Marignac has made two separate claims about the role of
the soul metaphors - that they ‘mitigate’ insufficient knowledge and
that they allow the writer to ‘say what he cannot say’.13 We have seen
that even in the passage from the dialogues which is most explicit on
the matter of the role of images for the soul (Phaedrus 246a), Plato
does not suggest that the images will perform either of the roles de
Marignac claims for them. However, de Marignac is not the only critic
who has made this sort of claim about Plato providing ‘mystical’
insight into the soul. The difference is that whereas de Marignac has
confined himself to images, others have focused on the role of the

soul myths in the dialogues.
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Many critics observe a close connection between the roles of
metaphor and myth, both in respect of Plato’s works and other
literature."* As far as Plato’s myths and metaphors for the soul are
concerned, a connection between the two is readily apparent, as we
find in the dialogues a number of myths which tell of the nature and
fate of the soul - the myths of the Gorgias, Phaedo, Republic,
Phaedrus and Timaeus. Many of the metaphors for the soul are
concentrated in and around these myths and indeed the myths themselves
are constructed around certain root metaphors which become integral to
their content. For example, in each of the myths that deal with the
fate of the soul in the afterlife, we find that the story depends to a
large extent on metaphors such as the journey of the soul and its
physical appearance. Now if it were the case that the myths turned out
to provide a special cognitive access, as has been claimed, this would
leave a large question mark hanging over the role of the metaphors
which are integral to their content. If it were proved that the myths
do provide a special epistemic access to the concept of soul, then |1
would have to establish exactly what contribution the metaphors make
in this process. As is probably clear from my remarks above on de
Marignac, 1 do not favour a mystical approach to Plato’s discourse on
the soul. It is not therefore surprising that I do not accept the view
that Plato’s myths on the soul offer any kind of privileged epistemic
access to the nature of the soul in this world or in the afterlife.
However, the question seems to me of sufficient importance to merit
more detailed discussion, and our analysis of the role of the soul
metaphors will benefit from the clearing away of some of the more
unhelpful claims that have been made about the cognitive role of

Plato’s mythic discourse on the soul. In the next section, then, 1
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will set out some of the different approaches to the cognitive role of
Plato’s myths, testing these against the evidence of the dialogues to

determine which is the most satisfactory.

6.4 The Cognitive Role of Plato’s Soul Myths

In this section 1 shall present a number of different views on the
role of Plato’'s myths. This subject has received a great deal of
attention'” and obviously it will be impossible to give a complete
survey of all the different opinions which have been expressed on this
large topic. 1 will therefore confine myself to presenting a selection
of views which offer different approaches to the cognitive role of the
myths. It is perhaps not surprising that we find the same trends of
thought relating to myth as we found with metaphor, with some critics
expressing the view that myth provides an insight into certain truths
which cannot be gained in any other way, some arguing that the power
of myth lies primarily in its emotive power, and finally others
maintaining that the myths play an important rhetorical role in
illustrating and supplementing the conclusions of dialectic. Let us
begin with an approach to myth which claims for it a very special

epistemic role.

l. Gregory and the ‘Romantic’ View

In an article on ‘Myth and Transcendence in Plato’ Gregory presents a
view of the role of myth which has been termed ‘Romantic’ib. The
essence of this is that through poetic inspiration and myth human
beings can achieve a revelation of a higher truth and experience a
glimpse of the divine. Gregory terms the Forms, gods and soul

‘transcendental’ subjects (p.287), and believes that human beings come
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to know such subjects ‘ultimately  only  through some  kind of
revelation’. It is her view that myth is intimately connected with

such revelation, as {p.284):

Myth is both a means of thinking about what is grasped in
the transcendental experience and a method of expressing
it.

and (p.285):

it is precisely by and in myth that one contemplates that
which is not of this world.

For Gregory myth plays an irreplaceable cognitive role in enabling us

to reach the ‘Absolute’ (p.285):

The content of myth, then, is seen to be a cognitive and
mystical relation to the transcendent. The revelation of
the Absolute 1is penetrated more and more profoundly by
means of imaginative cognition or ‘mythical thinking’ and
communicated in the myth form. The Absolute is reached
mystically through myth-irradiated ritual or mythopoeic
contemplation.

However one views such an approach to myth, it must be pointed out
that there is nothing at all in the dialogues to suggest that Plato
held anything like this view. Gregory, however, considers this Plato’s
view and presents as proof his remarks preceding the myth of the
Phaedrus (246a).

We ﬁave seen that Socrates says here that it would be a long and
divine task to tell the nature of the soul, but that human beings can
tell what the soul resembles ‘in a shorter exposition’. Gregory sees
the idea that a ‘god alone could tell’ (p.292) the nature of the soul

as saying that this is something that must be revealed (p.292}):

The reason for this mythical treatment, as Plato himself
says, 1is that the topics to be treated are beyond the
scope of rational demonstration and actually require to
be revealed.
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Clearly Plato does not actually say this at all, but says simply
that it would require a divine exposition to tell the soul's nature.
Later in her article Gregory makes even more of the statement at 246a
and ascribes to Plato the view that knowledge of the transcendent is

attainable only through myth (p.295):

In short, the objective of the myth was knowledge of the
transcendent for the purpose of participation. But such
knowledge, as Plato says at the beginning of the myth, is
not attainable except through the symbolic mode of the
myth. Therefore myth 1is a necessary element of the
Phaedrus in dealing with the transcendent and achieving
the object that Plato had in mind.

Plato, however, makes no statement either here or anywhere else in
the dialogues that knowledge of the transcendent is only attainable
through myth. What he says here is that human beings cannot give an
account of the nature of the soul and therefore he will say in
mythical form what the soul is like. Thus he has shelved completely
the question of the actual nature of the soul and is not therefore
using myth to say (and still less to achieve knowledge of) what the
soul’s nature is. There is no claim that the myth can in any way go
beyond what can be said in direct discourse.

In the course of her article Gregory refers to the work of J.A.
Stewart, calling his thesis ‘a very clear analysis of Plato’s use of
myth’. She quotes Stewart’s ideas on ‘transcendental feeling’, which
she sees as integral to her own argument, but she apparently overlooks
a crucial difference between their two positions, a difference which 1

shall attempt to explain.

183




2. Stewart and the ‘Kantian’ approach.
Stewart sets out his view of the Platonic myths early in his book,
expressing vividly the energy which he believes is present in the

myths (p.2):

The Myth bursts in upon the Dialogue with a revelation of
something new and strange; the narrow, matter-of-fact
workaday experience, which the argumentative conversation
puts in evidence, is suddenly flooded, as it were, and
transfused by the inrush of a vast experience, as from
another world.

One can see why such talk of ‘revelation’ and ‘another world’
appeals to Gregory, but we must note Stewart’s qualifications: ‘as it
were’ and ‘as from another world’. Thus he does not actually claim
that the myths provide a revelation of the world beyond, but simply
points out that it feels like this is what 1is happening - a very

different matter altogether. Stewart sees myths as having a

fundamentally poetic nature and says of poetry (p.22):

The essential charm of all Poetry, for the sake of which
in the last resort it exists, lies in its power of
inducing, satisfying and regulating what may be called

Transcendental Feeling, especially that form of
Transcendental Feeling which manifests itself as solemn
sense of Timeless Being - of ‘That which was, and is, and

ever shall be,” overshadowing us with its presence.

Stewart sees poetry’s function as that of arousing emotion and
believes that this is the basic role also of myth - a view which has
been termed ‘Kantian’.!” It is his opinion that the Platonic myth is
not illustrative, that ‘it is not Allegory rendering pictorially
results already obtained by argument’ (p.2), and he argues against the

view that myth has another ‘meaning’ behind its primary sense (p.244):

I hold that Myth has no dogmatic meaning behind its
literal sense. Its ‘meaning’ is, first, its literal
sense - the story which is told; and then, beyond this,
the feeling which it calls up and regulates.
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For Stewart Plato’s myths are ‘Dreams expressive of Transcendental
Feeling’ (p.42) and he expresses this clearly in his comments on the

myth of the Politicus (p.300}):

The goodness of the State must be written large in that
of the Universe: written, not, indeed, in characters
which the scientific faculty can at last be sure that it
has deciphered, but in the hieroglyphics as it were, of a
mysterious  picture-writing which, although it does not
further definite knowledge, inspires that Wonder which is
the source of Philosophy, that Fear which is the
beginning of Wisdom.

As Stewart states that the myth as a ‘mysterious picture writing’ does
not further our knowledge but is there to inspire wonder, we can see
the difference between this and the views of Gregory, who sees myth as
a means of achieving knowledge that is unattainable by means of direct
discourse.

Stewart observes a great distinction between sensible objects,
which can be grasped by the scientific understanding, and ‘ldeas of
Reason’, such as God or the soul, which are ‘objects of faith’
(pp.48-51). Such objects of faith cannot be properly understood by the
scientific faculty and this, Stewart believes, is the reason why Plato
employs myth ‘rather than the language and method of science, when he
wishes to set forth the a priori as it expresses itself in Ideals.’

{p.50).

3. Dodds and Guthrie: Myths and Matters of Faith

Stewart’s idea that myth in Plato is a means of expressing ‘objects of
faith’ is echoed in the later work of Dodds (1945) and Guthrie (1957),
but with a difference, as 1 will show. Dodds in his article ‘Plato and

the Irrational’ argues (pp.23-4):

Mythical thinking is thinking in images, and its logic Iis
wholly or partly the logic of feeling, like the coherence
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of a dream or a work of art, not the logic of science or
philosophy. Its conclusions are valid for those who share
the feeling, ©but they cannot compel assent. In this
Plato’s myths resemble the intuitions of the poet or the
seer. Plato knew this, and has warned us of it more than
once: (Gorg. 527a, Phdo. 114d, Tim. 29c-d). It is our own
fault if we insist on ignoring the distinction, and the
result is likely to be confusion...Plato, then, if I am
right, ...admits two types of belief or two levels of
truth, which we may call respectively truths of religion
and truths of reason. The truths of religion are, as
such, indemonstrable and he does not claim for them more
than a probability that ‘this or something like it s
true (Phdo. 114d)...Plato preferred to convince readers
by reasoning rather than emotive eloquence and so
continually tried to transpose his religious beliefs from
the mythical to the philosophical level, thus
transforming them into truths of reason.

In his 1957 article, ‘Plato’s Views on the Nature of Soul’, Guthrie

fully accepts Dodds’ views and reiterates them as follows (pp.230-31):

Plato admitted two levels of truth which may roughly be
called truths of religion and truths of reason. There
will always be some truths, and those ‘the highest, which
cannot be proved dialectically but must be conveyed in
the form of myth, the details of which can claim only
probability, not precise accuracy. At the same time he
regarded it as the philosopher’s duty to push back the
frontiers of reason and win for it all possible ground
from the domain of mythical imagery...{p.231)...As an
example, we may say that Iimmortality was for Plato a
matter of rational proof, whereas what befell the
immortal part of us after death could only be hinted at
in a Lepoc AOYOS.

The important difference between the approach of these critics and
that of Stewart is that whereas they stress that Plato will constantly
‘reclaim ground’ from the realm of mythical imagery, that is, treat
the subjects dealt with in myth also by rational means whenever he
can, Stewart on the other hand places a much firmer and more enduring
division between rational argument and myth and claims that some
matters must, and can only ever, be dealt with in myth. Separating

‘Categories of the Understanding’, which can be objects of scientific
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understanding, and ‘Ideas of Reason’, which must remain matters of

faith, Stewart says (p.337):

The mythological treatment of Categories of the
Understanding stands on a different footing from that of
Ideas of Reason in this important respect, that it is not
the only treatment of which the Categories are capable.
The Ideas of Reason, Soul, Cosmos and God, if represented
at all, must be represented in Myth;

and again, of the treatment of the soul specifically, he says (p.126):

It is only in vision - in Myth - and not scientifically,
that the Idea of Soul, or Subject, can be represented, or
held up to contemplation as an Object at all.

Thus for Stewart myth is the only way that Plato can express his
thoughts on particular matters such as the soul or God. When we
remember that in Stewart’s view the myths are not illustrative, but
function only as a means of arousing ‘Transcendental Feeling’, it
emerges that for Stewart concepts such as the soul or God cannot be
reasoned about or illustrated, but only experienced emotionally. The
evidence from the dialogues, however, shows that Plato was continually
bringing all the power of his reasoning to bear on these very
subjects, and thus it seems clear that Stewart's analysis in this
respect is unacceptable.

However, could it be that Stewart, although wrong in his claim that
the soul and God cannot be reasoned about, is nevertheless right in
his claim that in Plato the myths are completely divorced from
scientific reasoning? There is clearly a differencé between developing
lines of argument and telling mythical stories, but is it true to say
that Plato simply suspends ‘scientific’ or ‘rational’ thought when he
begins to use the form of myth? Our next group of critics argue that

it is not.
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4. Edelstein, Anton and Smith: Myths and Reason.
These critics have studied the role of Plato’s myths in relation to
the arguments of the dialogues in which they occur. All three hold
that the myths are not to be regarded as ‘irrational’ or
‘non-scientific’ discourse but rather that they are a continuation of
the analysis undertaken in the dialogues.

Edelstein, writing in 1949, acknowledges the ‘captivating grace’ of

Plato’s myths and sees them as ‘instruments of the intellect’ (p.466):

Plato composes his philosophical myth in accordance with
that insight which he has gained through dialectical
analysis. The myth to him is a story shaped at will. As
such it is not the antithesis to reason...The myth, in
his hands, is truly an instrument of the human intellect.

This is not to say, however, that Plato sees no difference between the
cognitive status of ideas established by dialectic and those presented

in the myths, as Edelstein explains (p.466):

Nevertheless, the myth is not presented with the
certainty that inheres in dialectical knowledge. Of a
myth one can only be persuaded (Phdo. 114d). The myth,
‘taken as a whole, is false, but there 1is truth in it
also,” affirms Socrates. (Rep. 377a). The same s valid
of the Platonic myth...Whoever takes the Platonic myth as
allegory is hardly right. Ancient and modern
Neo-Platonists are refuted by Plato’s own words....But
whoever finds in the Platonic myths the revelation of a
higher knowledge is not right either. Reason to Plato is
supreme; myth is subservient to reason. For him, the myth
has nothing solemn or mysterious, as the Romanticists are
prone to imagine. Plato’s philosophical fable is the
fable of the philosopher.

The same approach is taken by J.P. Anton (1964), who argues that myth

is a ‘supplement to logical discourse’ (p.165):

Plato’s practice affords abundant evidence that he
regarded myth as a dramatically necessary supplement to
logical discourse, con joined to  the total work of
grasping and following through with the possibilities of
subject-matter....There seems to be no internal evidence
to the effect that Plato ever meant myth to be a
substitute for or perform functions beyond and above

188




those of philosophical reasoning. Nor did he see myth as
something a-logical and irrational. To be sure, he sees
myth as intelligent disclosure, its logic being that of
drama, of18 imaginative language, of philosophical
mythologein.

It is Anton’s main thesis that Plato criticises the work of the poets
but rehabilitates poetry itself by giving it a new role, ‘namely to
become the philosophic function of the mythical imagination’ (p.164),
and in line with this' he argues that the myths are intended to give
dramatic embodiment to the true ‘realities’ already revealed by
dialectic (p.166). Developing the idea that the myths serve a dramatic

purpose he argues that (p.165):

myth enters primarily as a plausible and suggestive way
of talking about things as they are in their dramatic
aspects. Hence mythical talking is not to be taken in the
sense of offering the sort of thing we may call ‘an
alternative hypothesis’. Myth, in this respect, is meant
as a likely story that illumines rather than explains a
domain which rational discourse explores.

This  emphasis on the myths as ‘likely  stories’ written  to
supplement the arguments of the dialogues is also to be found in the
work of Janet Smith. Smith’s ideas on the cognitive role of the myths
are presented in her article, ‘Plato’s Myths as "Likely Accounts”,
Worthy of Belief’. Two main lines of argument are developed here, both
of which accord with the views of Edelstein and Anton: first that the
myths express ideas and views which Plato elsewhere argues for
dialectically, and second that although they are linked with
dialectic, nevertheless the myths in themselves do not represent
knowledge or proof of any matter.

In the introduction Smith sets out her basic thesis on Plato’s view

of the status of his myths (p.24):

he recognizes that his myths are fictions, a blend of
what is true and what 1is imaginative; he intends that
both the myths which are told as a part of the
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educational program of the state ~ and within ~his own
dialogues be composed by the philosophers in accord with
their best knowledge; and no matter how refined the myths
are, and no matter how closely linked they are with
dialectical argumentation, they are by their nature only
in the realm of true opinion. Plato viewed myth (approved
myth) as a kind of logos - one which was approximate and
thus open to revision, but nonetheless one which s
deserving of our belief, if only in a provisional way.

Like Anton, Smith regards the myths, and believes that Plato himself
regarded his myths, as ‘likely stories’ (eikoteg¢ Adyot - a phrase
taken from the Timaeus, 29c etc.) and she 1is careful to mark the

difference between these and dialectical accounts (p.37):

Now although an eikos logos is eikos for the very reason
that it does correspond with what one knows to be true,
this does not suffice to convert an eikos logos into a
"true logos" in the sense of a truth established by
dialectic or a truth which could be the object of
knowledge. ...In short, an eikos logos offers no proof
for any of its contents, neither for that which is
susceptible to proof nor for that for which no proof is
possible. The eikos logos may be persuasive, but it is
not a demonstration.

She argues that Plato is at pains to highlight the difference between

. . . 19
dialectical and  mythical accounts, and  presents

Pl

the status ol
convincing evidence from the dialogues in support of the thesis that
Plato considered his myths as tentative or provisional accounts, which
are worthy of belief until better knowledge or proof about the matters
in hand could be attained. This evidence comes from passages in the
Phaedo, Gorgias, Republic, Timaeus and Phaedrus.

Smith quotes Phaedo 114d, Timaeus 72d and Phaedrus 246a, which have
been discussed above in section 6.2, and adds to these Gorgias 527a5
and Republic 62lb-c. The Gorgias passage stresses that the myth of the

afterlife presents only a provisional account (527a5-8):

Tayxa 8 obv Talra plfoc oot Sokel AéyeoBai domep ypaog Kal
kaTagpovels alTdV, kal oLSEY y' av T  BauvpacTov
KaTagpovely TouTwy, €l mm {NTOUVTES elyouev alTdv BerTiw
Kat ainbéoTepa eLPely.
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Now perhaps you think these things ['ve said are a tale,
like an old wife’s, and you despise them. And certainly
it wouldn’t be at all surprising to despise them, if we
could search and somehow manage to find something better
and truer. (tr. Irwin)

The Republic passage, Socrates’ concluding remarks after the myth of
Er, claims not that the myth 1is true, but merely that belief in the

story could ‘save’ them and help them to be purer in soul (621b-c):

Kat oUrtwg, @ TIlavkwy, wubfoc &owdn kal oUK AmwieTo, Kal
nuas av owoetev, av TeLBaoucba adTR, kal TOV THg  ANONS
1707(1;1(\)1/ €0 6LaBnoéueea Kat 'T7\7V wvx'r\yv ov ycavenoéueea.

And so, Glaucon, the story was preserved and not Jost. It
could save us if we believe it, and we shall safely cross
the stream of Forgetfulness and not be defiled in our
soul. (tr. Grube)

For Smith, then, Plato’s myths are tentative, provisional accounts
that do not represent actual knowledge or truth about the soul. They
are, however, written in accordance with as much knowledge as Plato
has on the subject, and correspond with the ‘truths’ argued for in
dialectic.

This, 1 believe, is the view that accords with the evidence from
the dialogues. ! reject the ‘Romantic’ view of Plato’s myths, as there
is simply no evidence in the dialogues that the myths represent a
special means of gaining knowledge about the soul which cannot be
gained by other means. T also reject the ‘Kantian’ approach, voiced by
Stewart, who argues that the myths function only as a means of
arousing ‘Transcendental Feeling’. For it is clear that the myths
present a great deal of information about Plato’s concept of soui.
Although [ accept the claim of Guthrie and Dodds that the myth for
Plato is a means of expressing ‘objects of faith’, I am not happy to
make such a hard and fast division between the myths and the
‘rational’ accounts of the body of the dialogues. For ‘objects of

faith’ are also spoken of outside the myths and the myths, as

191




Edelstein, Anton and Smith have shown, are not to be seen as
‘irrational’ or ‘non-scientific’. There is a valid distinction to be
made in the dialogues between myth and dialectic, but not between myth
and rational or logical discourse.

I do not accept, then, that the myths provide any special cognitive
access to the soul and so, to return to an issue I raised earlier (at
the end of section 6.3), there is no need to account for any special
role of the soul metaphors in the myths. [f Plato is wunsure about
certain aspects of the soul, his myths will not provide him or us with
any new knowledge beyond what can be said in non-mythic discourse.
Similarly, a metaphor in a myth will not have greater ‘revelatory’
powers than those in the dialogues at large. Thus our analysis of the
soul metaphors will not be affected by concerns about whether a

metaphor appears in a mythic or dialectical context.

6.5 The Illustrative Thesis or Kittay’s Version of the Epistemic View?

Earlier in this chapter (section 6.2) 1 set out two contrasting
opinions on the problem of how Plato’s metaphors relate to his
knowledge of the soul. Samuel Parker’s view was that as the Platonists
are ‘altogether ignorant’ of the nature of the soul, their metaphors
are ‘idle and insignificant Non-sense’, whereas for de Marignac the
images serve to ‘mitigate’ insufficient knowledge of spiritual
entities. I find both Parker’s empiricist approach and de Marignac’s
version of the epistemic thesis unacceptable and must now explain why.
Parker asserts that since Plato and the Platonists are ‘altogether
ignorant’ about the soul, their metaphors for the soul are ‘idle and
insignificant Non-sense’. This idea is fairly straightforward: since

Plato does not know the nature of the soul, he cannot «create
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meaningful images of it. Leaving aside the issue of Parker’'s own
standards of knowledge of the soul, the important question here for
our debate is ‘are metaphors cognitively significant only when they
derive from trus knowledge?’. My answer to this is ‘No’, for 1 believe
that metaphors can play a significant cognitive role in the exposition
and development of ideas which do not necessarily have the status of
knowledge and which do not necessarily relate to truth and reality.
This is, of course, to understand ‘cognitive’ in its wider sense, that
is, pertaining to intellectual activity of any kind, covering the
apprehension of new ideas, notions, intuitions etc. as well as the
acquisition of knowledge in the objective sense of the term. On this
view, even if one accepts that knowledge of the soul is impossible and
that any statements about it must be treated as matters of belief or
faith, one can still maintain that Plato’s soul metaphors  work
cognitively in helping to establish and develop his ideas and theories
about the soul. This is my position, and so I reject Parker’s view
that without true knowledge Plato’s soul metaphors are ‘Non-sense’.

Let wus turn now to de Marignac and his thesis that Plato’s

metaphors ‘palliate’ his insufficient knowledge about spiritual
matters (p.135ff.) and allow him to express what he could not
otherwise express (p.145-6) - for example, (in the <case of the

Phaedrus) the ‘real being’ of the soul (p.146). 1 do not accept these
points as I find nothing in the dialogues to suggest that the
metaphors can work in this way. We have seen above (section 6.2) that
the passage at Phdr. 246a does not claim that the myth/metaphors will
succeed where literal discourse would fail, i.e. in telling the true
nature of the soul, but says simply that the attempt to do this will

be abandoned in favour of an account of what the soul is like. On the
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surface de Marignac's claim that metaphors allowlPlato to say what he
could otherwise not say looks very similar to Kittay's claim (1.2 (5))
that some metaphors are irreducible and ‘cognitively irreplaceable’
since they allow the speaker to express an idea when she has ‘no other
linguistic resources to achieve these ends’ (Kittay, p.30l). However,
this  similarity is only superficial, since for de Marignac the
‘inexpressible’ is not an idea or concept which cannot be conveyed in
literal terms, but is the ‘ineffable world of real being’, which
Kittay's thesis is not at all concerned with (see 1.2 (5)). As [ do
not find any evidence that metaphors have, either in Plato’s view or
in practice in his dialogues, some remarkable power of ‘lifting the
corner of the wveil’, [T will dismiss de Marignac’s claims, but the
views of Kittay on metaphor’s power of ‘expressing what cannot be
otherwise expressed’ are obviously far more interesting.

Of the different approaches to metaphor considered so far in this
study it seems to me that the illustrative thesis and Kittay's version
of the epistemic view offer accounts most likely to explain the
cognitive role of Plato’s soul metaphors. Before [ set out again the
competing claims of these two views | must first explain why 1 reject
the non-informative thesis and second why 1 will focus on Kittay’s
arguments rather than those of the other critics who support the
epistemic thesis.

First, [ Dbelieve that the non-informative view is inadequate to
account for the role of Plato’s soul metaphors, for to claim that they
work only or indeed even primarily to stimulate certain responses and
to arouse particular feelings would be to ignore the mass of
information about the soul that is conveyed in metaphorical terms in

the dialogues. Consider, for example, the Republic and its extended
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picture of the soul as a state with different people within it (Rep.
Iv, VII and IX). It is abundantly <clear that this picture offers
important insights into how Plato conceived the relations between the
different parts of the soul and that the metaphors are being wused to
illustrate what justice in the soul consists in. I am not arguing that
the metaphors do not have significant emotive power; they do, and the
following chapters will show how this contributes enormously to their
rhetorical effectiveness. But rather I am arguing that the
non-informative view must be rejected because these metaphors do state
propositions and thus it would be wrong to say that they function only
by evoking particular emotional responses. Also, as regards a weaker
version of the thesis, it is not true to say that metaphors do have
other functions but that their primary role is that of stirring
emotion. For that would be to ignore the fact that the primary role of
many of Plato’s soul metaphors is to illuminate difficult ideas, such
as the tripartite division of the soul or the effects of the sight of
a beloved on the soul of a lover (see the Republic and Phaedrus).

Second, the reasons why [ will focus on Kittay's views rather than
those of the other critics who support the epistemic thesis are that
her particular theoretical standpoint is the most relevant to our
study and is, in my opinion, the most developed and most convincing.
Since Lakoff and Johnson are not explicitly concerned with the
question of metaphor’s cognitive role (see 1.2 (2)), and since
Petrie’s views are not developed very far (see 1.2 (4)), Black, Boyd
and Kittay (see 1.2 (1) (3) and (S)) present the strongest challenge
to the illustrative thesis. These critics share a great deal of common
ground; all accept the interaction theory and all maintain that

metaphors by generating new knowledge and insight and by conveying
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ideas which cznnot be conveyed in literal terms, can be cognitively
irreducible. The crucial difference between Kittay’'s view and those of
the other two is that whereas Black and Boyd believe that metaphors
can generate radically new information about the world or about ‘how
things are in reality’ (see Boyd p.40l and Black (Ortony (ed.) 1979)
p.41), Kittay’s perspectival view is more modest in its claims. For

Kittay maintains only that (p.39):

the cognitive force of metaphor comes, not from providing
new information about the world, but rather from a
(re)conceptualisation of information that is already
available to us.

On this view the metaphor works cognitively not by ‘positing new
existents’” (p.302), but by leading us to reconceptualise particular
information or experience already known to us. Kittay's qualification
of earlier views is important since it avoids the many problems
involved in the claims that metaphors can ‘make known the radically
unknown’ (Petrie, p.440) or that they can express new truths about
reality. If we apply Kittay’'s thesis to Plato’s soul metaphors, our
concern becomes not, for example, whether the soul exists or whether
it actually does journey through different lives, but how the metaphor
of the  journey of the soul structures, and so provides an
understanding of, the experiences of life and death. This version of
the epistemic thesis allows us to move away from the question of how
metaphors relate to ‘reality’ - a point in dispute between the
illustrative thesis and other versions of the epistemic view - and so
focusses our attention on what is perhaps a more fundamental
difference between these two theses, namely, their conflicting views
on the relation between metaphors and literal language. On the

illustrative thesis metaphors provide vivid and memorable ways of
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saying things that can be said in literal terms. Thus it holds that
one can always remove metaphors and still express the same information
literally. In this way a statement deprived of metaphor may lose much
of its impact and persuasiveness but will still convey the same
essential idea. Kittay and other critics, however, are firmly set
against this view, maintaining that some  metaphorical statements
simply cannot be ‘reduced’ or ‘translated’ into literal terms and thus
that such metaphors are cognitively irreplaceable.

As we seek to determine which of these views best accounts for the
cognitive role of Plato’s soul metaphors, the key question before us
is whether anyv of the soul metaphors are irreducible and cognitively
irreplaceable. To put the question another way: are there in the
dialogues any theories or ideas about the soul which are only, and
which can only be, expressed in metaphorical terms? The answer to this
is by no means obvious and it will be the task of Chapters 7 and 8 to

address this question in detail.
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'In Chapter 8 [ will discuss the status of these and other terms
relating to the inner structure of the soul.

2

The terms 5LLO’XUpL<OL/u.€6a and &taktvduveuTéor recall the passage at
Phaedo 114d where the verb 5LLGXUpLIO(109aL and the noun k{véuvog appear
in a similar context.

3See Phaedrus 266b8, Republic 517b8, Timaeus 53d6 and Laws 873dl and
913d4.

4See section 3.3 (1) and (2) where the same problem is raised in
connection with the use of god metaphors.

5Bishop Samuel Parker, A Free and Impartial Censure of the Platonick
Philosophie, pp.76-77.

®t is in the imperfection of knowledge of the real beings, of the
intelligible essences, God, the Good, and also of this being whose
position is so special, the soul, that 1 believe 1 have found one of
the reasons for recourse to imagery.’

Teers . . . . ,
this insufficiency of knowledge constrains Plato to use an image.

8,. . . .

‘it was not ©possible for him to express the real being, the
metaphysical being of the soul in a language which was not
figurative...’

%‘Therefore the image is more than and different from a simple symbol;
it is the best way, if not the only way which allows the author, when
he must speak of the essence, to say what cannot be said.’

10 . . . . _ .
‘The virtue of the image comes from the poetic and ‘mystic’ potential
with which it is charged.’

YeThe image serves to palliate insufficient knowledge of the
spiritual.’

Thus this image 1is there to palliate the difficulty which there is
to formulate what one hardly knows: it was to lift the corner of the
veil of shadows which hides the Good from us that the Socrates of the
Republic had recourse to the image of the sun (506d-e).’

These claims form the first part of his thesis, which 1 do not
accept, but he does have a second part, which I am in full agreement
with, namely that images also serve as effective pedagogical aids. See
pp. 146-9: ‘D’autre part, l'image est un procédé pédagogique qui,
sollicitant 1’imagination, seconde !’intellection’.

"see e.g. Cooper {p.108); Burrell {pp.59-60); Berggren (1966);

Annas (1982) and Steiner (pp.136-48).
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. Adam, ‘The Myth in Plato’s Politicus’; J.A. Stewart, The Myths of

Plato; P. Frutiger, Les Mythes de Platon; A.E. Taylor, Review of Les
Mythes de Platon by P. Frutiger, ‘Socrates and the Myths’; J. Tate,
‘Socrates and the Myths’, ‘Reply to Prof. A.E. Taylor’; W.K.C
Guthrie, Orpheus and Greek Religion, pp. 239-242; E.R. Dodds, ‘Plato
and the Irrational’; L. Edelstein, ‘The Function of the Myth in
Plato’s Philosophy’; P. Friedlander, Plato, An Introduction,
pp.171-210; J.P. Anton, ‘Plato’s Philosophical Use of Myth’; D.
Berggren, ‘From Myth to Metaphor’; M.J. Gregory, ‘Myth and
Transcendence in Plato’; L. Taran, ‘The Creation Myth in Plato’s
Timaeus’, Essays in Ancient Greek Philosophy, pp. 372-407; W.K.C.
Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy, Vol.IV Plato, pp. 294, 305-7,
335-8, 361-3, 365, 399, 432, 462-4, 486; J. Annas, ‘Plato’s Myths of
Judgement’; A. Cook, ‘Dialectic, Irony and Myth in Plato’s Phaedrus’;
J.E.  Smith, ‘Plato’s Myths as Likely Accounts, Worthy of Belief’,
‘Plato’s use of Myth in the Education of Philosophic Man’; J.-F.
Mattei, ‘The Theater of Myth in Plato’; M.M. Mackenzie, ‘Myth,
Allegory and Argument in Plato’.

16Edelstein, p-4643.
17I-Zdelstein, p.464.

"®Anton supports this view with a quotation from P. Shorey (1938)
{p.166):
P. Shorey remarks appropriately that ‘Plato does use
myths in supplementary expression of rational hopes. But
never sets intuition above reason, in the fashion of
modern mystics.’ Platonism: Ancient and Modern
(California, 1938), p.92.

IgThe same point is made earlier by P. Frutiger in Les Mytheé de
Platon, 1930. Frutiger’'s argument is summed up by A.E. Taylor in his
review (1930, p. 493):

The ‘myth’ in Plato is characterised simply by a contrast

not with truth, but with ‘dialectic’. That is, its
distinctive character is not that it is false - on the
contrary, it is often the vehicle for expressing what
Plato regards as supremely important truth - but that

what it asserts cannot be completely demonstrated. This
is why assertions about the structure and destiny of the
Yuyxn have to be largely conveyed in myth; they are true,
or as near the truth as Plato can make them, but he is
aware that his positions, however true, are not capable
of complete demonstration, and is conscientiously anxious
to mark the point.

On this point see also Burrell, pp. 59-60.
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Chapter 7

SOUL AND BODY

7.1 Introduction

Discussion about the soul occupies a great deal of space in the
dialogues; the interlocutors debate many different aspects and
experiences of the soul - such as its nature and value, its rational
activity and its fate in the afterlife. Because of the wealth of this
material, I have limited my study to a few central concerns: in this
chapter, metaphors for the relationship of soul and body, and in
Chapter 8, metaphors for the inner nature of the soul. My task will be
to assess the particular roles and significance of each group of
metaphors and to examine how the metaphors relate to the literal
statements concerning these matters. My study of metaphors for the
soul/body relationship will concentrate on two main areas: first, the
experiences of birth and death, as the soul is presented as that which
gives life to the body; and second, the relationship of soul and body
in human life. Major groups of metaphors for these areas include the
journey of the soul, the imprisonment, binding and sowing of the soul
in the body, the soul as ruler or master of the body, and the

corruption and purification of the soul.

7.2 Birth and Death

...it is the operation I was about to take part in one
cold November night in the year 1902 when me and my genes
were hanging about on the other side of Time, corporeally
uncommitted and the whole world of Chance open to us.

Jack Common, Kiddar’s Luck (195])

For Plato soul 1is the immortal principle of life; soul gives life and

movement to the body and on the death of the body continues to live in
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independent form. In various dialogues the view is expressed that the
soul experiences successive rebirths in mortal bodies." At birth the
soul is said to enter the human body and at death to leave it, and
these processes are portrayed in a number of different ways: the soul
travels from place to place, sometimes living in a human body, at
other times journeying on to a new home; the perfect soul is winged
and flies freely, but sometimes, through imperfection, loses its wings
and is imprisoned or bound in a mortal frame; soul is sown as a seed
in the human form which thus becomes the scil in which it grows. In
this section 1 will examine these metaphors in more detail, tracing
their development and commenting on the contribution of each different

group.

1. The Journey of the Soul

In the Phaedo Socrates discusses the nature of death and identifies it
as the ‘release’ or ‘departure’ - dna)t,\ayﬁ - of the soul from the body
(64c). Thus after the death of the body, the soul will be separate
from the body and will exist independently of it (66e6-67al, TdéTe yap
adTn kab’ altny f yuxn Eotar xwple ToU owparog). The idea that the
soul exists with the body in life (ouvdvtog, Phaedo 68a3) and exists
apart from it in the afterlife (xwplg, Phaedo 64c, 66e, 7T6c etc.)
leads to the notion that at birth the soul enters the body (elg
dvbpdmetov obua dpLkéoBar, Phaedo 77b7) and at death goes away from it
to another place. From general terms of motion (eTut, é€pyouat, olyouat
etc.) develop various detailed pictures of the soul as a human being
undertaking a journey to another world. Plato is, of course,
influenced here by traditional Greek religion, going back to Homer,
with its deeply ingrained idea of the soul’s departure to Hades.?

Plato draws on Homeric ideas about the soul throughout the dialogues3
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and thus it is entirely natural for him, following Greek tradition, to
use personal language for the soul. But we must bear in mind that this
is metaphorical, as Plato did not view the soul as a person with a
body, but as an incorporeal being or essence.

From the basis of traditional ideas and from his own belief that
the soul is with the body in life and separate from it in death,
Plato, then, developed the notion of the soul journeying from place to
place, moving into the body at birth, leaving it at its death and
travelling on to different places in the afterlife. The metaphor of
the soul’s journey is developed quite extensively in the dialogues so
that, amongst other images, the soul travels in boats (Phaedo 113d),
is escorted by a guide along the many-forked path to the underworld
(Phaedo 108a-b), travels in a great company (Rep. 6l4e) and encamps in
a meadow (Rep. 6l4e) (See Appendix 3, Group A, table 1).

Closely connected to the metaphor of the soul as a traveller is the
idea that the soul has different dwellings, at one time in the body,
at another time elsewhere. In the Timaeus we are told how the parts of
the soul are ‘housed’ - Ka"rtéKLoav (70a3, b2, e2 etc.) in the body and
in the Phaedrus we find the soul ‘settling’ - «kaTotkiLoBeloa 246c3)
into a body. In the Apology (40c8) and Phaedo (117c2} death is spoken
of as a ‘change in habitation’, uetolknotg, and in these dialogues
when Socrates is speaking in what we might call ‘lay-person’s’ terms,
he talks of death as an c’mo&nuL’a, a ‘going or Abeing abroad’ or a
‘going/being away from home’ (Apology 4la5, Phaedo 61e2, 67cl). Thus
the soul is presented as at home in the body and its separation at
death becomes a journey to and a stay abroad. This clearly reflects

the common fear of death as a journey from the familiar to an
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unfamiliar world. But Plato turns this idea on its head, as he
develops the notion of the soul’s true home.

The idea of the soul’s home or native dwelling place first emerges
in the Phaedo (79d), as Socrates describes how the soul, when
investigating things by itself, passes into the realm of the pure,
everlasting, immortal and changeless. The soul is then described (79d)
as ‘of the same kin’ as the beings of this realm - ouyyevng (of the
same - kin, descent or family, akin to). Thus the soul, far from being
at home in the body, is a close relation of beings native to a very
different place.4 In the Timaeus we again find the idea that the soul
has an affinity with a world beyond human existence. At 41ld the
Demiurge creates souls equal in number to the stars and assigns each
soul to a star. Here, before they are placed in human form, they are
shown the nature of the universe and the laws of destiny (41d-e). Once
in human form, if a man lives righteously, his soul returns after

death to its assigned star (42b3-5):

kat o uév €V TOV npooﬁKOVTa xpo’vov BLOU/ ., ALY elg 77\71/
TOU ovvvéuov nopeueeig ofKnoLv aOTpOU, Brov ebéa[uova Kat
ouvnen €ot

And he who should live well for his due span of time
should journey back to the habitation of his consort star
and there live a happy and accustomed life;

(tr. Cornford, adapted)

Thus the star is portrayed as a ‘home’ (olknotv) for the soul, and the
attainment of life in this home is the reward for virtue in human
life. In contrast, those souls that live unrighteous lives in their
first birth pass at the second birth into the form of a woman (a woman
being cast as an inferior being to a man, see 42a). An unrighteous
life in this birth would be followed by a further life as an animal
(42c), and so, in terms of the journey metaphor, the soul would be

condemned to journey through different lives wuntil it won, through
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virtue, a return to its first and true home in its appointed star. In
the passage at 42b the reference to a Blov eddalpova kal ouvrdn (a
happy and accustomed life) creates an explicit link between the return
home and the attainment of happiness, an idea which gives the metaphor
rhetorical force as Plato sets out the benefits of living a virtuous
human life.

So we find in the dialogues the idea that the soul is truly at home
when it is separate from the body and that it is happy when it can
live in a place with which it has a natural affinity. Thus the body
becomes a temporary home which cannot offer the soul the same kind of
familiarity or happiness. When viewed in this way, it is the soul’s
entry into the body that is its c’moénwfa, and death offers a chance to
return home. In this way death can be seen as a joyous experience for
the soul, a point which is made in the Timaeus when we are told that
on the death of the body the soul, ue®’ hHéovic é&€émtato (with pleasure
flies away) (81d7-el).

Now although death is a release or separation of the soul from its
temporary home, this does not mean that it automatically returns to
its natural home. For, as we are told in the Timaeus, it is only the
soul of the man who lives righteously that can achieve this. The souls
of the unrighteous have a very different experience, as is shown in
the Phaedo and in the other myths of judgement. In terms of the
journey and home metaphor, all souls are conveyed after the death of
the body to new ‘habitations’ (olkroetg, Phaedo 114d3 etc.). Each soul
makes its way to an ‘appropriate dwelling’ (mpénovoav oiknoiv, Phaedo
108c3): the righteous to beautiful and pure dwellings where they will
be happy (xaBapav otknmoiv, Phdo. lldcl; olkroets Ete TouTwy kaiiloug,

Phdo. 114c4-5; pakdpwv vroousg...olketv &v mdoy eUSaipovig, Gorg.



http://ev5a.Ly.ovLq

523b1-2), the unrighteous to dark and forbidding places such as
Tartarus where they will be punished for their vices (Phdo. 113e-114b,
Gorg. 523b).

While the myth of the Phaedo presents a contrast between good and
evil souls departing to live in places of Thappiness or terror, an
earlier passage of the dialogue draws a different contrast between
departing souls. For at 8la-e Socrates tells how souls that have
practised philosophy depart, after the death of the body, to the
invisible, divine realm, whereas the non-philosophical souls are
unable to detach themselves from the visible, corporeal world and so
become involved in a very different kind of afterlife journey. The
philosophical soul ‘departs’ (dmépyxetar, 8la5) to the unseen world
where it will be happy (edSalpove, 8laé) and will be released from
midvng kal avolag kal ¢dBwv kal dyplwv &épdrtwv (wandering and folly and
fears and uncontrolled desires). The noun nAdvn (wandering) in close
conjunction  with dvola (folly) is  probably best  understood as
referring to error and intellectual confusion. The idea of wandering
is often used in this way in Plato® and this use of the term can be
traced back to Parmenides.® However, when we learn of the fate of the
non-philosophical souls, wandering takes on a new significance. These
souls have been so involved with the body’s concerns during life that
at death they cannot detach themselves from the corporeal world. So,
departed from the body, but unable to depart from earthly life, the
non-philosophical soul ‘is rolled around’ (kuALvdouvuérn 81d7) in
graveyards, still partly visible as a shadowy apparition. Socrates is
quick to point out that these are not the souls of the good (81d6) but

of the wicked (¢aVlwr) and explains (81d7-9):

al mept TO. ToLavTa avayrca(ov*rau nlavaoeac 6u<nv TLVOUOG.L
THic TpoTépas Tpodiic Kakfic ovomg. Kkal upeéxpt ye TouTou
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owpaToeL500g, embuple mariy EvdebdoLy els odua

they are compelled to wander about these places as a
punishment for their bad conduct in the past. They
continue wandering wuntil at last, through craving for the
corporeal, which unceasingly pursues them, they are bound
once more into a body. (tr. Tredennick, adapted)

So we find that the non-philosophical souls wander around places which
contain dead bodies -~ signifying their mere partial separation from
the human bodies they once lived in. This is their punishment for
wickedness and this state of separation from, but yearning for, the
corporeal state will continue wuntil they are reborn in another body.
These souls will never escape from the visible realm until they detach
themselves from physical concerns and so, until such time, will endure
successive rebirths in mortal bodies. This idea of souls condemned to
wander between different mortal lives recalls ideas expressed earlier
by the pre-Socratic philosopher Empedocles. In his work Purifications,
Empedocles tells of people who, through their sin and association with
the force of strife, are condemned to pass through a series of births
and deaths. This reincarnation as a form of punishment is presented in
terms of separation from the gods and of wandering (Fragment 115,
lines 6 and 13): ‘he wanders from the blessed ones for thrice ten
thousand years...I too am now one of these, an exile from the gods and
a wanderer’. Plato adapts Empedocles’ ideas to his own view of the
effect of philosophy on the afterlife experience of souls. For at 8la
the soul that has practised philosophy departs to the invisible,
divine and immortal realm, where, freed from nkdvng
(wandering/confusion) and other human ills, it will spend the rest of
time petra Bedv (with gods). In contrast, the non-philosophical soul
has no escape from the mortal world, but is forced to ‘wander’

(miav@oBatr) as a punishment until it enters another body.
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The idea of wandering, separated from one’s home, is charged with
emotive power for the Greeks, as we see from its central role in the
Odyssey. Throughout the epic wandering is associated with hardship,
suffering and isola‘cion,8 and at Book XV 340 ff. the disguised
Odysseus proclaims: ‘Than wandering (Trkay:('romfvng) nothing else s
more evil for mortals’. In using the idea of wandering in the
depiction of ‘lost” souls Plato is thus drawing on a well-established
and evocative image to support his claim that the practice of
philosophy has considerable benefits for the soul in the afterlife.

Plato uses the metaphor of wandering, together with the related
metaphors of the soul’s homes and various journeys, to convey the
ideas that the soul has a separate existence from the body, that it
does not cease to exist along with the body at the point of its death
and that human life is but one stage of the soul’'s life. These
metaphors also help Plato to recommend the philosophical life, since
it is only through the attainment of virtue that one’s soul can depart
safely and return to its true home - whether that is understood as its

appointed star or as the immortal invisible realm.

2. The Wings of the Soul

Another metaphor which offers an account of how the soul enters and
leaves the body, and which can be seen as a development of the journey
metaphor, is that of the winged soul. This idea occurs in an extended
form in only one dialogue, the Phaedrus. Near the beginning of the
Phaedrus myth, as Socrates begins to tell what the soul is like, he

explains how soul and body are first united (246b7-c6):

[l//v\xr)]/"re/\ea /.Lev obv oloa kal err”repwuevn ue*r/ewpowopec Te
Kat mavra TOV Koouov 5LOLK€L n 5¢ TITEPOPPUNCQTA ¢€pe'rac
ewg av OTEPEOD TLvo aVrL)taBnTaL ov r(a'roucl.oeecoa owua
yﬁLvov AaBoloa, alTO abTd Sokobv kivelv Sia 'rnv erceumg
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Thus when it is perfect and winged [soull 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’.
(tr. Hackforth)

So we find that the soul in its perfect state is winged - %Tr’repwuévn -
and ‘travels through the air’ - peTewpomopeT, but that a soul that has
lost its wings - TITSpOppUT/)OQOag - is carried along until it ‘takes

hold” of something hard where it ‘settles’ (kaToixkitoBeloa). This is
the point at which the soul ‘takes’ (AaBoUoca) an ‘earthy’ body and,
although not presented in these terms, this must represent the moment
of birth for the living creature. For now it receives the power of
movement from the soul (see 245e).

At this stage we do not know how or why the soul loses its wings
and Socrates begins his explanation at 246d. In the passage that
follows he tells how the souls in heaven are ‘nourished” by the vision
of the Forms (247d, 248c), and that, as long as a soul can discern
something of this wvision, it will remain ‘unhurt’ (dBXaB7, 248c5).
However, when it cannot see the Forms, a radical change takes place

(248c5-8):

Srav 56 aavva'rnoaoa eﬂLoneoeaL ;m L677, Kal TLve O‘UVTUXLICI
xpnoauew) ,\neng Te Kkal KaKLag n)\noeecoa Bapuror,
Bapuvbeloa 6& ﬂTepoppunon Te kal &mt Thv ynv neon,”.

but when it is not able so to follow and does not see,
but meeting with some mischance comes to be burdened with
a load of forgetfulness and wrongdoing, and because of
that burden sheds her wings and falls to earth,...(tr.
Hackforth, adapted)

Thus, as a result of the failure to see the Forms, the winged soul is
weighed down by forgetfulness and evil, loses its wings (Wepoppuﬁo”[))

and thus falls (méopy) to earth.'’ This fall leads to its first birth
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(mpdTn yevéoer, 248d1-2) in a human body, and so a human birth occurs
when a once perfect soul becomes imperfect. This loss of perfection is
portrayed as the loss of wings; the wings are the power which support
the soul in the divine realm and represent the immortal and divine
element in a soul (246d). The soul’s entry intc a human body is the
consequence of a loss of perfection and the soul is thus separated in
human life from the world where it lived with the gods. Now that the
soul has entered the cycle of rebirths it can only regain its wings
(nTepwbeToar, 249a4; mnrTepolrat, 249c4, UmomTepor, 256b4) and depart
again to the divine sphere through the practice of philosophy and
through recollection of the Forms (249c).

The wing metaphor is a development of the journey metaphor since it
not only reiterates the 1idea that the soul moves between divine and
mortal worlds but also gives to that movement a particular direction:
up and down. The divine sphere is often spoken of as higher than the
mortal world" and in accordance with this idea the soul descends into
the life of the body and, if it achieves a more perfect state, returns
upwards to the immortal realm. The wing image fits into this dichotomy
of high and low, as the wing becomes the means whereby the soul can be
elevated from the corporeal to the divine sphere. For, as we are told

at Phaedrus (246d6):

Népukevr 7 TTepold Slvauts TO euBpLbes  dyewr  dve
peTewpllovoa ) TO TV Bedv yévog olkel

The natural property of a wing is to raise that which is
heavy and carry it aloft to the region where the gods
dwell, (tr. Hackforth)

The Phaedrus myth is the only place where Plato develops the idea of
the winged soul and this, it seems, is partly due'?* to the particular
definition of soul given before the myth {(at 245e) - namely that of

self-movement. For the wing metaphor, unlike the metaphor of the
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traveller returning home, depicts the soul in its perfect state not at
rest but in perpetual motion: journeying on high (peTewpomopet, 246c)
and living a life of happiness travelling in the divine sphere (g¢avov
Blov &Sidyovtag ebSatpovely peT’ AAMA@Y TOPEUOUEVOUS, . . . 256d8-el).
Although the winged soul does not appear elsewhere in Plato there is
an echo of the idea at Timaeus 8le, as the soul is presented as flyingu

away from the body at death (81d7-el):

lyvxnl 7 8¢ AvBeloa kata PuoLy ued’ nHdovie e€émTato

and she ([the soul], when thus set free in the course of
nature finds pleasure in taking wing to fly away. (tr.
Cornford}

There are precedents for this idea in earlier Greek thought, for in
the Homeric tradition one of the ways that the soul leaves the body at
death is by flying away,13 and once in the underworld, the souls ‘lit’
(dtocovor) and ‘fly’ (mTauévn, motéovrai) as ‘bats’.!*

Thus the metaphor of the wings of the soul provides an account of
how soul and body are first joined together, as the perfect soul loses
its wings and falls to earth, and how the presence of soul, as that
which moves itself, gives life and motion to the otherwise inert
mortal body. The image also ‘explains’ why good . souls which regain
their wings can leave the body at death and fly upwards to the

heavenly sphere, while inferior souls, still wingless, are unable to

make this journey and so remain in the cycle of births and deaths.

3. The Soul as a Seed

Another metaphor used in the dialogues for the coming together of soul
and body is that of the soul as a seed sown into the soil of the body.
In the Phaedo the soul is said to be ‘implanted’ (Zu¢veocBacr, 83el) and

as it were sown’ (Bomep oneLpouévn, 83el) in the body, and we find
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this idea again in the Phaedrus at 248dl as Socrates speaks of the
‘planting’ (¢utreloar) of a soul into an animal. The metaphor is not,
however, developed any further until the Timaeus where it plays a
significant role in the explanation of how the Demiurge creates
humankind and how the body <can <create further life through
procreation. The metaphor is introduced at 4lc8 as the Demiurge speaks
of ‘sowing the seed’ (omelpag) of the immortal part of the soul, and
is continued at 4le4 when it is said that the souls, or rather parts
of souls, created by the Demiurge are to be ‘sown’ (onapelfoag) into
the ‘instruments of time’ adapted to them. These are human bodies and
these become places in which the seed can grow - ¢Uvac (42al). At 42a3
the idea of ‘implanting’ (éuguTevBeler) is wused of the placing of
souls in bodies, and at 42d4 we are told that the creator ‘sowed’
(ometpev) some souls in the earth, some in the moon and some in the
other ‘instruments of time’. The metaphor is continued at 42d6 when it
is said that peTa TOV omdpov (after the sowing)} the creator committed
to the younger gods the task of fashioning mortal bodies. During this
sowing we are - presumably meant to envisage the soul-seeds being
scattered into unformed matter which will only later be worked into
bodily form.

The plant metaphor is continued at 73b-c as the creator places the
different forms of the soul into the marrow of the human body. First
the ‘bonds of life’ which unite soul and body are said to be ‘rooted’
or ‘planted firmly’ (Ka"repplf(ovv, 73b4) in the marrow, and second the
creator is shown ‘planting’ (¢uTevwv, 73c¢3) in the marrow the

different kinds of soul. Next the metaphor 1is developed a little
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further as we are told how the raticnal part of the soul is to be

assigned to a particular portion of the marrow (73c6-dl):

Kat T7\’)V p.%v TO Belov onépua otov ?proupav ue’).louoav %’EELV
évla{nﬁ\nepaqbepﬁ ,navl'raxﬁ TAOGS ETMWYOUacey Tol WueloD
TQUTNY TNV polpav eykegalov,

And he moulded into spherical shape the ploughland, as it
were, that was to contain the divine seed; and this part
of the marrow he named °‘brain’. (tr. Cornford)

Thus the marrow becomes z’z’poupa (tilled, arable land; soil) for the
divine seed, that is, the rational part of the soul It seems
appropriate to me that this part of the soul, the reason, which was
‘sown’ by the Demiurge at 4lc8, should now be ‘planted’ in the marrow
that will form the brain. However, Cornford understands this as a

reference to semen (p.295 note 1):

That ‘the divine seed’ here means the semen is explicitly
stated at 91B,I. It is ‘divine’ as being part of the
marrow which contains the immortal part of the soul, and
also as being the vehicle and means of the immortality of
the species.

However, it is not explicitly stated at 9lb that ‘divine seed’” at 73c7
means semen, for 9lbl states: uuelov...O0v 6%] onépua &v TOTC Trpéoé)r:j_/
Xdyoirg elmopev: Thus what is said is that marrow has been called
‘seed’ earlier in the dialogue - and so it has, at 74a4 and 74b3
(onépua). 1 am not arguing that omépua at 9lb does not indirectly
refer to semen, it does, as it is the semen as part of the marrow that
becomes the life-carrier. However, at 9lbl it is the uue)\bg which is
directly spoken of as omépua and it is pueldg which is said at 91b2 to
‘have life’ and to become ‘endowed with respiration’: & 6&¢&, &r’
Euguyos v kal AaB())V c’wanvoﬁv. The forms here are masculine, not
neuter, and thus refer directly to uueldg not onéppa. Thus it is the

marrow which is explicitly said to create in us the love of

procreation (91b4). The semen, then, 1is not directly referred to as
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onépua and still less as BeTov omépua, and these terms refer rather to
the rational part of the soul. Cornford himself points out (p.353)
that 7o OeTov is used at 76b, 90a and 90c4 to mean simply ‘the brain’;
and clearly this stems from the fact that it contains the rational and
immortal part of the soul.

The confusion here arises from Plato’s use of the term onépua
(seed) for both the rational part of the soul and for the marrow into
which it is placed. Why does Plato use the same term for both? First,
the metaphor of the soul as seed is used in the dialogue to express
how the soul is introduced into the body. The metaphor appears earlier
in the Phaedo and Phaedrus, as we have seen, and, with its
connotations of life and growth, effectively conveys how the soul
animates the body. This accounts for the use of onépua for the soul
but why is the term also used for the marrow? omépua was the ordinary
Greek term for semen and when Plato identifies marrow with semen at
91b it is natural that he should use the same term for both. This
explains how onépua comes to be used for soul and marrow, but this
double use of the term is surely not accidental, since it produces a
very neat effect. The idea of marrow as both soil for the soul-seed
and as seed itself presents the marrow as a mediator between the first
act of creation and all subsequent acts. For when the marrow receives
the soul, it is simply acting as soil, but through receiving the soul
the marrow itself becomes ‘instinct with life’ (91b), and thus becomes
the seed from which further human life will develop. So we have an
illustration of how the Demiurge and lesser gods create humankind and
of how the human body can create further life, through procreation.
The marrow thus becomes the male body’s own seed (semen) which will be

sown into a woman’s body, which in turn becomes the new dpouvpa
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(91d2-3): elg dpoupav Tnv whrpav...kataomelpavTeg. Further, by using
the same term for the rational part of the soul and for the semen -
both of which are associated with the marrow - Plato can suggest a
very close connection between life and rationality.

The final occurrence of the metaphor of seeds and plants in the
Timaeus comes at 90a6-8 where human beings are spoken of as a plant of
a heavenly nature (¢puTdv obk &yyetov dila olpdviov) and where the head
is referred to as the ‘root’ of human beings (TT\]V Keqbakr\yv kal pllav
fudv). Both of these ideas clearly develop from the metaphor of the
rational part of the soul as a divine seed.

I have shown, then, that the idea of planting the soul in the body
is another Platonic metaphor for the moment of birth, as the soul Iis
joined with body. Thus the metaphor of planting or sowing a seed plays
a similar role to the metaphors of the journey and the wings of the
soul. However, unlike these metaphors, the idea of the soul as a seed
planted in the body offers no account of the departure of the soul at
the death of the body. For épart from the notion of uprooting the
plant and removing the root for replanting (an idea which is not used
by Plato), it is difficult to imagine how the human ‘plant’ can cease
to exist, leaving the original seed still intact. On the more positive
side, however, the metaphor of soul-seed 1is far more effective than
the others in offering an account of the generation of new life
through procreation, since the soul-seed animates the marrow which, as

semen, becomes itself the carrier of life.

4. The Bonds of the Soul
Our final group of metaphors in this section illustrates both the

coming together at birth and the separation at death of soul and body.
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For the idea of the bonds of the soul presents birth as the process
whereby the soul is bound to or imprisoned in the body, and presents
death as the process whereby all bonds are loosened and the soul is
freed. This metaphor appears (in different forms) in three dialogues:
the Phaedo, Cratylus and Timaeus. In the Phaedo the metaphor of
imprisonment and bonds develops, like the journey metaphor, from the
idea that death is the &maliayr) (64c5) of the soul from the body. We
have seen that d&mallayr} can mean ‘departure’, but it can also mean
‘release’ - an idea which leads easily to more elaborate metaphors of
the unloosening of bonds and shackles. At 67d4-5 Socrates sets out the

view that death is:

Aote Kal YwpLopog Yyuxne Ao CWUATOS
the freeing and separation of soul from body.

If death is the Avotg (the freeing or unloosening) of soul from body,
then birth is conversely the tying or binding of soul in body, - an
idea which is presented at both 8le2 and 92al: at 8le2 the souls which
are unable to depart after death to the invisible realm are said to
wander until mdiiv év&e@doiv elg¢ odpa (they are bound once more into a
body); at 92al Socrates speaks of the theory of recollection and how
this entails the view that the soul must have existed somewhere else
mplv év Ty ocopaTt &vdeBivac (before it was bound in the body). Thus
the coming together of soul and body at the birth of a human being is
presented as the physical binding of the soul in or inte the body, and
the soul is spoken of as bound, tied or fastened to the body in life:
Stadebepévny &v  TH odupati, 82e2; bSedéobar, 83al; kaTtadelTac...Uomo
oduaTog, 83dl.

The metaphor of binding suggests that the soul is fastened to the

body in the manner of an inanimate object and in the Phaedo the notion
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of the soul’s bondage is developed into a picture of the soul as a
human prisoner only when Socrates speaks of philosophy as the
liberator of the soul. This metaphor of the soul as a prisoner  will be
examined in our next section on the effect of body on soul, but for
the moment we can observe that the idea of the incarceration of the
soul is also used in a more general context in the Cratylus. Here
Socrates tells how the Orphic poets believed that life in the body is
inflicted on the soul as a punishment and that the body during this
time acts as the soul’s prison-house, confining it until the pénalty

is paid (400c5-9):

wg 6u<nv 5L50UO’7]§ NS l/lUXT]Q an/ 677 gveka 5L6wow TOUTOV
56 nepLBo/\ov e‘(stv tva aw(n'rat 5eouwTepLou elkovar
elvar ovy Tng wuxng T0UTO, wonep adTO dvoudleTar, €wg av
éxtelon Ta dperdpeva, [TO] ‘odua’,

that the soul is suffering the punishment of sin and that
the body is an enclosure or prison in which the soul is
incarcerated, kept safe, as the name ‘owua’ implies,
until the penalty is paid. {(tr. Jowett)

As far as the processes of birth and death are concerned, Plato
does not develop this idea of the soul’s imprisonment and we find no
detailed pictures of how soul is first ‘chained” or ‘shackled” to the
body. Instead, when he considers the actual processes of birth and
death, Plato chooses to work with the much less emotive metaphor of
the binding and connecting of physical objects. This apparently simple
idea is used to great effect in the Timaeus, where it helps to explain
how soul is joined to body and how it leaves the body at death. In the
Timaeus the metaphor of the binding of the soul into the body fits
very well with the dominant metaphor of the whole dialogue - that of
the creation of the universe as the work of craftsman-gods. Among
their various labours as they fashion the universe, the Demiurge and

lesser gods work at binding the different parts of the soul into the
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human body: %Véeeﬁ, 44bl; évéﬁouv, 69e3-4; rca‘réénoav, 70e3-4; kaTéder,
73c3-4. At 73b the soul is said to be bound specifically to the marrow
and the bonds which hold it are referred to as ‘the bonds of life’

(73b3-4):

ol yc\le ToU BL/OI;' Seopol, ThHS Yuxfic TG owuaTl cuvvdouvuévng,
€V TouTw SrLadouuevol

for the bonds of life, so long as the soul is bound up
with the body, were made fast in it (tr. Cornford)

The metaphor of the binding of the soul to the marrow is given a
new development at 73d as the idea of anchors is introduced. After
speaking of the primary triangles which make up the marrow, Timaeus

goes on (73d5-7):

Kal Kabdmep &€ dykupdy BaALOpevog €K TouTwVv mdong Yuxfic
Seouovg Tepl ToUTO ovpTay nén TO oopa UGy
&mmpydleTo

From these, as if from anchors, he put forth bonds to
fasten all the soul; and now began to fashion our whole
body round this thing, (tr. Cornford)

Thus the triangles of the marrow become the anchors around which the
bonds of the soul are tied so as to secure the soul to the body. Thus
the Seouol are fastenings which are tied at one end to the soul and at
the other to the marrow. The simile kafdmep &€ dykupwv suggests that
the soul is attached to the body like a ship at anchor - an idea which
is made explicit later at 85e. The relationship between the triangles
of the marrow and the fastenings of the soul is portrayed in further
detail at 8lb-d, as we learn how the bonds of the soul come to be
loosened.

At 8lb Timaeus tells how the triangles of the marrow are themselves
linked together and how, when a creature is young, the links between

the triangles are firm and strong (81b7-8):

loyupdy pev THr oUykieitowy adTdv mpdg AAANAQ KEKTNTOL
their joints are firmly locked together (tr. Cornford)
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The processes of eating and drinking are then portrayed in terms of
the triangles of the marrow ‘cutting up’ (Téuvovoa, 81c5),
‘overpowering’ (émtkpaTtel, 8lc5) and so absorbing the triangles of the
food and drink that enter the body. In this way the creature is
nourished and grows strong. This contact between the body and food is
presented as a struggle and at 8lc7-dl such contacts are referred to
as the ‘fighting of contests’ (Tc\v...dy@vag...ﬁywy(c@aw. Here Timaeus
tells how the ‘root” of the triangles (i.e. that which links them
together) ‘slackens’ or ‘loosens’ (yxaAd@, 8lc7) as a result of the many
conflicts fought over a lifetime, and how the triangles are now easily
divided (StatpelTacr, d3) by the matter entering from outside. Timaeus
explains that in this way every creature is ‘overcome' and that this
experience is called ‘old age’ (81d4).

We find, then, that over time the Ilinks between the triangles of
the marrow become slack and that this has a significant effect on
their efficiency as the ‘anchors’ of the bonds of the soul. The
natural conclusion of this image of slackening and loosening follows

at 8ld4-el:

Tédog 6€, emeidav T@V Wepl TOV upUEAOY TplLywvwy ol
OUVapPUOCOEYTES [J’UKS'TL aVTewaLv 5eopoi T(T) névcp
5LLo'rciu6V0L ueecaouz Tovg Tng ‘/!UXUS‘ av éeououg, n Se
\vbeloa kaTa ¢UGLV ped’ mdovig eEenTaTo

And at last when the conjoined bonds of the triangles in
the marrow no longer hold out under the stress, but part
asunder, they let go in their turn the bonds of the soul;
and she, when thus set free in the course of nature,
finds pleasure in taking wing to fly away. (tr. Cornford)

Thus in the course of life the bonds fastening together the
triangles of the marrow gradually wear out and, once the triangles
part, this action releases the bonds by which the gods first fastened
soul to body. As a result the soul once ‘bound’ is now ‘loosened’ or

‘released” (AuBetoa), and so the Phaedo’s presentation of death as the
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Morg of the soul takes on new significance. Plato therefore uses the
metaphor of the binding and unloosening of the soul to tell how the
soul is joined to the body in life and how it comes apart from it at
death. But the metaphor 1is further wused to «convey how certain
illnesses can cause death. A passage at 85e tells how excessive bile

in the body can penetrate to the marrow and thus (85e6-7):

kdovoa €lvoev Ta THg Yuxfc alTdbev olov vewsg melopaTa
pebiiker Te &leuBépav.

in consuming it unlooses the soul from her moorings there
as a ship and sets her free. (tr. Cornford, adapted)

In this sentence we find the comparison of the soul to a ship (ofov
vewg) which makes explicit the idea suggested by the reference to
anchors at 73d, namely that the soul is fastened to the body or the
marrow just as a ship is anchored to land. The image of the ship leads
to the depiction of the bonds of the soul as melopata - ship’s cables.
It is interesting to see how the idea of freedom &iev8par is
introduced into the context of loosening bonds or unmooring a ship.
For the concept of freedom is strictly out of place here but through
this Plato evokes, with one deft touch, the idea that the soul is a
prisoner in the body during life, thus achieving a harmony of what may
be termed biological and moral views on the departure of the soul.

The metaphor of binding is also used in a slightly different way in
the Timaeus as Plato describes how the soul has bonds or links in its
own structure (35a ff., 36a7, 37a). Although this idea is different
from the metaphor of its being bound in the body, it is nevertheless
relevant to the matters of life and death, as it is used to convey the
effect on the soul of the entry into the body, and as it offers an

account of the immortality of the soul. At 43dff. as the Demiurge sets
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the soul inside the body, the inner structure of the soul is violently

affected (43dé-e2):

cfuvaeaecg enaan nav*rekwg AvTal obk ncfav 77/\1)1/ vno TOU
ouvér;aav*rog, naoag uev oTpewaL o"rpo¢ag, naaag be Klaoag
Kal 5La¢90pag TEY KUKV eumoLety.

and the connecting means of the ratios,...since they
could not be completely dissolved save by him who bound
them together, were twisted by them in all manner of
ways, and all possible infractions and deformations of
the circles were caused; (tr. Cornford)

Thus the inner bonds (ouvdéoetg) of the soul are severely strained and
twisted as a result of the soul’'s entry inte the body, but still this
violent effect is not enough to break or undo the bonds, which can
only be undone by the Demiurge himself. Although we are not told
explicitly, the continued existence of the soul must depend upon these
bonds remaining fast, and here it is confirmed that nothing else but
the creator can untie them. So we see the essential difference between
soul and body; as the bonds of the body (the triangles of the marrow)
are loosened by old age or illness, which sets the soul free thus
causing death, whereas the bonds of the soul can only be unloosened by
the creator himself. So while it is natural for the body to die after
a certain time, the soul will live forever, unless the Demiurge wills
otherwise - a point which accords with the Demiurge’s own proclamation
at 4la7: 6. &uol yevdpeva diuta Euol  ye um  &6érovtog  (those
[creations] which are my own handiwork are indissoluble, save with my
consent, tr. Cornford) and which recalls a passage in the Phaedo
(80b9-10), where the soul is agreed to be ‘quite or very nearly
indissotuble’ (170 mapdmay &&taliTw...H &yyls TL ToUTouL).

So then, the complex of images involving different types of bonds,
links and connections offers accounts of:

i) how the soul is attached to the body at birth;
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ii) how the life of the body depends on the presence of soul;

and

iii) why the body is subject to death in the natural course of events
while the soul is not.

In this section I have set out various metaphors for the coming
together and separation of soul and body at human birth and death: the
journey of the soul, the soul’s wings, the soul as a seed and the
bonds of the soul. In the next section [ will examine metaphors for
the relationship of body and soul during human life, considering both

the superiority of the soul and the powerful effects of body on soul.

7.3 Soul and Body in Human Life

1. The Superiority of the Soul
In the Phaedo Socrates contrasts the natures of soul and body and at

80b draws the conclusion that:

The soul 1is most like that which is divine, immortal,
intelligible, uniform, indissoluble, and ever
self-consistent and invariable, whereas body is most like
that which is human, mortal, multiform, unintelligible,
dissoluble and never self-consistent. (tr. Tredennick).

From its close relation to what is immortal and changeless the soul is
regarded as like the divine and as inhabiting the same realm as the
gods when in its perfect sta’ce.15 It follows, then, that the soul is
superior and more honourable than the body, which shares in all the
imperfections and unstable qualities of the corporeal world. This view
of the soul is expressed in a number of passages (e.g. Laws 73lc,
959a; Timaeus 34c) and the soul’'s excellence is linked with its

seniority (Timaeus 34b-35a and Laws 896b and 967c). Metaphors used for
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the superiority of soul over body are those of the soul as mistress,
master and ruler, while the body thus becomes its slave or subject:

(Phaedo 79e8-80a2)

eneLéav ev TQ aU'rw oot WUX”'? :(al, owpa, TH uév SoulevVeLy
Kat apxeoQaL n ¢UOL§ npOOTaTTeL T b€ ?:{pxew Kal
6eono(etv

when soul and body are both in the same place, nature
commands the one to serve and be subject, the other to
rule and govern. (tr. Tredennick, adapted)

{Timaeus 34bl0-35al)

T'r)v Se 6r7 Wanv ovY wg VUV voTepav emxapouuev ksyELv
oUTWS eunzavnaa“ro Kal o Beog Vew'repav— ou yap av apXEOQO.L
ﬂpeoBUTepov Umo Vew"repou ovvepgag ecaaev E) ée Kat
yevéoeL Kat ape'r npOTe/pav Kat WpeoBUTepaV wuxnv owua'rog
g SeomoTLy Kal ap€ovoay apgoue’vov OUVGOTT)O'QTO

Now this soul, though it comes later in the account we
are now attempting was not made by the god younger than
the body; for when he joined them together, he would not
have suffered the elder to be ruled by the younger...but
the god made soul prior to body and more venerable in
birth and excellence, to be the body’'s mistress and
governor. (tr. Cornford)

(Laws 896bl0-c3)

Op9wg Eipa KaL rcvpuog &An@e’o*ra’rd Te Kai TexewTaTa
eLanOTeg av eLyev VIUX'OV uev npOTepaV yeyovevaL ou?ua'rog
muv owua 5% 6615"repév Te xal JOTepov Yuxne apxouo*r)g‘,
apxouevov KaTa ¢U0LV.

So it was an equally correct, final and complete
statement of the truth, when we said that soul is prior
to matter, and that matter came later and takes second
place. Soul is the master, and matter its natural
subject. (tr. Saunders)

There s, then, a ‘natural’ (f pUoLe mpooTdrTer, Phdo; katd ¢uotvy,
Laws) dominance of soul over body, and this might lead one to expect
that in human life the soul exercises an effortless control over the
body and all its affairs. However, this is not the picture painted in
the dialogues, since, although the soul is indisputably superior in
nature to the body and although it 1is responsible for life, movement

and rationality, still the body and its concerns challenge the rule of
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the soul in various ways, and at times apparently even threaten the
very nature of the soul.

When we examined the metaphor of the soul’s wings, we saw that
being joined to the body was a consequence, and a manifestation, of
the soul’'s loss of perfection and separation from the divine realm ..
(Phaedrus 246c, 248c-d). But once the soul is united with the body,
further problems are in store for it, as its association with the body
corrupts its nature still further. In the next section 1 will examine
some of the various metaphors for the effects of body on soul, and
will show how Plato uses these metaphors as a means to persuade his

readers to devote themselves to philosophy.

2. The Effects of the Body and Response of the Soul
For Plato the soul, as well as being the immortal principle of life,
is also the rational element in human beings - the means whereby we
reason, think and know. Knowing and reasoning are natural activities
of the soul and in Plato’s view earthly life 1is detrimental to the
soul because the body, with its attendant needs and desires, is an
impediment to pure thought. For Plato the Forms are the only things
which can truly be known, since they are the only invariable
realities. Thus he argues at Republic 476e-480a that all knowledge
must be knowledge of the Forms and at Republic 508e3 designates the
Form of the Good as the ‘cause of knowledge’ (alTlav...&meoTnung).
This means that the soul must derive its knowledge from the Forms and
so we are led to conceive of a very close relationship between that
which knows (the soul) and that which can be known (the Forms).'°

When the soul is in its perfect state it is able fully to

contemplate the Forms, a contemplation which in turn nourishes the
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soul’s excellence (Phaedrus 247d). But when the soul loses the ability
to discern true reality, its perfect state is marred (Phaedrus
248c-d). As a result the soul enters a body, and thus life in the body
is presented as a separation of the soul from its natural or perfect
state and from contact with the Forms (see Phaedo 80c). By being
joined with the body soul passes from the invisible, changeless world
into the corporeal realm where everything is in flux and therefore
where nothing can be known. Without contact with the Forms the soul
cannot have knowledge and so cannot reason properly, for it has lost
its standard of what is real or true. Further the soul’s powers of
reasoning are impaired by the body itself, since the senses of sight,
hearing and touching etc., rooted as they are in physical nature,
convey only inaccurate information to the soul (see Phaedoc 65b). When
we add to this the ©point that both physical pleasures (eating,
drinking, sex etc.) and diseases distract the soul from pure thought
(see Phaedo 66a, 66b-c), it becomes clear why the body has a
detrimental effect on the soul and its powers of knowing and
reasoning.

To counteract the effect of the body, the soul is shown as having
only one course of action: to resist the body’s influence by becoming
as independent as possible. This process is represented in the Phaedo
as the separating of soul from body, an idea which leads in turn to
two further groups of metaphors: the purification and the liberation

of the soul.

i) Communion and Separation
In the Phaedo Socrates develops the view that it is only in the course

of reflection (65c2, év T3 loy{leoBac) that the soul is able to attain
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knowledge of reality (65b-c) and that the soul can best reflect when

it becomes independent of the body (65¢5-10):

7
AoyLCeTaL 5¢ ve 7TOU ’TOT€ KaAAz.o'ra Srav CLUTT]V TovaV

;méev napa,\vmz un’re a:con mrre oz,lug [.L'I]Te' alynawv #7’756 TLS
néow;, al)& oTt ua)uo'ra G.UTT) KaG av"rnv yLyvn'raL swoa
xacpsw TO awua KG.L xad’ oaov SvvaTtat un Kotvevoloa alTd
175 amouevn opeynTaL ToU dvTog.

YEoTt Tabra.

Surely the soul can best reflect when it is free of all
distractions such as hearing or sight or pain or pleasure
of any kind - that 1is, when it ignores the body and
becomes as far as possible independent, avoiding all
physical contacts and associations as much as it can, in
its search for reality.

That is so. (tr. Tredennick)

This independent reflection of the soul is presented as philosophical
contemplation and thus the practice of philosophy is identified as the
detachment of the sou! from the influence and concerns of the body.
Also, philosophical contemplation effects the  ‘detachment’ of  soul
from body since, as Dorter says (p.28), this detachment ‘comes about
by means of our perceiving the permanent within the transitory.” The
idea of the soul ‘dismissing from its mind’ (&@oa Xa[peav)” the body
is developed in the dialogue into a picture of physical separation, as
the soul “‘avoids association with the body’ (;L7\7 Kotvwrovoa, 65cS,
ol6év Kotvwvoioa, 80e) and ‘flees away’ from it (pelyet am’  adTo0l,
65d1, ¢eu’youaa, 80e4), and as philosophy  becomes the act of
‘separating’ soul from body (70 ywplletv...ando To0 odupatog THY Yuxny).
In contrast, when the soul is affected by physical concerns, this is
presented as ‘association’ with the body (ocuroloa, 8lb; butria Te kal
ovvouola 8lc5). At such times (switching to metaphors of emotional
closeness or distance) the soul no longer ‘despises’ (dTiudlet, 65d1)
the body but ‘tends it, loves it and is bewitched by it’ (fepametouca
kal épdoa kal yontevopévn Um’ adTob, 81b2-3). The physical separation

metaphor is continued at 79c-d as the soul that contemplates without
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the body is said to ‘pass’ - oixetat (dl) - into the pure, immortal

realm, whereas the soul that relies on sense-perception is described

as being ‘dragged by the body’ - &iketatr Omo TOoU odpatog (c6) - into
the  phenomenal world. The notion of  philosophical contemplation

effecting a separation of soul and body 1is further developed in the
metaphors of purification and imprisonment, both of which offer
compelling reasons why the soul should be removed from the influence

of the body.

ii) Corruption and Purification

The metaphor of purification and contamination is introduced in the
Phaedo with the striking idea that through association with the body
the soul is ‘mixed together’ (Uvuneqbupuévn, 66b5) with evil. The body
is presented as an evil substance which we must take care not to
become ‘infected’ with (dvanLunkaﬁueea, 67a5) and which, once infected
with, we must purify ourselves of (kaBapetwuev, 67a5). At 67c5
kdBapotrs (purification) is said to consist in separating the soul as
much as possible from the body, and at 67d9 this process is identified
as the practice of philosophy.18 Philosophy purifies the soul of the
taint of the body and at 80e-8lc Socrates tells of the afterlife
experiences of both the ‘purified’ and ‘tainted’ souls. If a soul is
‘pure’ (xabapa, 80e2) and not ‘dragging along’ (ouvegéixovoa) anything
of the body, it departs (dnépyeTar, 8la5) to the invisible and
immortal realm. But if at the time of death a soul is ‘tainted aﬁd
impure’ (ueptaouévn kal A&xdBapTog, 8lbl) it suffers a terrible fate.
Through constant association with the body the non-philosophical soul

is said to be (8lc4):

Stetinuuévny. . . Omd Tol owpaToetSoUs
interspersed..by the corporeal (tr. Tredennick)
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an idea echoed at 83dl0 with the description of the soul as ‘full of’
or ‘saturated with’ the body (700 ocwpaTog dvamiéa). As the corporeal
is then described as ‘heavy, oppressive, earthly and visible’
(EuBpLBeg, Bapy, yeddeg, OpaTdy, 81c8-9), we see how this represents a
marked change in the soul’s character, for in its natural state the
soul is divine and invisible (see 79b, 80a). This contamination by the
body is a very serious threat to the soul’s existence as soul and
prevents the soul departing to its home in the invisible realm

(81c9-d1):

) 57) KO.L exovaa n rOLaUTT) u/wxn BapuveTaL TE Kal e)u(e‘rcu
7T0).LV elg Tov OpaTOV TOTIOV. . . TIEPL TQ uw;ua"ra Te Kal Toug
Ta¢ov§ Kuktvéovuevn,

So the soul which is tainted by its presence is weighed
down and dragged back into the visible world...and hovers
around tombs and graveyards (tr. Tredennick)

Such a soul in its impure state is forced to wander about these places
as a punishment until it is once more attached to a body, which, of
course, will infect it with further impurity. Thus the impure soul
becomes lost in the cycle of rebirths and the only escape is to turn
to philosophy with her offer of ‘liberation and purification’ (Aloet
Te kal kaBapud, 82d6).

In the passage at Phaedo 8lc-d we find that since the corporeal
nature is ‘weighty’ (éuBptBeg) and ‘heavy’ (Bapu) its contamination of
the soul results in the soul being ‘weighed down’ (IIIUX7\7 BapiveTat,
81c10)."®  This metaphor also appears in the Republic (519bl) when the
soul is spoken of as having ‘leaden weights’ (rag poiuBs{8ag) attached
to it as a result of birth and life in the body - weights which are
the result of the desires, occasioned by the body, for ‘food’

‘pleasures’ and ‘gluttonies’ (&Swdalg, Hdovale, Aryvelarg). The same
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idea occurs in the Phaedrus in a slightly different context, when the

soul that is not able to see the vision of the Forms, (248c7-8):

kﬁeng TE Kal rccu(l.ag nlnaeewa Bapuvan, BapuvBetoa be
n’repoppuncn Te Kal éml Tnv yhv necm

comes to be burdened with a load of forgetfulness and
wrongdoing, and because of that burden sheds her wings
and falls to the earth (tr. Hackforth)

Once again the weight attached to the soul is a weight of evil and
again this is associated with life in the body, for the soul's fall to
earth results in its birth in human form.

The idea that contact with the body taints and infects the soul is
found in many passages throughout the dialogues (see Appendix 3, Group
B, Table 4), but one of the most memorable visions of the impure soul
is that given at Republic 611c-612a. Here Socrates tells how it s
impossible to discern the true nature of soul while it is joined with
the body and describes soul as ‘maimed’ or ‘mutilated’ (AelwBnuévov)
by its association with the body. He tells how the ‘pure’ (xaBapov)
soul is far more beautiful than the impure and likens the soul in its
bodily frame to the sea-god Glaucus whose original appearance is
spoiled by his life in the sea. The limbs of this god are ‘broken
off’, ‘crushed” and ‘altogether maimed’ (&kkekidoBatr, ovvTeTpTPOal,
TAVTOS rerwPBfiobat) by the waves, and his appearance is obscured by the
shells and seaweed that have attached themselves to him. Socrates then
continues the sea-image, asking Glaucon to imagine how the soul might
be, if its love of wisdom raises it from its ©present ‘depths’.
Philosophy is thus imagined as offering the soul a chance to be

(611e5-12a2):

nepucpouaeewa Tre"rpag Te KaL OO’Tpe‘a a vuv adTy, are yhv
/
eo"rcwuevr), yenpa kat We'rpwan ToAAG Kal dypta mepLEPukey
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if the many stones and shells, the many stony and wild
things which have been encrusted all over it b those
so-called happy feasts as it feeds on earth, were
scraped off. (tr. Grube)

We are thus presented with a picture where the soul is spoiled and
disfigured by its life in the body and where only philosophy has the

power to restore it to its former purity.

iii} Imprisonment and Liberation

The idea that life in the body is detrimental to the soul 1is also
expressed in the metaphor of imprisonment, as the soul is portrayed as
a prisoner chained in the body and so separated from the outside
world. In the Phaedo the notions of imprisonment and freedom are
closely related to the more general idea of the binding of the soul in
or to the body and often it is impossible to say which type of freeing
or binding is being suggested - the binding and loosening of a
physical object or the shackling and freeing of a person. This is the
case at 65al where the philosopher is spoken of as ‘freeing’ or
‘releasing’ the soul from association with the body (dmoAdwv. .. THy
wvm\'}v ano THG ToD odparog kotveviag) and at 67dl as purification is
said to separate the soul from the body so that it is ékivouévmy &omep
[éx] Secoudv &éx ToU ouwpatog (freed as it were from the bonds of the
body). Similarly at 67d4 and d9 the general term Mvotg (loosing,
releasing) is wused as both death and philosophy are said to release
soul from body. It is only in the passage at 82e-83d that the general
idea of philosophy as the Avoig of the soul is developed into the more
striking metaphor of imprisonment, but even here it is used alongside

metaphors for the attachment of physical objects.
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At 82e Socrates explains how philosophy frees the soul from the

influence of the body and begins by saying (82d9-e5):

-

)’L)’V({)OKOUOL ydp, n s *O¢, ol ¢Lloua96fg ot napa,\aBoﬁoa
au*rwv ’TT\)V WUX?’)V n ¢L)¢000¢L'a aTewig 6La6656u€w}v ev Tw
qua"rc Kat npooxexolknuewyv avayrca(o#evnv 66 wonep 6La
epruou sLa TOUTOU GKO’ITGLOG(IL TQ owra aara w] aU'rnV
&L’ abThg, kal év Traoz) auaeLg KUALv’o‘ovuew)v,

Every seeker after wisdom knows that up to the time when
philosophy takes it over his soul is a helpless prisoner
chained hand and foot in the body and forced to view
reality not directly but only through its prison bars and
wallowing in utter ignorance. (tr. Tredennick)

The metaphor of bonds is first introduced with the participle
5itadedepévn (bound on either side, bound fast). The verb &tadéw can
refer both to the binding of objects and to the chaining of prisoners
(see LSJ) and so there is at this stage a certain ambiguity about the
nature of the soul’'s bondage. However, when we reach the participle
ﬂpooxexo,\knuéwyv it seems we are to imagine the soul as an inanimate
object. The verb mpookoildw means ‘to glue on or to' and thus
Tredennick’s translation, ‘chained hand and foot’ is incorrect and
obscures Plato’s depiction of the soul as an object. Indeed it is only
when we come to the simile &omep &ta elpyuol that we have an
unambiguous presentation of the soul as a human prisoner. The idea
that the soul is ‘glued’ to the body is an unusual one and it prepares
the way for the equally striking images of pinning and rivetting at
83d. These three images clash with the idea of a personified soul and
indeed seem designed to do so. The dominant image of the soul in the
Phaedo is that of an inner person and for an audience accustomed to
this image the idea of the soul being ‘glued’ or ‘nailed’ to the body
is a very uncomfortable one. Since Plato has made it clear that the
soul is the natural master of the body (Phaedo 80a), then, for him,

the body’s influence on the soul is wunnatural. These inanimate images,
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then, throw into relief the wunnaturalness of the situation when the
body influences the soul and convey Plato’s view that this is an
undesirable experience for the soul.

But after introducing the image of the soul as an inanimate object
fastened to the body, why does Plato then switch again to a
personified soul in the simile of imprisonment &omep &ia elpypod? The
reason for this would seem to be that he is about to speak of the soul
as ‘inquiring’ (oxkometoBat) and this sits rather uneasily with the
depiction of the soul as inanimate.

The imprisonment metaphor presents the soul as separate from
reality and forced to view the Forms not directly but through the
body, its prison. Thus the soul must be seen as a person shut away
from the real world and only able to see it by looking out through the
prison windows or bars. However, Plato does not actually mention
windows or bars and says only that the soul is forced to view reality
5ta eipypod - ‘through the prison’. Obviously one cannot actually view
anything through a prison, but since the soul is portrayed as in the
body looking out through it, it seems that the vehicle of the metaphor
(prison) has been adapted to the tenor (body), and this accounts for
the slightly odd 1idea here. This metaphor, therefore, illustrates " the
view that the body is a hindrance to thought, as we see that just as
the walls or bars of a prison separate the prisoner from the outside
world and impair his view of it, so the body separates the soul from
the Forms and impairs its view of true reality. Thus the soul in the
body ‘is rolled around’ (Kvkwéouue’vnv) in ignorance, and the images
of the soul bound to the body and wallowing around recall the picture
of the lost souls at 8ld-e who ‘are rolled around’ (kultvdoupérn) in

graveyards, waiting to be bound (évdeb@orv) again into mortal bodies.




Plato’s point here is that the experience of a soul in the afterlife
mirrors its experience of life in the body, for if a soul associates
closely with the body in life, it will not be able to Ileave it at
death. Similarly, although the soul is bound to the body at birth
through the agency of an external force, its own behaviour in life can

reinforce those bonds (82e5-83al):

kal ToU elpymol TNV Sewvdtnra kaTidoboa 3t 8¢ &mbuplac
&otly, g Qv pditoTa adTog O Sedeuévos CUANITTwp €in Tob
Sedeobal,

and  philosophy can see that the imprisonment is
ingeniously effected by the prisoner’s own active desire,
which makes him first accessory to his own confinement.
(tr. Tredennick)

This idea that the soul’s behaviour in life strengthens the bonds
which fasten it to the body 1is expressed in slightly different terms
at 83d4. Here Socrates explains that the force of physical sensations
can cause the soul to believe that the body's experience of reality in

the phenomenal world is actually the true one (83d4-5):

éKg’OTT] \7’7601/1\7 Kat A\Jnn &’)o'nep ;)/\OV ’e’\j(ouoa TpOOTIAOL aﬁv’rr\yv
TPOg TO OWpa KAl TPooTEpovd Kal TOLEL OwHATOELEN,
5o§dfovoav TalTa ainémn elvat amep av xal TO owua ¢n.

every pleasure or pain has a sort of rivet with which it
fastens the soul to the body and pins it down and makes
it  corporeal, accepting as true whatever the  body
certifies. (tr. Tredennick)

Thus the image of physical sensations as having a rivet (Hiov) with
which they ‘nail’ (mpoomiot) and ‘pin’ (mpoomepovd) soul to body
effectively conveys how the soul can become ever more closely attached
to the body during human life and so ever more separate from the

Forms. For, as Kenneth Dorter observes (p.80), the idea of the soul

having corporeal form means that:

the soul’s conception  of  reality is determined by
corporeal factors so that it is the visible realm that is
chiefly taken to be real.
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Dorter” observes that the metaphor of the soul’s imprisonment is to a
large extent developed in response to the context of Socrates’
imprisonment and that the theme of liberation, an undercurrent
throughout the Phaedo, is deeply relevant to this situation.*?

In this section I have discussed a number of metaphors which
illustrate the detrimental effect of body on soul and have shown how
the body: ‘drags’ the soul into the phenomenal world; makes it dizzy
as if drunk (see note 17); infects it with evil and taints its natural
purity; intersperses and saturates it with corporeal nature thus
weighing it down; attaches lead weights to it; imprisons it and even
maims, disfigures and mutilates it. So far from soul exercising power
over the body, images such as these present the body as having a very
strong corrupting influence on soul. Indeed the soul's only defence
against these onslaughts is withdrawal and detachment from the body
and its concerns. Philosophical contemplation is presented as the only
way that the soul can separate itself from the body in human life. For
this contemplation not only enables a soul to discern what is
permanent amidst the fluctuations of the phenomenal world but also
enables the rational power of the soul to assert its natural dominance
over the body and the passions. Dorter observes a connection between
the ideas of philosophical detachment and self-control and comments

(p.32):

Because the detachment of soul from body in the
practising of death is not a physical separation but a
detachment from undue bodily influence, it can be
achieved only by self-control, that 1is, by the bringing
of the body under the governance of soul (reason) rather
than allowing it to enslave the soul (cf. 69b7, 82e).

Dorter thus shows how detachment and self-control consist in the

assertion of the rule of soul over body and so, returning to the idea
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of the soul’s natural dominance over body (discussed at 7.3 (1)), we
see how soul is only truly soul, that is, invested with power and
natural dominance over the body, when it practises philosophy. It s
clear, then, that the many metaphors portraying the harmful and even
violent effects of the body on the soul perform an important function,
since they add considerable weight to Plato’s argument that the soul
should be kept as separate as possible from the body. Further, since
this separation can only be achieved through the exercise of pure
reason, these metaphors also support Plato’s advocation of  the

philosophical life.

7.4  Conclusions

Now that we have examined various groups of metaphors for the soul, we
can return to the question raised at the end of Chapter 6, that is, do
any of these metaphors convey information about the soul which cannot
be conveyed in literal terms?

To try to answer this, let us first compare Plato’s metaphors for
the processes of birth and death with his literal statements on these
matters, assessing the information conveyed in each case. The metaphor
‘of the journey of the soul tells that the soul does not die along with
the body but travels on to new places - an idea also conveyed by the
metaphor of the soul’s wings. The metaphor of the soul as a seed tells
that the soul is placed in the body at birth and that it is the source
of life and growth. Finally, the metaphor of the bonds of the soul
represents how soul is attached to or imprisoned in the body at birth
and released at its death, to live a separate existence in the
afterlife. How do these metaphors relate to Plato’s literal statements

about the soul? First, the idea that the soul exists independently
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after the death of the body is obviously based on the belief that the
soul is immortal - a belief which can be stated quite literally, as we
see at Republic 608d3 and Phaedrus 245c5:

(Rep. 608d3)

3 4 e~ e \ A A / > 4
alBavaTog Tuwy M Yuyn kat oubenoTe amoAiuvTat
our soul is immortal and never perishes (tr. Grube)

{Phdr. 245c5)

\ — LY /
Yuxn maoca abavarog
all soul is immortal

Second, regarding the nmetaphors of the soul’s entrance into or
attachment to the body at birth and its departure or release from it
at death, these clearly represent the belief that the soul is with or
in the body in life and separate from it after death. The idea that
the soul is in the body during human life is expressed in different

terms when Socrates describes life as, Phaedo (79e8-80a):

L) \ L) -~ 3~ 7 \ \ -~
eneLdar €y TR aUTY WOL Yuxn Kat owua
when soul and body are in the same place.

The spatial metaphor is still in evidence here but a rather more
abstract formulation is used when Socrates, discussing the soul’s

former existence, speaks of the time (Phaedo 76cli-12):

\ < L] k) / L74
TpLY €tvat €v avlpwtmov etSet
before it was in human form

It seems to me that the description of the soul as ‘in human form’ can
be taken as a literal statement of the metaphor of the soul’s presence
in the body. Of course, one may argue that the idea of the soul’s
presence in the body is not a metaphor at all, in which case my
reduction can stop at this point. But some would perhaps object that

there is here a spatial relation which is difficult to reconcile with
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a non-corporeal essence. However we may view the matter today, it does
seem that the idea of the presence of soul in body was understood by
the Greeks as a literal concept, as is perhaps evidenced by their term
Eupuxog (having life in one, animate). The view that life is the
situation arising from soul’'s presence in a body appears in two
Platonic passages - in the Phaede and Cratylus. At Phaedo 105¢c9-d2 we

find the following exchange between Socrates and Cebes:

ol

’Anorchlvov 61§, LW av ¢ éyyévn"raL O’O;[J.O.TL Loy EoTal;

Qo av wvx‘ﬁ, 75/¢>n.

O0kobv del ToUTO oUTWS éxel;

nag yap oly(;

Then tell me, what must be present in a body to make it
alive?

Soul.

Is this always so?

Of course. (tr. Tredennick)

In the Cratylus we also find a direct statement of this view as

Socrates says that soul (399d12):

Orav maph T@® cwpati, alTidv EoTi ToU LNy alT®
when in the body is the source of life
(tr. Jowett)

It does seem fair to say, then, that in Greek terms the metaphors of
the soul's entrance into or attachment to the body can be reduced to
the literal statement that soul is present in the body in this life or
that it is ‘in human form’. Further, in our own terms, the metaphor of
life as the presence of soul ‘in’ a body can perhaps be reduced to a
literal statement such as ‘"soul" is the name given to the essence or
energy that is the source of human beings’ Ilife, movement and
rationality’.

Our second set of metaphors presented the soul as the

master/mistress or ruler of the body. These metaphors convey the

information that the soul is more powerful and of a higher status than




the body, - information which can be expressed in literal terms, as we

see at Laws 959aS:

WUxﬁv oéuaTog elvatr 7O TAV 5La¢épouoav
the soul has an absolute superiority over the body (tr.
Saunders).

and 731c5:

yuxn &', bg elmopev, ainBela yé &oTiv MAOLY TLLLGTATOV
as we said, the truth is that a most precious thing of
every man is his soul. (tr. Saunders, adapted)

Finally, ! examined Plato’s many metaphors for the effects of the body
on the soul znd the soul’'s response. The question of whether these
metaphors can be replaced by literal terms is not so straightforward,
but it does seem to me that the information conveyed by these
metaphors can also be conveyed in literal terms. However, [ must
explain my position very carefully here.

There are two ways of interpreting Plato’s metaphors for the
negative effects of body on soul: they can be taken as expressing the
idea that the body harms the soul or as expressing how the body harms
the soul. On the view that these metaphors simply convey the noticon
that the body harms the soul, the metaphors can be replaced by literal
terms. For the idea of harming the soul can be expressed literally, as
for example at Crito 47d, where Socrates uses the verb &tagbelpw
(ruin) to tell that our behaviour can damage our souls.?* But on the
view that these metaphors express how the body affects the soul, can
the metaphors still be replaced by literal terms? It seems to me that
there are two possible answers to this question, answers which depend
on different views of what the harming of the soul actually consists

in.
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If one believes that for Plato the body causes harm to the soul in
that it prevents it from reasoning properly, then one can accept that
the metaphors of physical corruption and imprisonment are reducible to
literal terms. For these metaphors depict the experience of soul when
its ability to reason and its judgment are affected by the body, and
this effect can be spoken of in literal terms, as we see at Phaedo

65a9-b8:

T( 5% 6ﬁ nepi aanv Tnv ™S ¢povnoewg KTnoLV néTepov
6un06Lov 1O obua n oU, édv TiL¢ alTo év ™ (nTnoeL
KOvaVOV ovunapakauBavn,"

Ndvvu uev ovv e¢n

Now take the acquisition of knowledge. Is the body a
hindrance or not, if one takes it into partnership to
share an investigation..? Certainly. (tr. Tredennick)

Essentially, the body is an é&umdédtor to the soul for two reasons:
first, because the effect of pain and the desire for pleasure make
uninterrupted contemplation difficult; and second, because, if the
soul accepts the evidence of the senses, it becomes convinced of the
reality of the phenomenal world and thus ignores or forgets the Forms.
Since for Plato the soul is the rational principle in human beings,
language which presents the soul as reascning, thinking or making
judgements is to be accepted as literal. Thus in the light of Plato’s
theory of Forms, statements telling how the body hinders the soul’s
rational activity can 'be taken as literal, so long as they do not
involve any presentation of the soul as corporeal. But the metaphors
of communion, corruption and imprisonment become cognitively
irreplaceable if one maintains that, when the body hinders the soul’s
rational activity, the soul is consequently harmed in some way. For on
this interpretation, when the soul 1is unable -to reason, its condition
deteriorates and the metaphors of corruption and defilement convey a

deterioration which is not itself the inability to reason properly,
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but is the result of the inability to reason properly. At this level,
we are touching on the very difficult questions of how a material body
can affect an immaterial soul and how exactly the soul’s nature
changes when it cannot reason properly. Thus, if one considers the
body’s hindering of pure thought as the cause of harm rather than the
harm itself, then it does seem that these metaphors are cognitively
irreducible and irreplaceable. For when Plato tells us that the soul
is weighed down or tainted by the body, these metaphors present a
process for which no literal terms exist: the process whereby the
soul’s nature is actually affected and changed by the body.

However, if one accepts the former view that Plato’s metaphors
dramatise the situation where the body prevents the soul reasoning,
then the metaphors can be judged as conveying the same information as
literal statements such as ‘the body is a hindrance to thought’. This
is the view 1 take and so I maintain that the metaphors of comﬁlunion,
corruption and imprisonment convey information which can be conveyed
in literal terms.

As regards the response of the soul to the effects of the body, we
saw that Plato expressed the soul’s resistance in metaphors of
separation, purification and liberation. Are these metaphors
cognitively irreducible? Following the view that the soul is harmed
when the ©body interferes with its powers of reasoning, the soul’s
response to the body, in my opinion, can also be seen as taking place
at the level of rational activity, and so the metaphors can be reduced
to literal terms. At Phaedo 66d-e Socrates» asserts that ‘if we are
ever to have pure knowledge of anything...we must contemplate things

by themselves with the soul itself’ (alT§i 7§ yuvx§i Oecatéov ad7d Ta
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nmpdypata), and later at 83b describes how philosophy encourages the

soul to reject the evidence of the senses and {83a8-bl):

moTevety S undevi Uiie AL ) adTnv alTH, OTL dv vorjony
al1n ka8’ abTny adTd kab’ alTo Thv BvTwv:

to trust nothing but its own independent judgement upon
objects considered in themselves, (tr. Tredennick)

Thus, although the soul cannot literally separate itself from the body
in human life, it can, according to Plato, reason independently of it,
and this independent activity is represented in the metaphors of the
soul being separate from the body, purified of its taint and freed
from its bonds.

In this conclusion 1 have been engaged in a process which many
would perhaps consider fundamentally flawed or, at ©best, clumsy;
namely, the process of ‘reducing’ metaphorical statements to literal
terms, seeking to forge a separation between the metaphorical form and
its  literal ‘content’. Although [ am aware of the minefield of
problems surrounding such a process, 1 feel that it 1is necessary to
treat my material in this way in order to highlight ar;q important
difference between certain types of metaphors. | am not claiming that
there are no differences between the metaphors so far discussed and
the literal statements which (I  have argued) convey the same
information. = Metaphors challenge our interpretative faculties in a
substantially different way from literal Ilanguage, they are able to
present in a compact form various networks of suggestions and they can
have considerably more rhetorical impact than literal speech. However,
with respect to ‘content’, I belies{e fhat many metaphors convey
information which can also be expressed in literal terms, and I
believe this is true of the soul metaphors examined in this chapter.

Nevertheless, 1 also think that certain metaphors express ideas for
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which no literal terms exist, and in Chapter 8 we will discuss soul
metaphors which, 1 will argue, cannot be reduced to or replaced by
literal terms. It is to distinguish these two types of metaphor that I
have engaged in the process of ‘reducing’ Plato’s soul metaphors to
literal statements, and I hope that by the end of the next chapter the

value of this method will have become clear.
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'For discussions of Plato’s views on the immortality of the soul, see:
C.J. Rowe, Plato, pp.163-78; Solmsen, °‘Plato and the concept of the
soul’, 358-60 and 365-7; Dorter, Plato’s Phaedo, pp.179-91, and
‘Plato’s image of immortality’; Burkert, Greek Religion, pp.321-5;
T.M. Robinson Plato’s Psychology, pp. 125-31; McGibbon, ‘The Fall of
the Soul in Plato’s Phaedrus’; Hackforth, ‘Immortality in Plato’s
Symposium’;  Luce, ‘Immortality in Plato’s Symposium: A  Reply’;
Nilsson, ‘The Immortality of the Soul in Greek Religion’, (esp.
13-16); Rohde, Psyche, pp.463-76.

2See J. Bremmer, The Farly Greek Concept of the Soul, pp.74-88, and
M. Nilsson, The Immortality of the Soul in Greek Religion p.3, on
Homeric  belief.

3See e.g. Cratylus 403c-e, Gorgias 523a-b, Republic 386d-387b.
4See also Phaedo 8la and 84b.

5Sophist 230b, 245d; Phaedrus 263b; Republic. 505c; Hippias Major
304c; Hippias Minor 372e, 376c; Alcibiades 117a-118b.

é’Par‘menides, Fragment 6, lines 4-6:
BpOTOL EL5OT€§ ouéev
nAaTTOVTaL, 5prav0L aunxaVLn yap év alTOY
oTnQEOLV {8Vver mAaKTOV VOOV

7Compar‘e Phaedrus 257a2, where this verb is again wused of the
afterlife experience of the non-virtuous soul, as it is condemned to
be ‘rolled around and beneath the earth for nine thousand years with
no understanding’ (évvéa yiitdSag &TdY mepl yhHv kKuAtvSouudvny abInv
katl Imo yfHg dvouv).

¥See I 2, 75; III 95, 252; IV 325; VI 278; XIII 204; XIV 43; XV 312
XVI 64, I51; XVII 511; XX 195; XXI 363; XXIV 307. See also Iliad X 9.

De Vries in his commentary on the Phaedrus makes what is in my view a
very puzzling comment on the wing image here. He says of the term
nTepoppuicaca (p.128):

After nTepoppunioaca the pap. inserts (probably) mwg. The
reading is accepted by Buchw., and defended by Alline 283
and Vinz 110. Alline thinks that, as T7Tepoppuvetly is
‘properly’ said of birds Plato may have wished to
attenuate the metaphor. But is it a metaphor?

Clearly mTepoppuetv (to shed feathers) is ‘properly’ or literally used
of birds or other winged creatures and it 1is difficult to understand
De Vries’ doubt as to whether it is a metaphor here. It cannot be
maintained that Plato seriously viewed the soul as capable of growing
or losing feathers, and De Vries offers no suggestions of how it would
be possible to understand the verb in a literal sense in this
passage.
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10On the role of chance in this fall (Twve OUV'TUXLIC:L), see Ferrari
(1987), pp. 133-5, who concludes (p.135):

We are not to feel guilt over our embodiment, since after
all Plato’s point 1is that we should view it as a
contingency, an accident; yet we are not therefore simply
to exonerate ourselves from all sense of responsibility
as human agents in this matter, for if we do, we shall
perpetuate the very ignorance which the myth asks us to
acknowledge as a factor in the fall.

“In Plato see e.g. Tim. 90a and Laws 905a. Plato also often uses the
idea that the world of the Forms is above the mortal realm: Rep.
517bS, 9, S18b4, 52545, 527bl0, 529b4 etc.

For  another interpretation of the wuse of the winged soul see
Friedlander (p.193), who views the winged Eros as a possible model for
Plato’s winged Psyche.

13See Bremmer, The Early Greek Concept of the Soul, p.17 and p.73.

YSee Iliad XVI 856, XXII 362, Odyssey X 495 and XXIV 6, and Republic
386d-387a. Although there is no direct reference in these passages to
the soul as winged, nevertheless the association between flying and
wings is clear enough.

15Phaedo 79d, 80d, 8la; Republic 6lle; Phaedrus 246e, 248a, 248c, 249c.
'®Republic 6lle etc.

“The anthropomorphism of terms such as é&@oa yalpetv or mapalumi) is
accentuated in other passages such as Phaedo 79c7-8, where the effect
of the body causes the soul to ‘wander (miavatat) and become confused
(TapdTTeTat) and dizzy (elxtyyed) as if drunk (bomep peBlUovoa)’.
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®plato  took the idea of purification from earlier religious
beliefs and adapted it to his own views, as Erwin Rohde points out
(p.471):

Plato often speaks of the kdBapotg, the purification,
after which man must strive...He takes both the word and
the idea from the theologians, but he gives it a higher
meaning, while yet preserving unmistakeably the analogy
with the Kdeapol.g of the theclogi and mystery-priests. It
is no longer the pollution from the &aluoveg that is to
be avoided, but rather the dulling of the power of
knowledge...due to the world of the senses. Man’s effort
must be directed not so much to ritual purity, as to the
preservation of his knowledge of the eternal from eclipse
through the  deceptive illusions  of the senses; its
withdrawal from contact with the ephemeral as the source
of pollution and debasement.

Thus even in this philosophical reinterpretation of
ritual abstinence in terms of spiritual release and
emancipation, the effort after ‘purity’ retains its
religious sense. The world of the Ideas, the world of
pure Being, to which only the pure soul can attain, is a
world of divinity.

On the significance of purification in Plato see also Robinson (p.24)
and Dorter (pp. 14, 32, 64-9, 79-82, 173-5, 177-8).

9 . . .
1Dorter rightly observes (p.80) that in this passage the ‘corporeal
stain’ is an image of the ‘fear of the invisible’.

®“The idea that the soul ‘feasts’ on certain kinds of food is used in a
number of passages. See e.g. Phaedrus 247e, 248b-c; Republic 40lb-c.
For a fuller list see Appendix 3, Group B, Table 2. The metaphor of
the soul's food is perhaps linked with the metaphor of  the
purification of the soul as a purging of unwanted substances, see
Sophist 227c-230c.

21Dor‘ter comments on this passage (p.80):
This prison represents not merely a confinement in the
body (life)...but the additional devotion to the

corporeal at the expense of the spiritual. Our
imprisonment is thus a function of our responding to
corporeal pleasures and pains, of our nurturing in

ourselves corresponding desires and fears, and of our
becoming increasingly attached to the visible realm.

%2See pp. 10; 17-32; 79-82; 91; 177-8; 213-14 n4

23 . . . . .

This point is actually phrased as a question, but is proved to the
interlocutors’ satisfaction in the subsequent discussion (see
611a).

4 . . . . . .
2 Although the soul is not mentioned explicitly here, it 1is clear that
this is what the neuter éxeTvo refers to.
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Chapter 8

THE INNER SOUL

8.1 Introduction
Metaphors for the inner nature of the soul and the relationships
between its parts will be the focus of this chapter, and, as before,
my aim will be to assess whether these metaphors can be replaced by
literal terms. This study will comprise two sections: first, an
examination of the metaphor of the soul’'s ‘health’, and second, a
discussion of the various metaphors for the interaction of the soul’s
parts - metaphors at work in Plato’s models of the soul as a state, as
a mythological monster and as a charioteer and two horses. All the
metaphors in this chapter arise from Plato’s theory of the tripartite
soul. For the ‘health’ of the soul is presented as deriving from the
proper arrangement of the three parts, and the three models mentioned
above turn upon the idea that the soul has distinct parts which behave
in  fundamentally  different ways. In order to understand these
metaphors we must first establish some basic points about the theory
of tripartition.

1 mentioned in Chapter 6 (section 6.2) that on some occasions Plato
sets out the view that the soul has three ‘parts’ or ‘kinds’: reason,
spirit and appetite. It is now time to consider what exactly these
are. Many critics have understood these parts as simple ‘faculties’, a

view on which Moline (1978) comments (p.8):

A faculty, by definition, is a capacity for the one thing

its name would suggest. ‘Appetite’ on a facultist view
would be a capacity for a certain sort of desire and
nothing else; ‘Reason’ would be simply and solely a

capacity for reasoning. Thus a faculty’s ‘specialization
of function’ would be the automatic and trivial result of
its incapacity to do anything its name did not suggest.
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Moline argues against this view, pointing out that this will not fit
Plato’s text, since in both the Republic and Phaedrus we find talk of
one part usurping the function of another, which, on the facultist
view, would be absurd (p.8). Moline shows how the part which is called
loytoTikov (reason) is also called 70 ¢tionadés (lover of learning)
and 7o ¢Lléoo¢ov (lover of wisdom, 581b7), how the ‘spirited’ element
(10 BupoeL8ég) is also called 7O ¢trdvikor (lover of victory) and 70
PLASTLpOY (lover of honour, 581bl-2), and, finally, how the
‘appetitive’ part (10 émiBuunTikdr) is also called TO @LroypnuaTov
(lover of money or possesions, 580e7) and 70 ¢Liokepdés (lover of
gain, 58la7). Each part, then, has its own ‘loves’, but, Moline
maintains, this does not prevent each part placing some value on other

pursuits or objects (p.10):

plainly there is nothing to prevent what is loved for its
own sake by one part from being valued weakly as a means
by another.

Thus it is possible for the appetitive part to value the exercise of
reason as a means of securing its own ends - and this is what we find
in passages such as Phaedrus 254a-d where the lower element of the
soul (here the bad horse) employs persuasion in an attempt to achieve
the satisfaction of its desire.’ It cannot be claimed, then, that the
appetite only desires and has no reasoning ability. Such passages have
led critics to accept that each of the soul's parts has its own

complex behaviour and that, in Ferrari’s words (p.200):

Plato was never aiming at a theory in which (to put it
baldly) reason simply reasons and desire desires.

However, although the parts are not simple in the sense of having only
one faculty, still each part has a particular devotion to one area of

activity, and, as Ferrari observes (p.201), the labels of ‘reason’,
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‘spirit’ and ‘appetitite’ ‘apply ..to what the characters represent
not exclusively but par excellence’.

Moline and Ferrari therefore consider each part of the soul not as
a faculty but as an agent devoted to particular objects or pursuits.
Julia Annas, in her introduction to the Republic (1981), tackles an
issue which has been seen as undermining this view. She calls this

issue the ‘Homunculus Problem’ and sets it out as follows (p.142}):

[the parts of the soull are freely described in terms
that are normally used of the person as a whole...The
parts are explanatory entities, parts needed to explain
the behaviour of the whole. If they themselves, however,
can be described in the way the whole person is, have we
not reproduced the problems that led to the need for the
theory in the first place?...is the theory not worthless
if it explains the behaviour of a person by introducing
in the person homunculi, little people to bring about the
behaviour?

Annas believes that the theory is not worthless and that there is no
need to be worried by the Homunculus Problem (pp. 144-5), for in each
case the homunculi are themselves simpler entities than the person and
thus do not ‘reproduce the features that were found puzzling about the
whole person’ (p.144). Thus in Annas’ view the use of such explanatory

entities is not necessarily objectionable (p.144):

as long as one is clear that the item in question is
meant to be something that is both simpler than the whole
person with all their other functions, and also something
that shares features with the whole person.

Annas concludes that the parts of the soul (p.146) ‘have some, but not
all, of the features of the whole person whose behaviour they are
introduced to explain’.2 Later in this chapter [ will return to the
matter of Plato’s anthropomorphic language about the soul and will

consider whether it is to be judged as metaphorical or literal.
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I accept the argument that the three parts of the soul are better
viewed as agents rather than faculties and that they share, to a
limited extent, one another’s capacities. With this working view of
the tripartite soul 1 will now move on to my examination of Plato’s
metaphors for the relation of the three parts and the resulting
condition of the soul. Let us begin, then, with the metaphor of the

soul’s ‘health’.

The idea that the soul can be in a healthy or diseased state occurs in
a number of dialogues (see Appendix 3, Group B, Table 3). Plato argues
that virtuous actions cause a soul to be healthy whereas evil actions
cause disease in the soul. At Sophist 228b8 and d7 vice itself s
called a ‘disease’ (vdoog) and in the Gorgias this idea is given more
detail as Plato strives to impress on his audience just how harmful
evil behaviour is. At 480b we are told that the wunjust man ought to

endure punishment (480bl-2):

mwg un éyxpovioBev TO wvoonua ThHg abiklag Umoulov TTv
yuxny moinoet xal dviaTov.

to prevent the disease of injustice from being chronic
and making his soul festering and incurable. (tr. Irwin)

We see here the medical terms Vécmua (sickness, disease), aviatog
(incurable) and the very graphic adjective Umouvlog which is wused of
‘wounds festering under the scar only skinned over’ (LSJ). At 524e4 in
the myth of the Gorgias Plato uses another very striking image of
health. Here Socrates, speaking of the underworld judges passing
judgement on the souls of the dead, tells how Rhadamanthus has seized

the soul of an evil man and (524e4-25a2):

:(a"reuSev oLSeV Uyl.eg ov T7j¢ wuxng, a,\)ta 54,aue;tao’r¢)rwuevnv
\
Kal oUAGY peocTNY OO émiopkLdy kal Aadikiag, a eKaO‘rn n
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noticed that nothing in the soul was healthy, but it was
thoroughly whip-marked and full of scars from false oaths
and injustice. (tr. Irwin)

So a slightly different, but no less effective, image is wused, as
Plato tells how every time someone commits a wicked act they are
whipping their soul and leaving it badly scarred.

The metaphor of health and disease is highly emotive and thus plays
an important role in reinforcing Plato’s recommendations of the
benefits of virtue and the just life. But the metaphor displays more
tﬁan simply a persuasive force. For in the Republic it performs the
didactic function of showing how the proper arrangement of parts can
be beneficial to an organism as a whole (444d). In this passage
Socrates wuses the illustration of health to argue that just as health
in the body arises from the natural order of its different parts, so
justice in the soul depends upon the natural order of its three parts.

If the health metaphor worked only as a persuasive and didactic
device, then the Iillustrative thesis would account for its role in the
dialogues. However, it has been argued that the idea of the health of
the soul has further significance, as an integral component of Plato’s
theory-building. If this view is correct, then the metaphor Iis
fulfilling not only an illustrative but also an epistemic role, and so
we must give careful scrutiny to the arguments concerning this issue
which is of central importance to this thesis.

Anthony Kenny in his essay ‘Mental Health in Plato’s Republic’ has
argued that Plato develops the idea of the health of the soul so that
it becomes no longer simply a metaphor, but a pi’n’losophical concept.

He sees this development taking place between the Gorgias and the
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Republic and says of Plato’'s use of the already familiar health

metaphor (p.2):

It was Plato who in the Gorgias developed the metaphor in
unprecedented detail and in the Republic crossed the
boundary between metaphor and philosophical theory.

Kenny comments on the use of the comparison between body and soul in
the Gorgias (p.1-2) and says ‘but all this is no more than an
allegory’, which ‘need not imply that there is literally such a thing
as mental health’. He then contrasts this with the development of the

metaphor in the Republic (p.2):

In the Republic allegory gives way to theory building.
The difference is made by the doctrine of the tripartite
soul. The Republic is dominated by two quasi-medical
ideas: the idea of an organism and the idea of a function
or characteristic activity (’e’pyov). The theme of the
dialogue is the nature of justice in the state and in the
soul; and both state and soul are portrayed as organisms,
as complexes of parts with characteristic functions.
Justice in the state is what health is in the body,
namely, the right functioning of the elements of the
organisms.

The idea  that the  health of the soul is part of Plato’s
theory-building apparatus has been accepted by Jon Moline (1978) who

comments (p.17):

Yvon Brés and Anthony Kenny have recognised and
documented Plato’s pioneering role in developing beyond
metaphor a concept of mental health.

If this view is correct, then the metaphor of health would have to be
seen as a ‘theory-constitutive metaphor’, to use Boyd’s term (see 1.2.
{3)), and thus as irreplaceable.

I do not accept this view and will argue that Plato’s theory
regarding the effects of justice on the soul can be presented without

any notion of health. I believe that the idea of the soul's ‘health’
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is a metaphor for its best condition and that in the Republic Plato is
able to speak of this condition in literal terms.

The abstract terms used for the condition of the soul are €€tc (a
being in a certain state; a condition, state or habit of mind) and
¢Uotg (the natural form or constitution of a person or thing; nature,
constitution). At Republic 443e as Socrates speaks of the parts of the
soul as ‘in harmony’ with one another, he says that it is just action
that preserves Tautny THr &€y (this condition) of the soul. At 591b3
we find that the soul has a ‘best nature’ BeitloTny ¢Uotvy - and
earlier in the dialogue we have been told what this consists of. At
444d it is said that the soul has parts which can be organised in
relation to ‘ruling’ and ‘being ruled’ ‘according to nature’ (kaTd

puoLy) or ‘contrary to nature’ (mapd ¢voLy) (444d8):

Obkolv ad, &pnv, TO Stkatoovymy éumoielv Ta ev TH Yuxh
KaTa @QUoLY KaBioTdrat KpaTelv Te kKkal kpatelofat U
&A)vﬁ,\a)v, TO 8¢ adiklav napc\z ¢150Lv Zx’pxeLv Te Kkal dpyeobat
dxxo UM drrov;

Koucdn, &¢n.

Therefore to produce justice is to establish the parts of
the soul as ruler and ruled according to nature, while
injustice means they rule and are ruled contrary to
nature. Most certainly. (tr. Grube).

Following the idea that what is in accordance with nature is good and
what is contrary to nature is bad, the soul’s best condition must be
achieved when its parts are arranged in accordance with nature and its
worst condition when they are arranged contrary to nature. At 444b we
learnt that ‘by nature’ (¢Uoet) one part of the soul is fit to ‘serve’
and another to ‘rule’, a point which supports an earlier passage
(431a) where the expression ‘self-control’ is interpreted as
indicating that there is a better and a worse part of the soul ‘by
nature’ (¢Uoer) and that ‘self-control’ consists in the better part

controlling the worse. Since reason is for Plato the ‘best’” part of
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the soul (10 BéATioTov, 589d7), it is ‘fitting’ (mpoonkec) for this to
‘rule’ (z’ipxew, 44le). At 441a3 spirit is marked out as ‘by nature’
(poec) the ‘ally’ of reason, and so in the natural order of things
this will support the rule of reason. At 442b we are told of the
attempts of the appetitive part to ‘usurp’ the functions of the other
parts and so dpyetv...dv od mpoofkov adT® yéver (to rule over those
whom it is not fitted to rule, tr. Grube). So because of its ‘stock’,
‘race’ or ‘class’ (yévet) it is not ‘fitting’ for the appetitive part
to exercise authority over the other two. Although Plato does not use
the term ‘nature’ here, and although the use of yévet may be related
to the model of the classes in the state, he 1is suggesting that this
part of the soul, like the others, has its own innate capacities which
are intrinsically different from those of the other two.”  What emerges
from this is that the soul has a natural condition which consists of
its parts being established in relation to one another according to a
natural hierarchy. When this natural hierarchy is in place, the soul
is in its best condition, and, when this is overturned, in its worst.
For Plato reason’s superiority over the other parts of the soul is as
‘natural’ as the soul’s superiority over the body (see Phaedo 79e9 and
Laws 896c3). In the Republic Plato identifies ‘justice’ as the natural
order of the soul and ‘injustice’ as the subversion of this order.

Kenny acknowledges this point in his comments on 444d (p.8):

Injustice is a sort of civil strife among the elements,
usurping each other’s functions. Justice is produced in
the soul, like health in the body, by establishing the
elements concerned in their natural relations of control
and subordination, whereas injustice is like disease and
means that the natural order is subverted.

In my view it is clear from Plato’s text - and indeed from Kenny's own

interpretation here - that the bedrock of the theory of justice in the
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soul is the idea of control and subordination of parts and that the
comparison with health is used as an illustration of a desirable state
resulting from the natural balance or arrangement of parts. Perhaps
more importantly, the health metaphor also serves the rhetorical
function of working to persuade _the reader that the control of reason
has a beneficial effect on the whole soul and that the natural
condition of the soul is to be desired as a good in itself. Aside from
rhetorical or illustrative concerns, the central idea of the passage
at 444d are those of the natural order of the soul and the exercise of
control. 1 believe that the health metaphor is based on these ideas
and thus is to be seen as a secondary feature of the account rather
than as an integral, irreplaceable component. | therefore do not
accept Kenny’'s thesis that the ‘health’ of the soul in the Republic Iis
no longer simply a metaphor but a philosophical concept in its own
right. Further I believe that misleading translations and
interpretations of passages in Kenny’s article result in the health
metaphor seeming more integral to Plato’s theory than it actually is.

Commenting on the passage at 445b Kenny says (p.8):

when Glaucon agrees that since virtue is the heaith of
the soul, it is absurd to ask whether it is more
profitable to live justly or to do wrong...

However, in this section the concepts of health and disease make no
appearance and Plato writes simply of the nature or natural state of
the soul being disturbed (445a9-b1): ToUTou @ (opev pUoEwS
TapaTTouévng  kal 6La¢96Lpoue'w)§. Kenny again ignores the force of
¢voitg in his translation of a phrase at 591b4. The phrase (591b3-4):
oxn f yuyn ele v BeitloTny ¢lowv kaBioTauévn is translated (p.10) as
‘the entire soul, restored to its native soundness’. The idea of

‘soundness’ implies health, but there 1is no suggestion of health or
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soundness in the Greek which simply says: ‘restored to its best
nature’. Thus there is no claim or implication here that the soul’s
natural state is one of health.

Another misleading translation appears later in the article (p.22)

where Kenny comments on the passage at Republic 609a-d, saying:

The notion of mental health makes its final appearance in
the proof of immortality which concludes Book Ten. Each
thing is destroyed by its characteristic disease (xax {a):
eyes by opthalmia, and iron by rust. Now vice is the
characteristic disease of the soul; but vice does not
destroy the soul in the way disease destroys the body
(609d).

Kenny translates kak{a as ‘disease’, when it simply means ‘badness (in
quality), defect, vice’. There is indeed a very close relationship
established in the passage between injustice or evil in the soul and
disease in the body, but it is not said that the soul has a
characteristic ‘disease’. At 609a we are told that all things have
their own ‘evil and sickness’, kaxdv Te kal vdonua. Here ‘sickness’ is
either a literal description referring only to &¢Baiula and vdoog, or,
if taken together with kaxkdy as referring to everything mentioned in
the passage, a metaphor not only of the soul but also of grain, wood,
iron and bronze. Clearly Kenny would not claim that Plato developed a
serious concept of the health of grain, wood etc., but no more can
this passage be held to support the view that the health of the soul
was more than a metaphor for Plato. The comparison with health is used
here to illustrate the point about things being destroyed by their
‘appropriate evil’ (Tfic olxelag «axfag, 609d1), which in the case of
soul is shown quite clearly to be injustice, &5tk{a. Thus this passage
cannot be seen as positing any philosophical concept of mental health.
Kenny argues that Plato defines justice as the health of the soul

(p.23), but this is putting the case too strongly. For as we can see
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at 444d, Plato’s definition of justice is the proper or natural
relationship between the parts of the soul. This condition is compared
to health in the body, but it is not claimed that this condition
actually is health. In the same way this condition is compared to
beauty or fineness (kdilog) at 444e, but it would be wrong to claim
that Plato developed a  philosophical concept with  overtones  of
physical beauty.

Although I do not accept Kenny’s claim that in the Republic the
allegory of the health of the soul ‘gives way to theory building’, I
nevertheless fully agree with his observations on the rhetorical
effects of the health metaphor. At the end of his article Kenny notes
that Plato achieved three things by means of the idea of the health of

the soul (p.23}): first that,

he provided himself with an easy answer to the question
‘why be just?’ Everyone wants to be healthy, so if
justice is health, everyone must really want to be just;

second that the idea of injustice as a disease suggests that it should
be possible to eradicate it by the application of medical science,
which thus paves the way for the Republic’s strict training and

educational programme; and thirdly that,

if every vicious man is really a sick man, then the
virtuous philosopher can claim over him the type of
control which a doctor has over his patients.

1 accept these three points and would like to add a fourth, namely,
that the health metaphor is also used to make Plato’s views on the
death penalty more convincing. Having introduced the idea of vice as a
disease, Plato can make a distinction between curable and incurable
vice and can thus ease the way into recommending that certain

criminals should be put to death. The Athenian asks at Laws 862el what
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a judge’s sentence should be for ‘one whose disease is past such cure’
and answers that he should sentence him to death. Three justifications
for this are then given: first, in such a case longer life is of no
advantage to the sinner himself; second, his death will be a warning
to other potential wrongdoers, and thirdly it will rid society of evil
men. The death sentence is by no means regarded here as a corrective
or cure for the evil man himself, but is seen as a benefit for the
rest of society. However, at 958a, as the Athenian returns again to
the subject of capital punishment, we find a different view. Here he
says that judges who sentence ‘incurable’ criminals to death deservg
the praise of the community, and refers to the death sentence as
(958al): Yapa Tale olTw Sratebeloats Yuyxale (a cure for souls in that
state). However, it has nowhere been argued (and, [ believe, cannot be
argued) that death can be a ‘cure’ for an evil soul. Here we see how a
metaphor, once established, can be wused to justify ideas which would
be far more difficult to prove in argument. By likening vice to
disease Plato finds an excellent model for the idea that certain kinds
of vice simply cannot be remedied. We see, then, how the metaphor of
health and disease offers Plato a persuasive model for his view that
there is such a thing as irremediable vice which has to be dealt with
by extreme methods.

The health metaphor performs a number of significant rhetorical
functions and also on occasion has an illustrative or didactic role.
However, [ do not accept the claim that Plato developed the metaphor
of health into a philosophical concept. In the Republic Plato's theory
of justice in the soul rests on the notions of natural and unnatural
conditions and the establishment of a natural hierarchy between the

parts of the soul. In this theory the idea of ‘health’ can be reduced
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to the proper functioning of parts and thus the health metaphor,
although playing a significant expository role, cannot be regarded as
an integral component in Plato’s theory-building.

However, in the course of this study we have encountered another
group of metaphors which perhaps can lay claim to being an integral
component in Plato’s theory of soul: metaphors expressing power
relations. In the next section I will examine these metaphors of rule
and control in the soul and will consider whether they can be replaced

by literal terms.

Plato’s discourse on the interaction between the three parts of the
soul centres principally on the struggle to achieve dominance. As
Plato seeks 10 explain intentional! human behaviour, especially the
conflict of motives, we find the parts of the soul locked in a
perpetual contest for supremacy, with the winner exerting a direct
influence on the actions of the whole person. When Leontius (Republic
439e) is confronted by the sight of human corpses. he feels at once a
strong desire to look at them and a disgust which makes him turn away.
A struggle is going on in his soul. Plato presents three major models
for this struggle in the soul - the soul as a state, as a mythological
monster and as a charioteer and horses. These models involve various
metaphors for interaction between the three parts of the soul and for
the exercise of power. [ will follow the development of these
metaphors and will then raise the question of their cognitive
significance, arguing that some of the metaphors cannot be replaced by

literal terms.
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1. The Soul as a State

In the Republic when Socrates first speaks of the interaction between
the parts of a soul, the verb he uses for the prevailing effect of one
part on another is «kparéw (be strong, powerful; rule; conquer,

prevail; master; control, command) {439c5-7):

odk évelvat uev év Tn wuxn adTdY TO Keleuov Evelval 8¢ 1O
ko Tov mLelv dAlo dv kal kpaToly Tobu KeAGUOVTog,

Should one not say that there is in their soul that which
bids them drink, and also that which prevents them, that
the latter is different and overrules the other part?
(tr. Grube)

The idea of prevailing and conquering is then developed by further
language of civil and political strife, as the spirited part is

presented as the ‘ally’ of reason (440b2-3):

kal Gomep Buolv oTactaldvToly cUMUAYoy T® AOyw yLYVOUevoy
TOV Buudy Tol ToLoUTou

of the two civic factions at odds, as it were, the
spirited part becomes the ally of reason. (tr. Grube)

and (440e4-5):

no,\u ua,\,\ov avTo ev TN THS Yuxns oTdoet T(BeoBalL Ta Omia
npog TO AoyLOTLKov

in the civil war of the soul it fights far more on the
side of reason. (tr Grube, adapted)

The political/military metaphors are continued in the passages that
follow, when Plato speaks of the parts of the soul as rulers, subjects
and allies and of their relations in terms of ruling, being subjects
or slaves, fighting wars, guarding and engaging in civil strife or
revolt.> The political and military language for the tripartite soul
is conditioned to a large extent by the context of the dialogue and by
the analogy - or even isomor‘phism6 - posited by Plato between state
and soul.” This political/military language becomes in books 1V, VIII

and IX the dominant way of speaking about interaction between the
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soul’s parts - and indeed continues to reverberate both in book X
(605b, 608b) and in the Timaeus (70a-c).®

As Plato develops his argument that just as there are five forms of
government, so there are five forms of soul, and, as he describes the
relationship between the parts of the soul in its different forms,
political and military metaphors proliferate. The number of metaphors
makes individual examination impossible here, but a full list of
references is given in Appendix 3, Group F, Table 1. 1 will confine
myself, then, to setting out examples that offer key depictions of the
exercise of control within the soul and of the interaction of its
parts.

The essential elements of the metaphor of the soul as a state, are
that there are three parts of the soul - reason, spirit, appetitites -
which correspond to the three classes in Plato’s state - guardians,
soldiers and workers. Plato believes that just as there is a natural
hierarchy in society, so there is in the soul, and that the best
condition of soul is where reason with spirit as its ally rules over
the appetites. For Plato this constitutes ‘justice’ in the soul and
injustice is civil strife or revolt in which the lower elements usurp
reason’s rightful position as ruler. At a simple level, then, the
three parts of the soul are presented as people or groups of people
with different interests, but as Plato develops his state model, he
also depicts the soul as a place and introduces other groups of people
into its borders.

At 553b-c we meet the idea of the ‘throne’ of the soul. Socrates is
speaking of the son of the timocratic man (this is a male universe)
and tells how the youth (553b8-cl) ‘casts out from the throne in his

-~ -~ / —~ o~ -~ o~
soul’ (@BeT éx 70U Opovou ToU év T&H €avutol yuxfh) the love of honour
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and the spirited element. From the mention of a throne as the seat of
power, it follows that the part of the soul which occupies this at any
time will be a ‘king’ - the metaphor we find at 553c6, as Socrates

develops his image (553c4-7):

ap’ odKk olet Tév TOLOUTOV T0Te e€lg pev 1oV Bpdvov €K€LVOV
TO eanvu’qTLKov Te KaL ¢Lkoxp17ua’rov (—'yKaQLCeLv Kal. ueyav
Baot,\ea ToLeLY ev saUTco TLapag Te Kal OTpe'TTTovg kal
aKLvaKag napa(wvvuvra,

Do you not think that this man would establish his
appetitive and money-loving part on that inner throne and
make this a great king within himself, adorning him with
golden tiaras and collars and girding him with Persian
swords? (tr. Grube, adapted)

This splendid picture of the usurper-king, enthroned and surrounded by
the visible symbols of power, not only portrays the rule of the
émeuunnkév in the soul but also expresses Plato’s contempt for the
extravagant excesses of this part of the soul. The idea of the soul as
a place with a seat of power is developed further at 559d-560e, as
Socrates speaks of the ‘citadel’ (dkpomoitv, 560b8) of the soul with
its ‘royal wall’ (BactiitkoU Telyoug, 560c8) and ‘gates’ (mUiag), and
as new groups of people enter the picture.

At 559d ff. Socrates describes the transformation from ‘oligarchy’
to ‘democracy’ in the soul and we hear how a young man ‘undergoes a
change just like a city’ when (559e6-7): ‘help comes from the same
type of desires outside to one of the factions within himself’ (tr.
Grube). Thus Plato envisages some kind of alliance between desires or
appetites within the soul and others outside. Since desires can surely
only operate inside a soul it is not at first clear what these
external ‘desires’ can be. However, their nature is revealed at 559e9
when we are told of ‘counter-help’ (dvTc(Bon6ron) that may come to the
rescue of the oligarchic element in the young man’s soul. This

‘counter-alliance’ takes the form of admonishments and reproaches from
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the young man’s family, that is, words and speeches encouraging the

oligarchic element to maintain control. If the ‘counter-help’

is a

particular type of counsel, reflecting the desires of the advisors,

then
‘help’.
desire

young

we may assume that this was also the nature of the initial

Thus the external ‘desires’ must be the words of evil men who

and encourage the youth to succumb to vice. In this passage the

man’s soul is divided as two elements in his sou

I, both

supported by external groups, vie for supremacy. In terms of the state

metaphor, we have the situation where (560al-2):

This

/ \ A 7 \ / —_ AY AY /
oTAOLS 871 Kal QUTLOTAOLS KAl Hax?m €V alT® TPog alTOV TOTE
4
ylyveTat

there is faction and counterfaction within him and he

battles against himself (tr. Grube)

factional strife is dramatized further at 560b-e  with the

activities of the dlaldves Mdyor (braggart discourses).

In

young

this passage Socrates speaks of the ‘citadel’ (dxpdmoiiv)

of the

man’s soul and tell how studies, honourable pursuits and true

discourses (ASywy airnbwy) are the ‘best guards and sentinels’ (

guards

/
dpiaTot

¢>poupOL' Te xal ¢L§lar<eg) of this place. In a degenerate soul no such
have been posted, which leaves the <citadel empty and
undefended, offering easy access for other forces. At 560b, then, a

crowd

of desires which have grown wup in the soul take over the

citadel: kaTéiaBov T?)V Tol véou THg Yuxtic akpomollv. At 56

‘braggart discourses’ are identified with these desires, as

said:

- \ \ / 5 / A
Tevdelg én Kat araloveg olpat Aoyotl TE Kat
' \

/ 14 \ / —~
S80€at. . . avadpapovTtes KATEOYOY TOV alTOV TOTIOV TOU
/
TOLOUTOU.
False and ©boastful discourses and beliefs, I suppose,

rush up and occupy this same part of such a youth. (tr.
Grube, adapted)
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The personification of these discourses continues at 560c as they
are said to prevent an ‘auxiliary force’ coming to the aid of the

beleagured king (560c¢7-dl):

Kk'r?oav*reg ol a;\a{/o'veg AéyOL €K€LVOL Tag TOU Baoducou
TELYOUS €V avTd nw\ag olTe O.U’TT)V 'r77v ovupaylay mapLdoiv,
oUTe TrpeoBeLg npeoBvTepwv Aoyovg LSLoTOV eboééxovrat
those boastful discourses close the gates of the royal
wall within him and will not allow those allies to enter,
nor will they admit as envoys the wiser discourses which
are ambassadors of older persons, (tr. Grube, adapted)

Thus one group of words is depicted as barring the way of other groups
of words; a graphic portrayal of how one part of the soul influences
the judgement of another. This metaphor of physical repulse is
developed into a picture of expulsions and banishments, as Plato
introduces a very clever twist into his portrayal of the influence of
personified speeches on the soul.

The braggart discourses, then, successfully keep out the opposing
auxiliary force and they prevail in the conflict with other parts of
the soul (kpatolot payduevot, 560dl). Thus established, they proceed

to banish their enemies from the state (560d2-6):

Kai TT)V uev aldd nALQLO'rnTa ovouaCOVTeg wboloLy egw
a’rLuwg ¢>uya6a owd)poouvnv 5¢ avavépwv Kakow/'reg Te K(IL
npomkaKL{om'sg sKBa)U\ovoc, [.l.é’TpLO’TT]Ta ¢ kal Koo;u,av
5a17ciw)v g &ypOLKL'aV Kat &Vskeueep[av ovoav ﬂeL’GOVTeg‘
Omepopllovot peTa MoAXBY Kal dvepeldy EmLbupLdv;

reverence they call foolishness and cast it out beyond
the frontiers as a disenfranchised exile; moderation they
call cowardice; they abuse it and throw it out; they
persuade him that measured and orderly expenditure is
boorish and mean; and with the help of many useless
desires they expel it over the border. (tr. Grube)

So the Dbraggart discourses drive the virtues ‘over the border’
(Omepopllovot) of the soul and each virtue, once a citizen with civic
rights, is now a disenfranchised exile (d7{uwg ¢uydSa). The image of

banishment and exile is quite in keeping with the metaphors of the




state and the guards, but the method of banishment is cleverly adapted
to the powers of Adyot. At one level, the guards physically expel the
citizens, but at another Ilevel the false discourses verbally abuse the
virtues and give them different names (ﬁpomkamf(owreg, abusing
foully, reproaching; dvoupdlovTeg, naming; kalolvTeg, calling). In
labelling each virtue a vice, the logoi are engaging in sophistic
rhetoric, persuading (mel@ovTeg) the ruler and populace in the soul to
change their moral judgements. Engaging in rhetoric is, of course, an
entirely appropriate activity for personified logoi, and thus Plato
fuses together the idea of the guards of the citadel driving citizens
into exile and words exerting a persuasive influence. The change of
names effected by the logoi represents the change in how the virtues
are perceived, and this is dramatized in terms of the state metaphor
as the change in status of exiled citizens.

The same principle works in reverse as the logoi welcome back into
the soul-state vices which once were exiled. Here Plato gives a
striking picture of the stately procession which leads the vices home

(560e2-61al):

1O peTa TOUTO THOM UBpiLv kal avapylav kal dowtlav Kkal
avaldetav AauTpag HETA  TOAAOT  yopod  KkaTdyouoLy
eoTepavopévag, eykwutdlovTes kal LmokopL{ouevol,

after this they immediately introduce into it [the soull
insolence and anarchy and extravagance and shamelessness
wreathed and radiant among many followers, eulogizing
them and calling them by fair names, (tr. Grube, adapted)

The descent into anarchy in the soul is made complete in book IX where

Socrates describes the tyranny of Eros (575al-2):

o Tupavvikds v abTe O “Epwg &v mdoy dvapyia kal
dvopla fov, dre alTdog dv povapyos,

Lust lives like a tyrant within him in complete anarchy
and lawlessness since he is himself sole monarch,

(tr. Grube, adapted)
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The dominant part of the soul is portrayed as exercising political
power: it ‘rules over’ and ‘enslaves’ the other parts of the soul,
enthroned as a great king. Acceptance of this dominance thus becomes
subjection or slavery, while rejection becomes revolt or insurrection.
As in a political context, control is often assured by virtue of
position but a weak ruler <can lose power through insufficient
defences, as we see in the exploits of the d&ialdvegc Mdyor. Power is
maintained or won through two features familiar from the
political/military arena: physical force and verbal persuasion. These
two are the means by which the parts of the soul seek to dominate one
another. First, civil war rages in the soul, as the parts are depicted
as battling for power. Second, different groups of people try to
influence affairs by means of the spoken word: ambassadors seek to
deliver counsel to a weak king; guards wusurp the king’s role and
persuade the state that wrong 1is right. In all this the depiction of
the soul alternates between that of a group of people interacting in
various ways and that of a place in which people move around amidst
familiar features of civic topography - citadel, palace-wall and
state-boundary.

In this model the reason, spirit and appetites are all presented as
people, or groups of people, who relate to one another in human ways,
both physical and verbal. In the next two models, however, we find the
introduction of animals into the soul, which leads to new forms of

control and interaction.

2. The Soul as a Mythological Monster
Book IX of the Republic ends with an image of the soul that has been

¢

described as ‘bizarre’ and as having ‘a visually incoherent, slightly
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nightmarish quality’.9 This is the image of the soul as a creature
similar to those of ancient legend - the Chimera, Scylla, Cerberus.
Like them, the creature Socrates presents is single in form but made
up of different parts, which clearly represent reason, spirit and the
appetites in the soul. Socrates instructs Glaucon in the ‘moulding’ of

this ‘image’ (elkdva) and thus the creature takes shape (588c7-d5):

martre TOL/VUV pL/av p,%v iBe’av an(ov TTOLKL/)»OU Ka\L
no)wr(eq)alou T)uepwv 5¢ ancwv exov*rog Keqba,\ag KUK/\(.U KaL
aprwV KaL 6uva'rov ETaBaAkeLv KaL ¢>156LV et aUTou naVTa
’raU'ra May 517 ToLVLY allnv Léeav /\eowrog, uLav 56
avepwnou oAU &€ ueyLOTov EoTw TO TPGTOV Kat 5eu7epou T
6€vTepov.

Fashion me then one kind of multiform beast with many
heads, a ring of heads of both tame and wild animals, who
is able to change these and grow them all out of
himself...Then one other form, that of a lion, and
another of a man, but the first form of all is much the
largest, and the second the second. {tr. Grube).

Socrates next instructs Glaucon to model around these parts the
appearance of being one, so that from the outside the creature seems
to be uniform - a man.

Thus the appetites in the soul are presented as a huge multiform
beast with both wild and tame heads; the spirit becomes a lion and
reason an inner man. So of the three parts of the soul, two are animal
and only one human. For Plato human beings have a superior nature to
animals'® and so the use of human and animal forms for the parts of the
soul clearly symbolises the ‘natural’ hierarchy that exists between
them. Also, it is of course appropriate that the part of the soul
which loves reasoning is portrayed as a human being whose ability to
reason marks him off from the animals.'' In this model of the soul
reason is depicted as the smallest part, with spirit larger and with

the appetite largest of all.'?  Plato thus conveys that reason’s task of
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ruling the other two parts is not easy, and, in developing the model,
he further exploits the unequal power relations between the soul’s
parts.

At 588e the image of the soul as a mythological creature is used to
reinforce the message of book IX that injustice does not benefit a
person. At 588e Socrates interprets the advocacy of injustice in terms
of the relations between the man, lion and many-headed beast. He tells
Glaucon that the words of one who claims that injustice benefits a

person, simply mean (588e5-89a4):

/\UOLTEAGLV au7w TO naVTorSanov anLOV euwxouvn WOLefv
LOXUPOV Kal TOV Aeov*ra Kal Ta 7T€pL TOV AéovTa TOV 66
avepwrrov lLuox’roveLv Kal TIOL€LV aoeevn, one e,\iceoeaL 07777
dv  ékelvov ono*repov ay'r), Kat 77561/ €T€pOV e‘repa)
ouveQLCGLV un5e ¢Llov ToLeLy, aA,\ éav adTa év alTolg
SakveoBal Te kal uaxoneva eoleLv akknla

that it benefits the man to feed the multiform beast well
and make it strong, as well as the lion and all that
pertains to him, but to starve and weaken the man within,
so that he is dragged along whithersoever one of the
other two leads, and does not accustom one part to the
other nor make them friendly, but leaves them alone to
bite and fight and devour each other. (tr. Grube adapted)

The rhetorical force of this vivid image derives from the macabre
predicament of the human being in the soul, outnumbered and
overwhelmed by wild animals who would drag him around at their will.
In any event the odds are against the man being able to control the
other two creatures, 13 and Socrates maintains that the effect of
injustice is to further reduce the human being’s chances, since it not
only makes him physically weaker, but also makes the beasts stronger.
The argument at work in this passage is that, since it can hardly
benefit someone to have a soul in such a chaotic state, and since
injustice is the direct cause of this chaos, injustice cannot be a
benefit to a person - an argument Glaucon accepts. As in the state

model, the three parts of the soul are envisaged as in conflict, each
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trying to achieve superiority over the others. But now the nature of
the conflict is different, as is the way that superiority can be won.

The first metaphor is that of physical strength and weakness
deriving from diet. The person 1is spoken of as able to ‘feed well’
(edwyolvTe) or ‘starve’ (AiuoxTovetv) the different parts of his soul
and thereby to make them ‘strong’ (loyupov) or ‘weak’ (&oBevfi). The
strength of the animal and human parts is then portrayed in
appropriate ways. Since the multiform beast and lion are the stronger
parts in this scenario, they are imagined as wielding their power over
the man by ‘leading’ (dyp) and ‘dragging’ (€ixeoBatr) him along. In
contrast, the exercise of the animals’ superiority over each other is
presented in far more gruesome terms. In their struggle they are
imagined as ‘biting’ (8dkveoc@ar) and ‘fighting’ (paydueva) each other,
and it seems that the winner of such a struggle would be whichever
beast succeeded in ‘devouring’ (€o8{ecv) the other. The inner man’s
control over the animals is presented in quite a different way, for
his power is that of ‘accustoming’ (ocuvve8(letv) one to the other and
‘making them friendly’ (¢{rov TmoteTv). When Socrates turns to the
competing claim that justice is to our advantage (589a), he depicts
the control of reason in more detail. He tells how the person who
maintains that justice is beneficial, would say that we ought to do

and say things (589a7-b6):

oGeV TOU &Vepénou o EVT\OQ Zivepwnog EoTat epraTéOTaTog,
KaL TOU noAUKe¢aon 9peuua7og enLueAﬁoeTaL wonep yswpyég,
TQ uev nuepa 7p€¢wv Kal ’TLQGU€U0)V TQ 56 apra anoxwlﬁwv
¢6609aL avuuaxov nocnoauevog‘ 7171/ TOU Xeowrog ¢UOLV katl
KOLVT) na'V’rwv Kr)ééuevog, ¢L//\a ﬂOLnoauevog a/\AnAOLg Te Kat
aUT@ ouTw GpeweL

whereby the man within the man will be the strongest, and
will look after the many-headed beast as a farmer,
fostering and cultivating the tame and checking the
growth of the wild, making the lion’s nature his ally,

267




and, caring for all of them in common, by making them
friendly with one another and with himself, so he will
rear them. (tr. Grube, adapted.)

Thus justice will lead to a situation where the inner man will be the
‘strongest’ (&ykpaTéoTaTtog) element in the soul, which will allow him
to impose his own particular form of authority on the other two, We
find that the inner man ‘cares for’ (kn&duevog) the others and that
his victory does not consist in rendering the beasts helpless, or even
killing them, but in nurturing (7pégwy, Opéyer) and making them
‘friendly’ (¢{ia) with one another and with him. The idea of
friendship between the parts of the soul also appears in an earlier
passage of the Republic (442c) in the context of the state model, as
Socrates posits the view of ‘moderation’” as ‘friendship and harmony’
(19 ¢tiig xal ovpgpwria) in the soul.

In his fostering of the two beasts at 589a-b the inner man responds
to their individual natures and treats each one differently. In his
care for the many-headed beast, the inner man nurtures the tame parts
of its nature and suppresses the wild. The beast, we remember, has a
ring of animal heads, some of which are tame (fuépwyv), others wild
(dyplwv) and he is able to grow these out of himself seemingly at will
(588c). These heads represent various desires, the wild ones those
which are more harmful, the tame ones those less so. Thus, as he seeks
to make the beast friendly, the inner man ‘domesticates’ (Tt8acevwy)
the tame heads and ‘prevents the growth’ (dmokwivwr ¢uvecBatr) of the
wild heads. The simile of the farmer (bomep vyewpyds) suggests, |
think, the tending of plants or crops rather than animals, and while
Grube in his translation maintains the idea of animals (‘as a farmer
looks after his animals’), Shorey develops the plant image: ‘like a

farmer who cherishes and trains the cultivated plants but checks the
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growth of the wild’. Plato’s terms - fjuepa (tame; cultivated), dypta
(wild) and T(Bacevwv (tame, domesticate; cultivate) - seem carefully
chosen to allow both images to resonate. As Adam observes (p.364),
this plant image is similar to that at Euthyphro 2d where the training
of the young 1is likened to a farmer’s care for tender shoots. The
opposition between wild and tame is used again at 589dl1-3 as Socrates
suggests that ‘beautiful traditions’ are those which ‘enslave’
(Soulovueva) the ‘beastlike’ (7a Onpuddn) parts of our nature to the
human, while the ‘ugly traditions’ are those which enslave the ‘tame’
(Auepov) part to the ‘wild’ (dyplfcy). The metaphor of enslavement is an
echo of the state model of earlier books,14 and also appears at various
other points in the mythological creature model."”

With regard to the inner man’s treatment of the lion, as in the
case of the many-headed beast, he once again takes account of the
creature’s nature as he seeks to make it friendly. The lion symbolises
the Buupoetdég, the spirited part of the soul. Courage is the virtue of
this part and so the lion, with its proverbially courageous nature, is
an appropriate symbol for it. In the state model the OuuoetSéc is
represented by the class of soldiers, the «class displaying bravery,
and now the two images of the lion and soldiers are fused as the inner
man is said, in a clear echo of 44le (ouupdyw), to ‘make an ally’
(ou’yuaxov nownoduevog) of the lion. In view of the lion’s courage,
then, it is appropriate that the inner man should not ‘tame’ it but
rather use its strength in his own cause. Further, given the parallel
between the courage of the lion and that of the soldierly class, it is
appropriate that the notion of ‘friendship’ in this case should be

portrayed as a military alliance.
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At 590a-c Socrates gives an account of various vices in terms of
the mythological creature model and uses a number of new metaphors for
the nature of the soul’'s parts and for the ways they interact. The
first vice is licentiousness and this is identified as the situation

where (590a6-7):

qvieTac. .. 10 5eLvéV, TO uéya exelvo kal ﬂolvetaég Gpéuua,
népa ToL S€ovTog

that terrible, that big, that multiform beast is let
loose more than it should be. (tr. Grube)

The verb &vinut has several meanings: ‘let go, set free; let loose;
slacken, relax’. Taken with 6péuua (creature) it is natural for the
translator to choose the sense of ‘let loose’ and thus to allow the
image to emerge of an untethered beast. However, the image changes
considerably when the idea of ‘loosening’ is set in opposition to that
of ‘tightening’, as we find in the account of the other vices at 590b.
At 590a9-bl Socrates speaks of ‘obstinacy’ and ‘irritability’ as the

vices arising whenever:

TO AeovT@déc Te Kal Opewdes av€nTar xal ovvTelvnrat
&rappdoTwg 6

the lion and snakelike part is increased and stretched
disproportionately (tr. Grube)

The metaphor of growth and enlargement in the verb alénrac (increased)
fits with the earlier metaphor of the size of different parts of the
soul (588d) and those of feeding (588e) and fostering (589b). But
Grube evidently has allowed this idea of growth to colour his reading
of ouvtelvntat which he translates as ‘is stretched’, denoting an
increase in size. Although ‘stretched’” captures the idea of tension
inherent in ouvtelvw, it is not quite what the verb means and, I

think, obscures the image at work here. The verb ovvTtelvew means

‘strain, draw tight’, the opposite of yaldw, ‘slacken, loosen’. ‘Is
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tightened” would be a better translation of the verb and this
appearing with the adverb dvapudotwg (discordantly) would seem to be a
musical metaphor of the tuning of strings, a metaphor for the parts of
the soul already established in book IV (émitelvovoa 44le8, davieloa
442al) in the context of the metaphor of the harmony of the soul. 7" The
idea of the parts of the soul being ‘tightened” or ‘slackened’
continues at 590b3-4, as Socrates present cowardice as the
‘slackening’ (77} xaldoet) and ‘relaxing’ (dvécet) of the Quuoetdés.
The noun dveots is the technical term for the tuning of strings (see
e.g. Republic 349e2.) This metaphor of the tuning of strings would
seem to make the best sense of the notions of the ‘tightening’ and
‘slackening” of the parts of the soul at 590a-b. However, it s
perhaps also possible for these terms to be understood in their senses
of mental tension and relaxation,18 if taken as part of the imagery at
work at 591b2-3 where the animal element of the soul is spoken of as
‘put to sleep’ (kowulleTat) and ‘pacified’ (AHuepolTad).

At 590b6, as Socrates speaks of the vices of flattery and meanness,
he wuses further metaphors for power relations in the soul, as a person
(Teg) is  imagined as subordinating his spirited element to  ‘the
mob-like beast’ (T3 OyAwdetr 9'r7pL’c9)19 and as accustoming it to be an ape
instead of a lion (avTi AéovTog ﬂL'GnKov). The ape adds to the family
of animals in the soul (which is presumably meant to be humorous) and
would seem to be an image of buffoonery and ridiculous behaviour.”’ As
in other passages, then, the person as a whole is presented as able to
exert a direct influence on the situation in his soul, as he
transforms the character of his spirited part and subordinates it to

the appetitites.
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In the next section, Socrates focuses again on the interaction
between the parts of the soul in his explanation of why manual labour
is reproached. Such work - and therefore the person who lives by such

work - is only criticised when (500¢3-6):

TS aoeeveg ¢voec exn TO TOU BosATLOTou ecéog, bote m\y av
avvaoeac apxew va ev ava styuaTwu dara Gepanev'ew
éxelva, kal Ta Gwnevua"ra aUTOV uovov (51.§V7’)TGL uaveaveuz
the best part of a person’s soul is naturally weak and
cannot rule the animals within but pampers them and can
learn nothing except ways to flatter them. (tr. Grube,
adapted)

As Socrates makes his (unconvincing) connection between manual labour
and a weak reason, there appear again, then, the metaphors of physical
strength/weakness and of ‘ruling’ for the exercise of power in the
soul. New metaphors here are those of the weak inner man
‘conciliating’ (Bepanevery) and ‘learning to flatter’
(BwmeVparTa. . . pavddvery) the beasts within. We are not told how exactly
this is accomplished, but since the verb 6wnedw (flatter) can also be
used of caressing an animal (see LSJ), perhaps the ‘flattery’ here is
to be understood both as the utterance of complimentary words and as
3

physical petting.

In the model of the soul as a mythological creature a number of
different metaphors are used for interaction and the exercise of power
in the soul. Thes;a metaphors are of two types: those relating to the
whole person’s influence on the soul, and those detailing the inner
struggles and contact between the soul’s parts. The whole person is
spoken of as feeding and starving the different parts, as tuning them
as strings to the correct pitch, as subordinating or enslaving one
part to another and accustoming it to behave in a certain way. Fine or
base traditions also exert a direct influence (enslaving or liberating

the different parts) and punishment is spoken of as calming down the
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wild beast and freeing the tame aspect of the soul. As to inner
relations, the parts of the soul are depicted as of different sizes
and strengths. When the animals are stronger than the inner man, they
drag him around, and their struggle with one another is that of wild
animals - biting, fighting and devouring one another. When the man is
the strongest part, however, he exercises a civilising influence;
nurturing the beasts and making them friendly. As well as the idea of
slavery and liberation in the inner soul, the language of ruling and
making alliances also echoes the state model. We find also the new
metaphor of the weak ruler resorting to conciliation and flattery to
keep control. So in this model Plato uses metaphors of physical and
political power, of the taming and training of animals, of the
cultivating of plants and the tuning of strings in a musical
instrument. The mixture of human and animal forms in the mythological
creature gives vrise to different metaphors of human and animal
behaviour and relations, and in the next model a number of the same
metaphors are used as the charioteer attempts to control his team of

horses.

3 The Soul as a Charioteer and Horses

G.R.F. Ferrari, in his excellent treatment of the Phaedrus, Listening
to the Cicadas, devotes two sections to an analysis of the ‘struggle
in the soul’ (pp.185-203). He has deait with many of the salient
points regarding Plato’s portrayal of the relationship between the
parts of the soul, and it remains for me to sketch the model of the
charioteer and horses and to highlight its different metaphors for
interaction and power relations. Most critics agree that the figures

of the charioteer and good and bad horses in the Phaedrus myth
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correspond at least approximately to the reasoning, spirited and
appetitive parts of the soul, as set out in the Republic.21 However,
whereas in the Republic Plato considers conflict in the soul in a
general way, in the Phaedrus he analyses the struggle in the soul in
the particular context of love and sexual desire.

The Phaedrus model -~ ©perhaps arising from charioteer and horse
imagery in the erotic poetry of Anacreon®® - portrays the response of
different parts of the soul to the impulse of love. Through this model
we are allowed into the soul of the lover to see how the three parts
react to the sight of the beloved. The struggle here is mainly between
reason and appetites, and for the most part the spirited element is on
the side of reason.>’ The appetites, symbolised by the bad horse, want
simply to enjoy sexual intercourse with the boy (throughout this model
the parts of the soul are spoken of as relating directly to the boy).
The charioteer-reason, however, desires a sustained love affair where
beauty and love awaken the soul’s memory of the Forms and so spur the
lovers on to philosophical lives - which brings rewards both in this
life and in the afterlife (see 256a-57a). In the story of how the
charioteer (in the soul of the philosophic lover) finally subdues the
bad horse and its lustful desires, Plato uses various metaphors for
the interaction between the soul’s parts and for the exercise of
power. Essentially there are two groups of metaphors in this model:
those which portray the struggle strictly in terms of a charioteer’s
attempt to control his horses, and those which present both charioteer
and horses acting, and reacting to one another, in human ways. [ will
deal with each of these groups in turn.

Socrates begins his account of the conflict in the soul with a

detailed description of both horses (253d-€).?* As Ferrari observes,
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these descriptions are heavily caricatured (p.185) and ‘rather
vaudevillian’ {p.200). As far as obedience to the charioteer is
concerned, the good horse is said to ‘need no whip’ (dminxTog) and to
‘respond to the spoken command alone’ (keledopate pdvov kal Adyw
HrioxetTat), whereas the bad horse is described as (tr. Rowe) ‘hardly
yielding to the whip and goad together’ (udoTtyt uKeTd KEVTpov pdyLs
Unmelkwv). The bad horse is also described as woldg (large, gross),
which accords with the portrayal of the appetites in the Republic as
the largest part of the soul.?®

When the charioteer first catches sight of the beloved, the unruly

nature of the bad horse asserts itself. Unlike the good horse which

holds itself back, the bad horse (254a3-4):

oUTe KEVTpov TULOYLKBY oUTe updoTLyog &ETt EvTpémneTat
OKLpTOY € ng pepeTac,

no longer takes notice of goading or the whip from the
charioteer, but springs powerfully forward, (tr. Rowe)

He desires contact with the boy and so ‘forces’ (dvaykdlet) the other
two ‘to move towards the beloved’ (iévat Te mpog Ta matdika). The bad
horse’s control, then, consists in forcing the others to move in the
direction he wants to go. At first the charioteer and good horse
‘resist’ (GvriTelveTov, lit: strain back, strive against, resist),
that is, they pull against the force of the bad horse. However,
eventually they give in and ‘follow its lead’ (mopeUobov dyouévw). The
idea of the parts of the soul being ‘led” in a particular direction
recalls Republic 589a2 (6my. ..dyn).

When the three come close to the beloved, events take another turn.
The charioteer at the sight of beauty remembers his vision of the

Forms (see 248a) and becomes frightened and awestruck (254b). He rears
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backwards and in that same motion” exerts tremendous force against the

horses (254b8-c2):

aua nvayKaaen eLg TOUTTLO‘(D el&uoat Tag r)vw.g ouTw o¢06pa
o1’ emL Ta LOXLG, ayq)w ka8loal To o,

[he] is forced at the same time to pull back the reins so
violently as to bring both horses down on their haunches,
(tr. Rowe)

Thus the charioteer’s control is that of pulling back the reins and so
dictating the movement of the horses. This action causes pain to the
horses (254c, THig d&Vvng ...0md To0 yaltwvol Te...kal...700 mTWpatog),
but despite this the unruly horse will not obey and tries once more to
force them to approach the boy (264d). This time his efforts are more
concerted and he ‘struggles, neighs and pulls’ (d4, Bralduevog,
ypepeT (Cwy, Lk’ ), but this increase in effort is matched by the

intensity of the charioteer’s reaction (254d6-e5):

éymﬁt//ag kal érc'reL’vag TT‘]V Ke'p'(ov, Zvdakdy TOV Xa/\Lvév,
pet’ &VaLéeL/ag ez\KeL o 5’ nv[oxog é/TL J@riov TaUTOV
ﬂdeog ﬂaeaﬁv wonep ano von/\nyog avaneowv ETL ;La/\,\ov TOU
UBpLOTOU {mmov éx TBY ObOVTWY BLa onLow Unaoag TOV
xa,\Lvo'V TT§V TE Kar(nyépov ykwTTav KaL 'rag yvaé)oug
Kaenuagev KO,L Ta okéAn Te kal 7Ta loyla npog TNV yhv
epeLoag oévvaLg ESwKEV.

head down and tail outstretched, teeth clamped on its bit
[the bad horse] pulls shamelessly; but the same happens
to the charioteer as before, only still more violently,
as he falls back as if from a husplex [a race
starting-device]; still more violently he wrenches the
bit back, and forces it from the teeth of the unruly
horse, spattering its evil speaking tongue and its jaws
with blood, and, thrusting its legs and haunches to the
ground delivers it over to pains. (tr. Rowe)

By subdueing the evil horse in this way many times (moAldkeg) the
charioteer succeeds in ‘humbling’ (Tametvwdels, 254e7) it and so can
be said to have tamed or trained it.”® The communication and control in
this passage is very much physical, and indeed violent, in nature (and

SO appropriate to human/equine interaction), but the ad jective

KaKT]}’O/pOV (evil-speaking) used of the horse’s tongue brings into the
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picture the second group of metaphors which portray the three figures
relating to one another in more human and verbal ways. Let us now
examine again the struggle between charioteer and horses, this time
noting the verbal and anthropomorphic metaphors for interaction and
control.

At 254a, as the bad horse responds lustfully t_o the sight of the
beloved, he is described as ‘causing all kinds of trouble’ (mdvrta
mpdyuata mapéywy) to his companion, a phrase which can be understood
in both human and animal terms. But Plato employs an unequivocally
human metaphor when the bad horse 1is said to force the team ‘to
mention’ (uvelav noteloBar, 254a6) to the beloved ‘the delights of
sex’. As Ferrari points out (p.186 ff.), the bad horse ‘adopts
persuasive language and the methods of reason’ (p.186) and  his
intentions ‘are  described in  gentle euphemisms and given overt
expression primarily in his persuasive use of words’ (p.187). At 254b,
despite their displeasure (dyavakTolvTe), the good horse and
charioteer are swayed by the bad horse and are described as (254b3),
el€avte «kal duoroyroavte motficety TO kelevduevor (giving in  and
agreeing to do what he tells them). The bad horse is thus able to
issue orders and his verbal skill is revealed still further at 254c in
his angry response to the charioteer’s flight from the beloved. After

recovering its breath, the horse (254c7-dl):

%/\OLcSépnoev 6pyf7, TOAAQ. Kam’{wv TOV Te ﬁvc’oxov Kal Tov
oudluya &g Setrla Te kal dvavdple Atmovre TNV TAELw Kal
5uokoytfav-

breaks into angry abuse, repeatedly reviling the
charioteer and its companion for cowardly and unmanly
desertion of their agreed position; (tr. Rowe)

Thus the evil horse rebukes the other parts of the soul wusing the

language of a military commander,zq which, 1 suggest, is inspired by
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the state model of the Republic. This outburst of the love-sick horse
is clearly intended to be humorous (as are certain features of the
mythological monster), for Plato 1is presenting pictures of the soul
that are not only illustrative ©but also entertaining. His outburst
prompts the other parts of the soul to ‘beg’ (Seouévwv, d2) him to
postpone his advance and to arrange a verbal contract, which they hope
he will forget. However, being determined he does not forget, and
(254d2-4) ‘when the agreed time comes and they pretend not to
remember, he reminds them’. This rather playful picture portrays the
parts of the soul engaging in negotiation and tactical ploys - a sharp
contrast to the following sentence where the evil horse reverts to
thoroughly equine behaviour and brute force (254d4). Towards the end
of the myth when both horses are tamed, the anthropomorphic metaphor
is continued in an echo of the state model, as the parts of the soul
are spoken of as ‘enslaved’ and ‘freed’ (256b).%°

In this model, then, Plato uses both physical and verbal metaphors
for interaction and control between the three parts of the soul. At
the physical level the charioteer wuses the apparatus of reins, bit,
whip and goad to control the movement of the horses. The good horse
mostly allows itself to be guided in this way, while the bad horse
pulls and strains against the force of the charioteer, trying to move
in a different direction. At the verbal level, the human/animal
imagery is sustained as the charioteer gives spoken commands to the
horses, but the imagery moves beyond this to a fully anthropomorphic
picture as the bad horse issues his own commands and engages in
rhetoric, and as the three figures negotiate and make verbal
contracts. So the parts of the soul interact in human and animal ways,

and control each other by the use of words and physical force.
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8.4 Conclusions
We have now examined Plato’s three major metaphors for the struggle in
the soul and have encountered many different metaphors for interaction
and the exercise of power: metaphors of «civil and political faction;
physical size and strength; a charioteer’s skill; the training of
animals; fighting between animals; the tuning of musical strings and
of a whole range of verbal communication from flattery and persuasion
to anger and abuse. It is time, then, to consider the cognitive
significance of these metaphors and to decide whether they can be
reduced to literal terms.

These different metaphors present various images for the same
process: the good ruler’s attempts to create a peaceful state, the
inner man’s efforts to make the beasts friendly, the charioteer’s
endeavours to control his horses and the tuning of musical strings all
convey a process whereby order is achieved among the parts of the
soul. This order is the situation where the ‘best’ part of the soul
(reason) ‘controls’ the other two (spirit and appetitites). But what
kind of control is this and how 1is it achieved? Since the soul is an
incorporeal essence, all language of size, movement and physical force
must be labelled metaphorical. But what of language of verbal
influence and persuasion? Since the soul is that part of wus which
reacts emotionally and rationally to the world around us, it seems
that language portraying the soul as desiring, reasoning and
responding to words can be accepted as literal. But to say that the
parts of the soul respond to words is quite different from saying that
they themselves use words. So then, is language metaphorical which
presents the parts of the soul speaking, persuading and influencing

the judgement of the others? To use such language is to portray the
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parts of the soul not only as having their own desires and wishes but
also as able to assert them over those of the other parts. Thus the
dominant part of the soul at any time will be the one whose will is
strongest and who is able to impose this most successfully. If we ask
how exactly each part imposes its will, Plato’s only answer is ‘by
means of physical or verbal force’. The picture that remains, then,
(discounting the animal imagery) 1is deeply anthropomorphic, with the
parts of the soul behaving as ‘little people’ or ‘homunculi’. Julia
Annas has discussed the merits of such language (p.144) and has

concluded:

there is nothing wrong with talking of the explanatory
parts of a whole person as though they were themselves
people of a very simple kind. Talking of them as
homunculi is very natural and unavoidable.

She also supports the view of D. Dennet that (p.144):

if one can get a team or committee of relatively
ignorant...homunculi to produce the intelligent behaviour
of the whole, this is progress.

This may indeed be progress, but is it progress in which metaphor
plays an integral, irreducible role?

T.M. Robinson believes that Plato’s anthropomorphic langtiage for
the soul is metaphorical but that it stems from a view of the soul as
a ‘(:ounter‘—person’.31 On the use of such language in the Phaedo he

comments (p.26):

That much of this language would be classed by Plato
himself as metaphorical is hardly in doubt; frequently he
tones down similar remarks with a cautionary ‘as if’ or
‘as  though’ (domep). But if all the language s
metaphorical, it 1is remarkable how internally coherent it
all is, how methodically it conspires to lead the reader
to imagine the soul under one and only one guise - that
of a person.
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Again on anthropomorphic language in the Republic he observes (p.47):

No doubt verbs like ‘to be at a loss’ (dmopetlv), ‘to
supplicate the aid of’ (mopakaiety) and ‘to hand down
word’ (mapayyérrewy) are to be taken

metaphorically,...but it is noticeable how they all tend
to be of a particular pattern, stemming from a notion of
soul as an inner person, or, to use a now famous phrase,
‘ghost in the machine’...

Perhaps Plato is indeed working with the view that the soul is a
counter-person - this would explain the anthropomorphic language and
show that it is intended to be taken seriously, but it would not make
it any the less metaphorical. This does not seem to be the opinion of
Jon Moline, however, who, 1 Dbelieve, creates a false opposition
between ‘straightforward’ and ‘metaphorical’ language.

Moline believes, as 1 have said (see note 6), that there is not
merely an analogy between soul and state in the Republic, but ‘a
structural! and functional isomorphism’” (p.3), and he goes on to

discuss the language that results from this (p.6):

An individual is one of these three sorts and leads the
life he or she does because of the part of the psyche
which rules the others, in that individual’'s psyche. Talk
of "rule" is plainly causal and explanatory in force, and
given the isomorphism of polis and psyche that Plato
posits and requires for his arguments, we are to take it
as straightforward, not metaphorical.

I agree with Moline that talk of ‘rule’ in the soul is causal and

explanatory in force. 1 believe that Plato is using such terms to set
out and explain a seriously-held view that whenever a person makes a
choice between satisfying different desires, one part of his or her
soul is actually ‘ruling’ the others. Such language conveys a serious
view and i{s to be taken as ‘straightforward’, but this does not mean
it is not metaphorical. For talk of ‘rule’ involves viewing the parts

of the soul as homunculi, and while the parts of the soul may be like
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little people, they are not people. The term ‘person’ refers to what
is or has been (to use Platonic terms) a complex of body and soul, and
since the parts of the soul are without body (and moreover since they
do not experience the same conflict of motives as people), they are
not people. They may share some features of a human person, but, as
Annas says, to use the language of homunculi is to talk of explanatory -
parts ‘as though they were themselves people’. The ‘as though’ here is
crucial, for it points to the ‘is and is not’ aspect of metaphor - the
aspect which makes metaphor so cognitively useful. Although 1 dispute
Moline’s claim that Plato’s anthropomorphic language is not
metaphorical, I accept his observations on its centrality in Plato’s
theory of soul. He rightly points out that the parts of the soul
‘correspond...to  people’ (p.13) and that ‘they are being likened to
persuadable agents’ (p.13). He then poses and answers an important

question (p.13):

These parts hold opinions, and one opinion can be
exchanged for another in the process of persuasion. We
know that Plato’s goal was unanimity between the parts
(442D2). But does Plato go so far in his isomorphism of
polis and psyche that he posits an internal, psychic
counterpart to the process of persuasion?

He does. In the Republic itself Plato’'s model of a
person’s internal thought processes is unabashedly
discursive.

Moline shows that the view of thought as internal discourse appears in
both the Theaetetus (189e) and Sophist (227e ff.). As | mentioned
above (section 8.2), Moline accepts the arguments of Breés and Kenny
that Plato developed ‘beyond metaphor’ a concept of psychic health. He

also believes the same is true of the soul’s discourse (p.17):

Plato played a comparable role in developing, if not
devising, a concept of psychotherapy by verbal means.
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Moline shows how such ‘psychotherapy’ in the dialogues can be
administered not only by external agents (people talking to their own
or to other people’s souls), but also internally by the parts of the
soul themselves (p.22). As we have seen above, the parts of the soul
are often presented as speaking and as persuading one another to act
in certain ways and this is indeed a ‘psychic counterpart to the
process of persuasion’. But here we reach a crucial question for our
debate: without the human notions of ‘speech’ and ‘persuasion’, could
Plato speak of this concept of ‘psychotherapy’ at all? Such a concept
may be ‘beyond metaphor’ in the sense of being the seriously-held view
that these events actually take place in the soul, but it is not
‘beyond metapher’ in the sense that it requires metaphor if it is to
be expressed at all.

Since no-one had addressed the subjects of interaction and power
relations in the soul, noc terms existed for them. Plato therefore
turned to language of human relations and dominance (as well as to
further metaphors of size, strength and physical force} in order to
express his new ideas in a comprehensible fashion. In his exposition
of the theory of tripartition, Plato was able, when he wished, to
‘reduce’ metaphors of physical strength to more abstract notions of
influence, and to portray this influence in personal terms suited to
the soul's nature as rational principle and centre of emotions. But he
could not replace with literal terms the metaphors of verbal
persuasion and command. For no such terms existed.

Ferrari ovffers a view of Plato’'s language for the inner soul which

[ do not accept. He observes (p.202-3):

Plato resolutely refuses to give an ‘atomic’ account of
the philosophic lover’s experience - an account of the
phenomena in terms of elements different in kind... And 1
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think the reason for Plato’s avoidance of atomic
explanation in  psychology is this: that he  thereby
sharpens in himself the perspective of the charioteer.

Against this, [ contend that Plato does not so much refuse but rather
is unable to give an ‘atomic account’, because the terms necessary for
such an account simply did not exist. And it is because of this gap in
language, occasioned by the novelty of his theory, that Plato relied
on anthropomorphic metaphors for the tripartite soul. I therefore
conclude that, when Plato presents the parts of the soul asserting
their wills by means of command and persuasion, this language is as
metaphorical as that of physical force, and that these metaphors are
irreplaceable components of his theory-building. We have, therefore,
reached a group of metaphors which are irreducible and which have the
cognitive force described by Kittay and Boyd in their versions of the

epistemic thesis.

I have now concluded my general examination of the significance of
Plato’s soul metaphors, but, as in the case of the god metaphors
(Chapter 5), | want to show that individual metaphors in their
immediate contexts «can also play very important  cognitive  and
rhetorical roles. In my final chapter, then, 1 will analyse the
development and contribution of the metaphor of spiritual pregnancy in

Diotima’s speech in the Symposium,
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YOn this passage, see Ferrari (1987), pp.187-8.

2Moline draws the same conclusion (p.25): ‘The parts of the psyche
Plato posits, then, cannot mirror the exact sort of factions and
confusions  about  priorities to  which people are prone...for the
political agents in the psyche are from the beginning elevated into
formlike stereotypes unwavering in their disparate aims.’

3 Yvon Brés, La Psychologie de Platon, (Paris 1968), pp.
288-308.

4 e . . . .
See also 444b, as injustice 1is defined as the situation where the

part of the soul ‘fitted by nature to serve’ (251/709 ¢u’oeL olou Trpe/new
alTd SouleVelv) tries to rule over the other part which is ‘of the
ruling kind’ (dpyitkob yévoug).

5441a2 ’em’.i(oupov; ed Gpyerv, bnnxéag, ovuudxcp; 442bl kaTadovidboaobatl
kal dpyeirv; b5-8 moreuloug, ¢urarTolTny, npomoXNeuolv, TB dpyovTi;
cll-dl dpyov, dpxouévcp, dpxeLv, oTactdlwoiy; 443b2 apxns, dpyeocbat;
441bl ordowv Twvd; b3 &nmavdoTaoiv, Eip)m; bS5 Sovievery, OSoulelerv
dpxtkol; dl0 dpyeirv, dpyeoBar.

®See Moline (1978), pp.2, 6, 8 etc.

"There is a wide literature on the relationship of state and soul in
the Republic. See e.g. T.M. Robinson (1970), pp.42, 46, 120; Moline
(1981), pp.2-15; Annas (1981), pp.l46 ff.; B. Williams (1973) ‘The
analogy of «city and soul in Plato’s Republic’; Neu (1971) ‘Plato’s
analogy of state and individual’; Adkins (1960), p.312, n.l; Joseph
(1935) ‘Plato’s Republic: the comparison between soul and state’;
Cornford (1912) ‘Psychology and social structure in the Republic of
Plato.

®0n the Timaeus passage, see Cornford (1937) pp.282-4 and T.M.
Robinson, pp. 120-2.

9Annas (1981), p.319.
9 potit. 271e.

3

t Also, by presenting reason as ‘a little man within the big one’ Plato
reinforces a point he makes elsewhere, namely (Annas, p.319):

that feaédns interests are those of the whole, that
developing one’'s whole self with all its capacities is
identifying with one’s rational desires.

12 This accords with Rep. 442a where the ’emevun"rm'ou is said to be the
largest (mietoTov) part of the soul.

> See Moline, p.13: ‘He tells us that it is the task of this tiny human
being to tame and rule the other two beasts with which it is caged.
But having depicted them as powerful beasts he makes one wonder how on
his view one might tame and rule them. Indeed, he makes one wonder
whether justice in the psyche, so conceived, is possible at all.’

¥ See e.g. 442b, 444b, 553d, Sélc, 574d, 577c~d.
1558947, e2, e5; 590c9, d2, e3; 591a2, b3.
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te On the introduction of the ‘snakelike’ part, Adam comments
(pp.365-6):

The serpentine element has not hitherto been mentioned,
but...may well be included in 7a mepl TOV AéovTa S588E. It
symbolizes some meaner forms of the Ouuoeitdég which
cannot well be attributed to the king of the beasts, e.g.
Suokol{a..., perfidiousness etc.

’ avv@éov*rag 432a; ouud)wv’LaV 432a; ovudm)vng 442al; ovvapu’ooaV'ra,
&puovc’ag 443dS, etc. For references for harmony and music metaphors
see Appendix 3, Group G.

8 suvTelve is used of the rousing of the soul at Laws 800d3.

19 590b7-9 seems to me to contain a number of verbal echoes of other
passages on the soul: (’)x)wﬁéeL {moblike) clearly recalls the state
model and its comparison of the émiBuunTikdor to the lower classes;
c’m;\nc’rlag echoes &nAnOTL/aV in the sieve comparison of the Gorgias
(493b3) and daminoToTaTtov used of the eémiBuunTikdy of Republic 442a,
and npom’;AaKLCéuevov recalls the abusive behaviour of the ‘braggart
discourses’ at Rep. 560d (npomy/\arc[(ovreg).

20 see Republic 620c.

2 See e.g. Ferrari (1987), p.185; Hackforth (1952}, p.72; Guthrie
(1957), p.234; Linforth, p.299; McGibbon, p.56. See also T.M. Robinson
(1970), pp.117 and 123.

2 Ferrari, pp.107-8 and 265 n.l.

23On the role of the ‘good horse’, see T.M. Robinson (1970), p.117 and
Ferrari, p.192.

2% “the first of the two, which is on the nobler side, is erect in form
and clean-limbed, high-necked, nose somewhat hooked, white in colour,
with black eyes, a lover of honour when joined with restraint and a
sense of shame, and a companion of true glory, needing no whip,
responding to the spoken command alone; the other is crooked in shape,
gross, a random collection of parts, with a short, powerful neck,
flat-nosed, black-skinned, grey-eyed, bloodshot, companion of excess
and Dboastfulness, shaggy around the ears, deaf, hardly yielding to
whip and goad together.’ (tr. Rowe)

% See Rep. 442a and 588d4.
26

See Ferrari’s interpretation of this action (p.189-90): ‘The gesture
of mastery seems more like a compulsive reaction of aversion’.

27 Compare Rep. 589el, ‘eAkecbat.

2 Compare Rep. 589b2-6.

29 Ferrari, p.188: ‘The sentiment is lofty, and expressed not violently
but through persuasion - the rhetorical pose seems to be that of a
commander in the field exhorting his faint-hearted troops’.

3% This metaphor also appears in the mythological creature model, see
note 11 above.

M See pp. 20, 22-3, 26, 128, 158-9 and 161-2.
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Chapter 9
SPIRITUAL PREGNANCY

9.1 Introduction
Although Plato’s notion of spiritual pregnancy has received a great
deal of critical attention in recent years,1 the development of the
metaphor in the Symposium has not been fully analysed. 1 will
therefore follow the metaphor closely and will show how it serves both
a persuasive and illustrative function in the dialogue. In this
analysis I will offer a new interpretation and will argue that
commentators have overlooked two important features of the image:
1. There are two quite different types of spiritual pregnancy in the
Symposium: a ‘male’ type, which is analogoué to the build-up to
physical ejaculation, and a ‘female’ type, which is analogous to the
physical experience of pregnancy as normally understood.
2. It is the Form of Beauty, rather than the lover of beauty, that is
pregnant at 212a, which means that in the course of Diotima’s speech
the role of ‘beauty’ changes from that of presiding deity in
childbirth to that of sexual partner and mother.
I further maintain that these points have escaped notice precisely
because they have been effectively obscured - for very good reasons -
by Plato himself.

In 1964 J.S. Morrison offered a new approach to the idea of
spiritual pregnancy in the Symposium when he connected spiritual with
physical ‘male pregnancy’, ask outlined iﬁ the Timaeus (73b ff., 8éc

and 9lc f.), and concluded (pp.53-4) that:

it appears that Plato took the view that the divine seed
derives from the brain and marrow of the man and that
both the male and female sexual organs have a similar
function as receptacle and in due course outlet for this
seed... If Plato subscribed to this view of the process
of human generation, it is not surprising that he could
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describe the bringing forth of the child by male and
female in similar terms. Both are births and both are
accompanied (though in varying degrees) by pangs.

On this analysis male ‘pregnancy’ is the condition whereby a man is
ready to ejaculate his seed, and the subsequent ‘childbirth® is the
ejaculation itself.

Plass (1978) rejects this thesis (p.48), preferring to view ‘male
pregnancy’ as a term arising from ‘the confusion of sexual roles in a
homosexual relationship’. He suggests that the term may have been part
of a ‘homosexual argot’: ‘a distinctive vocabulary which...would
naturally consist in large measure of words ordinarily used of
heterosexual relationships transferred to pederasty’ (p.50). The main
problem with Plass’ account is that he does not explain what the term
may have been wused to refer to. He ignores the actual use and
development of the idea in the Symposium and so fails to grasp its
basic message. Plass believes that the Symposium is ‘a sophisticated
plea for pederasty’ (p.48); but a careful assessment of the spiritual
childbirth metaphor in Diotima's speech shows that the dialogue cannct
be read in this way.

Dover (1980, p.147) and Stokes (1986, pp.161-3) accept Morrison's
thesis and, 1 believe, are right to do so. But all three critics fail
to see the significance of the fact that a male pregnancy of the type
outlined in the Timaeus would not, on its own, result in the birth of
a child. To wuse Plato’s terms, childbirth requires both a male and
female type of pregnancy. Therefore, if the metaphor of spiritual
childbirth is to be consistent, a female type of spiritual pregnancy
must follow the male type. Commentators have not acknowledged the
‘female’ contribution to spiritual childbirth, but it is as logically

necessary in the creation of spiritual children as it is physically
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necessary in the creation of human ones. A close examination reveals
that, although Plato does not mention it specifically, a female type
of pregnancy is present in the Symposium, that physical intercourse,
ejaculation, pregnancy and childbirth are mirrored at the spiritual
level, and that, despite a certain awkwardness arising from the desire
to obscure the female role in childbirth, the metaphor of spiritual
pregnancy is developed in a logical way. My reading of Diotima’s
comments on spiritual pregnancy will focus on the different types of
pregnancy that are spoken of and will attempt to establish exactly who

or what is presented as being ‘pregnant’ at each stage.

9.2 Seed Pregnancy (206b-e)

In the Symposium the metaphor of spiritual pregnancy is introduced by
Diotima, the woman from Mantinea who, Socrates claims, taught him all
he knows about 7d é&pwTikd (201d1-5). The innuendo and humour here are
obvious, as is the fact that Diotima 1is used as a mouthpiece for
Socrates.® The metaphor first appears at 206b when, after posing the
question: ‘What 1is the function of Love?’, Diotima gives the puzzling

reply (206b7):

GUTL yap ToUTO ToKOG €V KaX®d Kal KaTa TO obua Kal KaTd
Tnv wuxnv

It is a childbirth in something beautiful, both in
respect of body and of soul.

When Socrates says he does not understand, Diotima replies that she
will explain more clearly and makes the rather startling announcement

(206c1):

KuouoLy ya’p ") Zwrcpa”rsg, TTa/VTEQ ’a'vepamm Kal Kkara TO
oW, Katl Ka'ra TT]V t//uxnv Kal eneL&\lv Ev TLvL f]ALKL/g
yévaTaL, TiKTELY EMLOVUET TudY n ¢UOLg

All humans, Socrates, are pregnant both in body and soul,
and when they come to maturity, our nature desires to
give birth.
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As Dover observes (ad loc.), the verb 7T{kTetv can be used both of
the male ‘begetting’ of a child and the female ‘bearing’, whereas the
verb kuely, which means ‘to be pregnant’, is normally used only of the
female. Since ndvTeg dv@pwmot must include men, we find the first
reference to the type of male pregnancy identified by Morrison, i.e.
the condition whereby man is ready to ejaculate his seed. It is of
course true that women are here included in this experience, but after
this initial generalisation Diotima focuses on male arousal before
intercourse. 1 therefore follow Morrison® in defining the first type
of pregnancy as the male desire for sexual intercourse and
procreation.

These are difficult ideas, and Diotima tries to clarify her

statement about male ‘pregnancy’ (206c5):

\ AN AY \ / i LY 4
ﬁ yap &vépog KQl yuratkog ouvouoLa ToKO§ €0TLV.
For intercourse of man and woman is a childbirth.

This sentence has been viewed as problematic by many critics. Bury4
comments: ‘Most  editors  (except Hommel and Stallbaum) agree in
excising this clause as a meaningless intrusion.” The sentence is also
omitted by Groden and Hamilton in their respective translations. In
contrast, Dover and Stokes recognise it as crucial to the sense of the
passage. Here Diotima explains that intercourse is a childbirth, i.e.
that during sex a child is born. What does she mean? Bur‘nyeat5 has
spoken of a ‘strange reversal’ of pregnancy and birth in this section
of the speech (206c-e) and has concluded that: ‘pregnancy precedes
intercourse because birth and intercourse are imaginatively equated.
So striking a reversal could only be contrived in a realm of

imagination and metaphor...’
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The judgement that ‘birth and intercourse are imaginatively
equated” must be based on Diotima’s statement ouvovsia Tokoc eoTlv,
but in my view Burnyeat has misunderstood Plato’s use of the ideas of
‘pregnancy’ and ‘birth’ at  206b-c. First, ‘pregnancy’ at  206cl
(kvotoiwy) refers to a state of arousal which logically precedes
intercourse. Second, the term ‘birth’ (rdxog) at 206c5 would seem to
be a reference to male ejaculation, since it is the ‘birth’ of the
seed with which the male had been pregnant. There is an obvious sense
in which intercourse and ejaculation can be equated, and so again
there is no reversal. Even if 7dkog is regarded also as a reference to
female emission of semen at the moment of orgasm,6 then again there is
a natural progression from arousal to orgasm, and no reversal.
Although the female experience is not explicitly excluded, Plato is
concerned here with male ejaculation. His idea of intercourse as &
childbirth follows a view widely attested in Greek literature, namely
that male ejaculation represents the actual birth of a child and the

father is therefore the true parent. Stokes (p.162) points out that:

in some Greek thinking the female was merely the
receptacle for the child, which grew from the father’s
~ seed

and Willink,7 commenting on Euripides Orestes 551-6, observes:

The genetic argument for the primacy of the father is
of fensive to present-day ideas, but it was
traditional...and in accordance with a widely-held view
of procreation (e.g. Anaxagoras AlO7 ap. Arist. gen.
anim. 4. 1. 763b. and the Egyptians according to Diod. L
80;...)...in tragedy, «cf. A. Sept. 754..., S. 0T 1211,
1257, E. Ph. 18, but above all the direct precedent in A.
FEum. 658-9, where the same argument had been put forward
by Apollo.

This view 1is also expressed elsewhere in Plato (see Morrison). A final

point against Burnyeat 1is that when Plato uses metaphors, he is at
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pains to keep them logical and consistent, so far as his own use of
them allows. Close attention to metaphorical passages in the dialogues
often reveals that the images employed are far more consistent than a
casual reading first suggests. While the image of spiritual
procreation in the Symposium can often seem obscure, it does follow
the same sequence as physical procreation, as [ will attempt to show.
I am not claiming that spiritual pregnancy is a precise mirror-image
of its physical counterpart; since the soul has a very different
nature from that of the body, point to peoint correspondence is
impossible. But I do maintain that spiritual procreation broadly
corresponds to the physical experience - as indeed it must if we are
to make any sense of the metaphor.

At 206c5, then, Diotima, following a standard view of procreation,
uses the term 7Tdkogc to speak of male ejaculation. This is a very
important point, as it lays the foundation for the subsequent account
of spiritual pregnancy and procreation.

In the passages that follow Diotima argues that human beings
achieve immortality through procreation which produces children to
continue the family line. The link between childbirth and immortality
is important for Plato’s argument and will be developed later in the
speech.

The next section of Diotirria’s accdunt deals with thf-:V role 6f beauty

in this seed-birth. At 206c4 it was stated plainly that ‘our nature’:

TikTewy 8¢ é&v uev aloxph ol SYvatar, &v 8¢ Td Kary.
cannot give birth in something wugly, only in something
beautiful.

The use of &y in this sentence confirms that Diotima is focusing on
the male sexual experience, since the idea of ‘giving birth® or

,

ejaculating in something can only apply to men.® This ‘something’ is
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usually the female, and so it is rather curious that Plato uses the
neuter forms of the adjectives ‘ugly’ and ‘beautiful’. For Stokes,
Plato's use of the neuter results from (p.163) ‘a desire to appear to
be talking about all sexual love without actually talking about the
female’s love of the male.” However, it also has another function,
that is, by giving the discussion an abstract quality, to prepare for
the switch from human sexual relations to intercourse of a quite
different order.’

The idea that male ejaculation 1is only possible in something
beautiful is continued at 206c8, where Diotima says that childbirth .
cannot take place ‘in the disharmonious’. The role of beauty in the
act of ejaculation is then summed up by Diotima at 206dl: ‘Beauty is
therefore Fate and Eileithyia at the birth.” The birth of the male
seed requires sexual stimulation which in turn requires attraction to
something  beautiful. Diotima  therefore  personifies beauty as  the
goddess Kallone, who can be seen as the deity presiding over the male
seed-birth, just as Eileithyia and one of the Moirai preside over
female childbirth.'® We are witnessing a male pregnancy, and Diotima is
not here concerned with the female type of pregnancy which results
from intercourse.

In the next section of the speech Diotima, continuing her argument
about fhe role of >beauty,v describes what Happens when the pregnant
person approaches beauty and ugliness. In the first case we are told

(206d3-5):

Stav pev kald npoonela’(*g 76 xkvobv, {ledv Te ylyvetar kal
ebppatvouevor Sraxeltar kal TI(KTeL Te kal yevva.

When whatever is pregnant approaches beauty, it becomes
gracious and, feeling happy, it melts, gives birth and
begets. :
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At the level of male physical pregnancy, this passage tells how the
male is aroused by contact with beauty and as a result ejaculates. In
contrast, when ‘whatever is pregnant’ approaches ugliness, we find a

quite different reaction (206d5-7):

om\Jeewné’V TE Kal \lmzozfuevov avmzet,/p&-rat ;Sai ’ELTIO'TpéTTET(J.L
Kal QvellleTal kal oU yevvd, aila LoYov To Kunmga Yaremdg
¢épeL.

...because it is sad and grieved, it contracts, turns
away, shrinks up and does not give birth, but holding
back what it has conceived, it bears it with difficulty.

Ejaculation is now impossible. The male is no longer aroused, he
shrinks up (literally) and must bear inside himself the seed to which
he wanted to give birth. From these different reactions to beauty and
ugliness Diotima concludes that beauty attracts the pregnant man since
this alone can ‘release the man who has it from his great birthpangs’
(ueyding @8Tvog amoddeiry TOv &yovra, 206el). The use of @dTvog, while
maintaining  the language of childbirth, graphically suggests  the
discomfort of sexual tension as the male seeks to be delivered of his
burden.!’ The participle &yovrta, as well as meaning simply - ‘having’,
also contributes to the sexual imagery through the senses of ‘have as
wife, husband, lover’ and ‘be pregnant’.

In this first section pregnancy and childbirth refer to the male
production and vejaculation of seed in intercourse. At this stage
Diotimé is speakiﬁgA in general terms about all seed pregnancies, but
in the next section she will distinguish between seed pregnancies at

the physical and at the spiritual level.
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9.3 Spiritual Sex (208e~-209%e)

The distinction between physical and spiritual pregnancy is drawn at
208el. Linking physical procreation with the desire for immortality,

Diotima says (208el):

So those who are pregnant in their bodies
[éymﬁuoveg. ..kaTa  Ta oaﬁua'ra] turn rather to  women
[yuvatkag] and are lovers in this way, believing that by
means of the begetting of children [matSoyoviag]l they can
secure for  themselves immortality and memory  and
happiness hereafter for ever.

As in the previous section, ‘those who are pregnant in their bodies’
are the people who have conceived seed inside themselves and are ready
to give birth to it via intercourse. With the reference to yuvaTkag we
see  that Diotima is  specifically concerned with pregnant men.
Similarly, matboyovia refers to the male experience of begetting
children rather than the female experience of bearing them. Diotima’s
assumption of an exclusively male perspective is more evident here
than at 206c¢-d.

We now turn to the analogous situation at the spiritual level

(208e5):

ol b€ KaTa Tnv wux V— elot yap o, . ..ol év TaLg WUxaLg
KvoloLy ETL uaklov n v TOlg owuaOLv a Yuxn npoonxec Kat
Kufjoat kal Tekelv.

But other men are pregnant in their soul - for there are
men who conceive in their souls even more than in their
-bodies - with the - things - which it is fitting for soul

both to conceive and to give birth to.

These men are spiritually pregnant just as the men at 208el ff. were
physically pregnant: that is, pregnant with seed. We are still at the
stage of production and ejaculation of seed and have not yet
approached the birth of soul-children, which, just as on the physical
level, requires intercourse. Thus the ‘things which it is fitting for

soul to conceive and give birth to’ are to be understood as soul-seed.
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But what exactly is this seed? Diotima spells it out (209a3-5):
‘Intelligence and the rest of virtue.’ She goes on to say that all
poets and inventors are ‘begetters’ (yevvriTopeg) of these (209a4-5).

As poets and inventors have produced and ejaculated seed, it seems
we are to think of them both as pregnant in their soul and as
fathering their offspring by ejaculating. Although the poets and
inventors are not directly spoken of as ‘pregnant’, Diotima’s image of
pregnancy and birth does apply to them, as we see from 209a2-3 and the
use of ToUTwy at 209a8 (see below). There now follows a key passage in
which Diotima develops the images of pregnancy and intercourse in some
detail. This begins with the description of spiritual puberty

(209a8-b2):

7 L) 5 e b 4 2 / 5 \ / 3/
TOUTWY & au OoTaAV TLG €K VEOU €YKUHwY T) THY Yuxny, nNdeog
\

v kal Tkovong Thg fAiklag TIKTewv Te Kkal yewvdv nén
eémiBuuetl.
Whenever one of these people is pregnant in his soul from
his youth onwards, then, when he is an eligible bachelor
and has comes of age, he desires to give birth and
procreate.

So we are presented with a picture of the young man experiencing a
spiritual puberty and reaching the age at which he is ready to
procreate. At this point he desires to give birth to the soul-seed he
has long been pregnant with, i.e. he desires to ejaculate.

Following her earlier argument about the role of beauty in

ejaculation (206d1-2), Diotima now tells us (209b2-4):

InTeT 6m olpat kal oLTOC TepLLwy TO kaldov ev @ av
yevvnoeLev év TP yap aloxpd oLSEémoTe yevvnoet.

This man too goes around, | suppose, in search of the
beautiful in which" to beget. For he will never beget in
what is ugly.

So we again find the man pregnant in soul mirroring the action of the

man pregnant in body. The latter on reaching maturity searches for a
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desirable or beautiful woman in whom to ejaculate his physical seed.
But what is ‘the beautiful’ in which the spiritually pregnant man
desires to ejaculate? We might expect it to be a beautiful soul, but,
as the passage continues, we find Diotima still talking about bodies

(209b4-c2):

Td Te ouv owuaTa Ta Kala uaiiov n Ta aLoxpa aawa(eTaL dre
Kuwv KO.L av ev*ruxr) yuxn Ka).n Kal yevvaca Kal eUPuet,
ndvy 617 aona{e’rat TO ovvauquTepov

So since he is pregnant he embraces beautiful bodies
rather than ugly ones and if he finds a beautiful and
noble soul of good disposition, he especially embraces
the combination of both...

The pregnant man embraces beautiful bodies rather than ugly ones,
because, as Diotima has continually told us, without beauty there can
be no birth, i.e. without arousal there can be no ejaculation.
Therefore since our pregnant male wants to ‘give birth’, he is very
pleased to find beauty which will help him to do so.

This may be Diotima's argument, but the real reasons for the
emphasis on beauty and the desire for beauty lie elsewhere. First,
beauty is included at every stage of Diotima's speech on love because
Plato is paving the way for his final revelation of the Form of
Beauty. Beauty thus provides a much neéded link between human
experience and emotion on the one hand and the distant realm of the
Forms on the _other.13 Second, at a more mundane level, Socrates/Diotima
(and hence Plato) dwells on the attractions of beauty for rhetorical
purposes. If all the conception, pregnancy and dgsir‘e for ejaculation
are happening at a spiritual level, then there is no need at all for
our pregnant man to go in search of a physically beautiful partner. If
another man or boy has a beautiful soul, then surely this will be all
the beauty required for a spiritual ejaculation and childbirth. But

beautiful bodies are still present because Socrates (through Diotima)
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is trying to speak to his audience in terms which they will understand
and which will appeal to them. Earlier in the dialogue we have heard
the speech of Pausanias, the lover of Agathon, and it is clear that
although he praises the beauty of a boy’s soul, it is still the boy’s
physical beauty that holds the greatest attraction for him. Socrates,
it seems, is directing his argument towards men such as Pausanias who
pay lip-service to ‘spiritual beauty’, but in fact are far more
attracted by physical attributes. So then, wusing language of sexual
desire and intercourse and playing on fantasies of beautiful partners,
Socrates seeks to draw Agathon’s guests (and Plato to draw his
readers) more deeply into his discourse on the soul. In this section
of the dialogue Plato is attempting to wean the lover from physical
and onto  spiritual pleasures, and the metaphors of sex and
ejaculation, by highlighting the attractions of spiritual intercourse,
play a central role in this enterprise.

To return to the text: having found a partner, our friend, pregnant
with virtue and intelligence, engages in speeches about virtue (Aéywu
nmepl &petiis, 209b8) and sets about educating his partner (&émeyetpel
TTaL5€156LV).14 This is an interesting passage, as, although it can be
read as part of the soul-courtship which will lead to intercourse and
the birth of soul-children, it is also exactly what goes on at the
literal level. For it is by means of such conversations that
homosexuals such as Pausanias and Eryximachus set about wooing their
beloveds. The role of the lover as educator of his matdikd is well
known.”> Plato is thus skilfully presenting his soul-courtship in terms

which accord with the conventions of homosexual relations at Athens.
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After the courtship we come, as is natural, to the spiritual

intercourse (209c2-4):

avrrouevog yap OLuaL ToU Kalov KaL o,uckwv aUTw a narac
éxver TlkTeL Kal yevvg, Kal mapwv kKal &mwy HEUVTILEVOS

touching/having  sexual intercourse with  the beautiful
young man, [ imagine, and being in company with/talking
with/having sexual intercourse with him, he gives birth
and begets those things which he has long been pregnant
with, both in his presence and remembering him in absence

The male has spiritual sex with his partner, that is, he has
conversations with him, and finally ejaculates the seed (intelligence
aﬁd the rest of virtue) with which he has been pregnant for so long.
It is a nice touch that, in contrast to the physical level, the
spiritually pregnant man can have sex with his partner both in his
presence (live discussion) and in his absence (remembering
discussions, mulling over ideas etc.).

This passage works very neatly on different levels. The verb Outiov
suggests physical intercourse (attractive to the audience) and can
also simply refer to being in company and having conversations with
another. The homosexuals among the audience (both Socrates’ and
Plato’s) at this point may be pleasantly surprised to learn that all
the time they were courting their beloveds with a view to physical
intercourse at a later stage, their souls during these conversations
were already having sexual intercour‘se!lf_’ The giving birth here (7{kTet
kal yewvg) is the ejaculation of seed, not the birth of a ch ild,
which, as on the physical level, comes later.

But in this case not much later. In fact, almost at once. There is

no break in the sentence and Diotima continues (209c4-7):

Kal TO yevvneev ovvex7pe¢eL KoLvi) ueT exeévov boTe mOAY
uea(w KoLvoviay Tng TOV na[éwv npog alxnkoug ot TOLOUTOL
LaxouoL Kal ¢Llcav BeBaLOTepav are  Kkailitdvev  katl
aeavaTwTspwv na(bwv KEKOvavnKOTeg
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He rears the child/that which has been produced in common
with him, so that such men enjoy a much greater shared
intimacy than that which comes from (human) children and
maintain a stronger friendship, since the children they
share are more beautiful and more immortal (than human
ones).

This is the first occurrence in Diotima’s speech of a ‘female’ type of
spiritual pregnancy. But female pregnancy is an ‘absent presence’ here
- absent, as there is no direct mention of it but a presence,
nevertheless, as it must be understood for the phrase 70 yevvnfev
cuvekTpépet to make sense. In the previous clause the lovers were
enjoying intercourse and now they are rearing the child that has been
born. There is an obvious ellipsis here, as the whole of the ‘female’
experience of pregnancy and giving birth to a child has been
suppressed. After spending a great deal of time on the so-called
‘pregnancy’ of the lover, Diotima has nothing to say about the
pregnancy of the beloved, his partner. It is this second spiritual
pregnancy that is analogous to female pregnancy at the physical level.
For this results in the birth of a child rather than the birth of
seed, which, as we have seen, is simply a metaphor for ejaculation.

This second type of soul pregnancy - the female type - is presented
at great length in the Theaetetus. When wé meet the young Theatetus he
is already pregnant with soul-child and we are told in some detail of
his labour pains and of the whole process of birth. The metaphor is
even extended to include a notorious ‘midwife’ and a ceremony of
parading the newly~born child around a hearth. But in the Symposium
Plato makes no explicit reference to the female experience of
childbirth, even though this process is of crucial importance in
bringing the soul-child into the light and although it 1is clearly

implicit in the imagery itself. Why?
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[ believe that the answer lies in the interests of the audience for
whom he is writing. Plato’s audience comprised well-educated, upper
class men, who were likely to have only a limited interest in the
subject of female childbearing. But further, the Symposium addresses a
very particular aspect of this male audience’s experience, their
experience of love and erotic desire. As Dover has pointed out,17
‘there can be little doubt that homosexual response was the most
powerful emotional experience known to most of the people for whom
[Plato] was writing’ and so it is natural that in his dialogue on love
Plato concentrates largely on homosexual relations; apart from
Aristophanes all the speakers at the Symposium are involved (to
differing extents) in homosexual affairs and in the speeches far more
is said of homosexual than of heterosexual eros. Female pregnancy is
out of place in the homosexual ambience of the dialogue, and it is
therefore not surprising that when Diotima speaks of the male lovers
procreating spiritual children, all reference to the female role is
avoided. Plato is seeking to impress on his readers the pleasures of
spiritual  procreation and so concentrates on those aspects  most
familiar and most appealing to them, i.e. desire, sexual arousal and
union with a beautiful partner. What happens after intercourse -
pregnancy and labour - is suppressed and thus at 209c we move from
ejaculation to childbirth in the space of one line. In terms of the
spiritual procreation metaphor it is the ©beloved who assumes the
female role and the suppression of his experience suggests that this
part of Diotima’s speech is addressed to those men who are or have
been the older, active partners in homosexual affairs. So Plato
manipulates the female image of pregnancy to fit the requirements of

his male audience. His success 1is shown by the fact that, centuries
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later, critics continue to overlook the presence of the female type of
pregnancy in Diotima’s speech.

The soul-child, then, has been born and the proud fathers now
‘share its upbringing’ (ouvexkTpéget). We are not told the actual
nature of the soul-child, but we learn that it is more beautiful and
more immortal than a human child. The reference to immortality picks
up Diotima’s earlier argument that human desire to procreate stems
from the desire for immortality. The reason why soul-children are more
immortal than human ones is presumably that ideas, poetry etc. can
outlive people. The reason why soul-children are more beautiful,
however, is less «clear. But this is an appropriate idea, given that
these praises of soul-children are undoubtedly addressed to Agathon,
the unmarried poet, and are intended to flatter him by extolling the
offspring of his art.’®

In the next section (209c7-e4) we hear that poets, such as Homer
and Hesiod, and Ilawgivers, such as Lycurgus and Solon, have all
fathered spiritual children. The logic of the metaphor would suggest
that these men father their soul-children {poems and laws) in the way
that men usually father children, i.e. ‘by ejaculating in  another
person (cf. 209a8-209c7). Here, however, Diotima does not talk of
spiritual intercourse and says nothing explicit about the spiritual
partners of the poets and lavvgivers}g There can be no doubt that Plato
is playing down the idea of spiritual intercourse at this stage. For
this idea would lead to very awkward questions about creativity, e.g.
‘who was Homer's partner when he fathered the I[liad?’ or ‘could a
change of partner account for the differences between the Iliad and

Odyssey?’
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Instead of confronting the problem, Plato prefers to fudge a little
here and uses terms which are normally used of male ‘begetting’ and
‘fathering’: yevvntopeg (209a4), &kyova ...kaTalelmovoiv  (209d2-3),
maldag kateiimeto (209d5), yévvnoiwv (209d7) and yevvroavtes (209e2).
When speaking of particular poets and lawgivers, then, Plato avoids
the images of spiritual pregnancy and ejaculation and instead focuses
attention on a much more straightforward idea: namely that a man, as
well as fathering real children, can also beget children of the spirit
or intellect. The idea of poetry and discourse as children ' is also
used in a number of passages in the Phaedrus (242b, 257b, 26la, 275e,
276a, 278a-b), and appears earlier in the Symposium itself at 177d5,
where Phaedrus is referred to as matnp ToU Adyou.

In the account of spiritual sex between lovers and the subsequent
birth of their soul-child Plato emphasises the father’s contribution
of ejaculating seed and ignores the mother’s role of receiving the
seed and bringing the child to birth. Turning now to the third and
final section of the metaphor’s development in the Symposium, we shall
see that Plato continues to obscure the female contribution to

childbirth - this time for even better reasons.

9.4 From Phantoms to the Form (210a,d, 2lle-212a)

Before we examine the main passage (at 212a) we must set out briefly
what our pregnant lover has been experiencing since 209%e.

In this section of her speech Diotima explains to Socrates what a
spiritually pregnant man must do, if he s to attain the final
revelation in the love mysteries: that 1is, to achieve a vision of the
Form of Beauty. First our man should fall in love with one body and

should there ‘beget’ fine speeches or arguments (yevvadv Aéyoug Kaioug,
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210a7-8). Next he should recognise that the physical beauty of
different bodies is ‘one and the same’ (€v Te kal TavTov, 210b3) and
should become a lover not of individuals but of all beautiful bodies.
The next stage is to value spiritual beauty more highly than physical.
Moving then through the beauty of activities, institutions, morals and
sciences, he should ultimately become a lover of beauty in the widest
or most abstract sense.

At 210d we come to a significant and rather surprising development
of the metaphor. As the lover gazes on the ‘vast sea of beauty’ we are

told that he {210d4-6):

no)k,\oz\)g Kal Ka,\oﬁg /\éyovg kal LEYAAOTIPETIELS TL/KT”[] Kat
Stavonuata év ¢Lrocopia ap8ove

gives  birth to/begets many beautiful and magnificent
speeches and thoughts in bounteous philosophy.

The phrase év qu/\oooqu'g has been understood by translators as
referring to the man’s own love of wisdom or philosophical theories:

Lamb?®: ‘[he] may... bring forth in all their splendour many fair
fruits of discourse and meditation in a plenteous crop of philosophy’;
Hamilton”: ‘[he] may bring forth in the abundance of his love of
wisdom many beautiful and magnificent sentiments and ideas’;

Groden®?: “‘one brings forth many beautiful and magnificent theories and
thoughts in a fruitful philosophy’.

However, if we consider the phrase 7(x7p...év ¢tlooopia in the light
of the preceding passages, it must be taken to mean, [ believe, that
the lover is giving birth to his soul-seed in philosophy, which takes
the place of the beloved in intercourse and assumes the female role,.
The image of a person having intercourse with philosophy may seem
strange, but it is similar both to an idea in the Gorgias (481d-482a)

where Socrates speaks of philosophy as his matStkd and to a very vivid
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metaphorical passage in the Republic (4958—496b),23 where philosophy is
likened to a woman forced by hard times to marry an ’inferior suitor.
Once the marriage has taken place, the matter of children arises and
we find the following exchange Dbetween Socrates and Adeimantus

(496a2):

What kind of children, then, are such parents likely to
produce [yewvdvl? Will they not be bastards [vd8a] and of
inferior nature [¢aUlal? - Quite unavoidably.

So when those unfit for education approach [m\nmd(om‘eg]
philosophy and consort [outi@wot] with her unworthily,
what kind of thoughts and opinions are we to say they
produce [yevvav]? Will they not be such as truly to
deserve to be called sophistry, that is, nothing
legitimate [)’VT;ULOV] or partaking in wisdom?

- That is altogether certain.

This is very similar to our passage at Symposium 210d, although the
offspring of the union with philosophy is quite different. In contrast
to the Republic, the intercourse between the lover and philosophy in
the Symposium produces ‘fine speech and thought’ (which in the terms
of the Republic must mean that our lover is a man ‘fit for
education’). In both passages the nature of the parents determines the
nature of the children, an idea with obvious parallels in physical
union and a consideration of the utmost importance for a philosopher
concerned with the pfinciples of eugenics (see e.g. Republic 459%a
ff.). This idea will appear again at 212a ff.

Now that the lover has discovered the pleasures of philosophy, he
is ready to experience the greatest delight of all. As he
philosophises and contemplates beauty in its most abstract sense, he
suddenly achieves a vision of the Form of Beauty. After describing

this Form and praising its perfection, Diotima says at 211e4-212a2:

Do you think... that the life of a man who could look in
that direction, who could contemplate that entity with
the appropriate faculty and be in wunion with it [auvéwrog
aUT®], would be of an inferior nature [gpablov]?
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The lover here is contemplating the Form of Beauty (which is spoken of

25 . - . . /
. He is, it seems, somehow ‘in union’ (ouvovTog)

as neuter throughout)
with it as a result of his contemplation. What kind of wunion is this?
On a literal level, Plato has no answer for us in this passage.
However, we are given a metaphor which offers a vivid picture of what
kind of contact this is. For, as the passage progresses, the union of
the lover and the Form is presented as sexual wunion leading tc
procreation. In the preceding sections of the speech (210e-2lle) the
themes of love and sex are ever-present and the metaphor of spiritual
sex is still at work (see 211b5 and 211d6é). Now the metaphor is given
its final development as the lover has spiritual intercourse with the
Form. The participle ouvvdvtoc means simply ‘be with’, ‘be in contact
with® but it also sustains the sexual imagery through its sense of
‘having intercourse with’ (compare the use of ocuvovola at 206c6).

Are we really to understand that the lover of beauty is having sex
(albeit  metaphorically) with the Form of Beauty? Stokes (p.178)
comments on the idea of ‘contact’ in this passage: ‘one is tempted to

suppose this a sexual metaphor for spiritual intercourse’ and observes

in a foetnote (p.471, n.98):

Diotima’s é¢dm609aL is not, so far as | can discover,
used elsewhere for the sexual act; but (1) the simple
verb amrec@at is so used, and (2) so are other words for
‘touch’ such as @tyydvw, and (3) the closely related

compound émagdw is connected by Aeschylus  (?),
Prometheus, 849-51, with Zeus’ begetting of ’/Enwpog on
Io...

Yet é&gantecBat is used elsewhere in Plato in a sexual context and
moreover it appears in a passage which provides an important parallel

with Symposium 212a2-7, as Taylor observes.?® This is Republic 490b,

306




where the lover of knowledge is presented as having intercourse with

reality or true being:

As he goes his way, his passion [ToU ’E/prOQ] will not be
blunted nor will he cease from it before he touches
[fﬁllaoead the nature of true reality in each case with
that part of his soul which is fitted to touch it
[%¢GI.TTT€O'9(1L] because of its kinship with it; approaching
[mAnotdoag] it with this and having intercourse [utyelc]
with true reality, he begets [yevvﬁoag] intelligence and
truth. He would then, but not before, have knowledge,
truly live, be nourished and so delivered from his
birthpangs [Anyot @6Tvogl.

This passage clearly presents an image of the lover of knowledge
having sexual intercourse with true reality - a point observed by
Taylor (see above) and Burnyeat (p.13). However, Burnyeat overlooks
the fact that Republic 490b offers the same image as Symposium 212a. %
Stokes is surely right, then, to detect a sexual metaphor here, for
how else are we to understand the lover’s progression from loving his
natdikd  to loving souls and finally to loving the Form of Beauty
itself?

In the Republic childbirth results from intercourse with Being and

this is also the case in the Symposium, as we discover at 212a2-5:

N - ! — N —_ 4 —_

7 olk €vluun...OoTL évTalfa adTy Wwovayolu yevndeTal, Op@vTL
al AY 4 s o 7 -~ ! h)
® OpaTov TO Kalov, TUKTELY OUK elLdwla apeThg, are ovk

eléwlov  épanTouéve, GAAG  GAnO7H, dre TOU  ainBolg
s 7

epanToueVy.

Don’t you realise... that only there, seeing in the way

that the Beautiful can be seen, can one stop begetting
images of virtue, since one no longer touches an image,
but truth, because one now touches the truth?

Here we learn that, as a result of being in contact with the Form, the
lover is able to T{kTeLv true virtue rather than an image of it. What
precisely does T(kTetv refer to here? Up to this point of Diotima’s
speech this verb has denoted male ejaculation - the ‘bringing forth’

or ‘giving birth® to seed during intercourse. However, it cannot mean
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this here. For it makes no sense to say that a man, by having
intercourse with an image, ejaculates images, whereas a man, by having
intercourse  with the truth, ejaculates truth. There is no logical
connection between the kind of partner a man has and the kind of seed
he produces.

But there is a connection between the kind of partner a man has and
the kind of child their union produces, a point I noted above in my
discussion on Republic 496a. The nature of the parents determines the
nature of the child that is created, and thus, when our lover has
intercourse with images, he produces images of virtue, whereas when he
has intercourse with truth, he produces true virtue.?’ [mages and true
virtue, then, are soul-children, not merely soul-seed, and so the verb
7lkTeLy is used here in the sense of ‘begetting children’. We must
remember Dover’s point above that 7{xTetv, as well as being used to
refer to ejaculation, can be wused in Greek both of the female
‘bearing’ and the male ‘begetting’ of a child.

Plato presents, then, the male lover as having intercourse with the
Form of Beauty and fathering true virtue. As at 209c a child has been
procreated by means of intercourse between two partners and 50,
following the analogy of physical procreation, we expect both a male
and female type of pregnancy to have taken ©place. The lover
experiences a ‘male’ pregnancy leading to ejaculation as he ‘has
intercourse with the truth’ (700 d&inBols &ganTouévw) and so ‘fathers’
(rikTetv) the spiritual children. After intercourse a mother must
nurture and bring to birth the male seed and in this passage the Form
of Beauty, the lover’s sexual partner, clearly must perform the
mother’s role. Thus it is the Form that experiences the pregnancy,

labour and birth of the soul-child, with the lover taking the role of
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proud father. However, as at 209 there is an ellipsis as Plato
carefully avoids mentioning this ‘female’ type of pregnancy. Why?
Apart from catering to the interests of his male audience, Plato now
has even more pressing reasons for not wanting to dwell on the female
contribution to the birth. For the idea of a pregnant Form leads to
all sorts of very uncomfortable questions, e.g. ‘How can a Form be
pregnant at one time, but not at another?” - a Form which is supposed
to be fixed in its nature, free from change and, as Diotima herself
has just told wus (at 2llb), ‘does not experience anything’ (unsde
ndoxely undév).

Even within the realm of spiritual pregnancy, it is logically
impossible for a Form to be pregnant and so the metaphor completely
breaks down at this point. A further awkward problem arises in that,
whereas earlier in the speech Beauty was cast as a goddess presiding
over male-childbirth, now perfect Beauty has become involved in the
act of procreation itself and so can no longer be a third party. For
these very good reasons Plato avoids all mention of the Form as
pregnant and focuses attention instead on the experience of the lover
and his triumph of finally fathering real instead of phantomAchildren.

The mention of these phantoms, elSwla, obviously introduces a new
element into the metaphor, and it is an element which is used to make
an important philosophical point. In the earlier passages, when the
lover and his beloved had spiritual intercourse they gave birth to
virtue (see 209a and e) as their spiritual children. Now we learn from
Diotima that in fact these children are not real, but phantoms, mere
images of  virtue. The only true spiritual children are  those
procreated by contact with the Form of Beauty. Thus, aithough they are

‘more beautiful’ and ‘more immortal’ than human ones, these earlier
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spiritual children (poems and laws) cannot match the products of wunion
with the Form of Beauty.

We see here a progression from the physical to the spiritual and a
further progression from spiritual contact between two souls in the
realm of Becoming to spiritual contact between a human soul and true
reality in the realm of Being. On the physical level the result of
union is  human children. On the first spiritual level phantom
soul-children are produced and it 1is only on the second spiritual
level that the lover begets true or real soul-children. This 1is a
subtle way of saying that all poetry 1is inferior to the products of
the  philosopher’s contemplation, a point which Plato makes in
different ways on a number of occasions, but has to make very
tactfully in an account of Agathon’s party.

The idea of phantoms of virtue is introduced, then, to raise us to
a higher plane where we learn that all the things of this world, even
spiritual children, are in fact phantoms when compared to what is
truly real, i.e. the Forms.

Now that our lover has enjoyed union with the Form of Beauty, what
happens to him next? The happy ending of this love affair comes at

212a5-7:

TEKOVTL &€ &pETT\)v ainen Kat Qpewauéwy fmdpxa BeopiL el
yeveéaBal, kal elmep Tw dAw avBpdmwy G0avdTe kal éxelve.
He is able to beget true virtue and to nourish it, and
hence to be a divine favourite, so that if any man can be
immortal, it will be him.

As 1 said earlier, Plato in this passage focuses attention on the
experience of the lover and avoids describing the Form as pregnant.
Thus he speaks only of the lover ‘begetting’ (7exkdvTe) true virtue,
using the verb (as at 212a3) to refer to the masculine act of

fathering, and tells us nothing of the female role in this birth.
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As the lover nourishes (Bpeyauévw) the child, we find the same
progression of union, childbirth and rearing as at 209c. But whereas
earlier the verb used for rearing was ouvexTpégetr, as the two lovers
shared the task, now, of course, Plato wants the role of the Form to
drop out of sight, so he removes the prefix ouvv- and presents the
lover as bringing up the child on his own.

My final point on this passage concerns the matter of immortality.
After begetting a true soul-child, the lover will become a divine
favourite (B8eo¢ptret) and, if any man will become immortal, he will.
Why is this? The answer, it seems, works on two levels.

First, within the metaphor, he has consorted with a Form and with
it has fathered a child, which he now takes care of. Since the Form is
divine (2lle), the lover is now the father of a semi-divine child.
Through this special relationship with the Form, which, [ argue, has
to be regarded as the soul-child’s mother, the lover has a closer link
with the realm of divine beings. Also, as Diotima has suggested
earlier (206c), there is a sense in which the production of any child
immortalises and so, according to Platonic thought, the production of
a true soul-child must surely immortalise most of al®

Second, outside of the metaphor, the lover of beauty becomes
immortal because he achieves a vision of true reality which leads him
to an understanding of true virtue. This understanding will help him
(in the language of the Phaedo)} to free his soul and (in the
Republic’s terms) to achieve his escape from the realm of becoming to
the eternal realm of Being.

The way that the lover achieves immortality through spiritual
children 1is clearly different from the way in which parents achieve

immortality through their human offspring. In the latter case the
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parents ‘live on’ through the children they leave behind. But in the
case of the lover of Beauty, the ‘children’ he begets - intelligence
and the rest of virtue - cannot exist independently of him, for they
are new virtues present in his soul. Thus he cannot be said to ‘leave
behind’ these children after death.”* Both the physically and
spiritually pregnant men achieve Iimmortality by means of procreation,
but the relationship between parent and child and the type of
immortality in each case are quite different. Here the metaphor has

reached another of its limits.

9.5 Conclusions
My conclusions on the metaphor of spiritual pregnancy will take two
forms: first a summing-up of my interpretation of the metaphor’s
development and second a review of its various cognitive and
rhetorical roles.

On the metaphor’s development I maintain that to understand
Diotima’s speech the reader must grasp that Plato employs four
different types of pregnancy, two physical and two spiritual. First,
although it is never spoken of directly, the whole imgge is obviously
based on the literal, physical state of pregnancy experienced by the
female after intercourse. Second, as Morrison, Dover and Stokes have
shown, Plato wuses the idea of a male type of ‘pregnancy and
childbirth’ to refer to the act of ejaculation during physical
intercourse. Next we find these male and female types of physical
pregnancy mirrored at the spiritual level. Thus the third type of
pregnancy and birth is the male pregnancy with seed, which the male
lover ejaculates during spiritual sexual intercourse; and finally the

fourth type - which has eluded critics -~ is that experienced by his
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partner who, taking the female role, becomes pregnant and gives birth
to the soul-child. Although the image is often difficult to follow, 1
think that it does have a logical progression. 1 reject Burnyeat’s
view {above 9.2} that there is a strange reversal in the sequence of
intercourse and birth, since at each level the different births are
the result of the corresponding type of pregnancy.

[ therefore conclude that there are two types of  spiritual
pregnancy in the Symposium, a ‘male’ type, as has been observed by
Morrison, Dover and Stokes, and a ‘female’ type, which has been
overlooked.

Further, I argue that at the end of the section on spiritual
pregnancy the lover of beauty has a pregnancy of the ‘male’ type and
that this requires a ‘female’ type if children are to be produced. As
spiritual children are procreated in this passage, then someone or
something must have given birth to them. If we follow the analogy of
physical pregnancy and birth, as [ feel we must, then this someone or
something must be their father’s sexual partner, which at this stage
is nothing other than the Form of Beauty. As a Form cannot be
‘pregnant’, Plato has éteer‘ed himself into an awkward corner. He
-ménages, however, to manoeuvre himself out of this difficulty by
directing all attention to the experience of the lover. This ploy has
remained undetected, as critics haye allowed their attention to be
diverted from the female contribution to childbirth. That Plato has
used the overtly female image of pregnancy and at the same time has
obscured the female role in procreation is no small achievement.

This interpretation of spiritual pregnancy leads me to believe that

the metaphor plays a number of significant cognitive and rhetorical
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roles in Diotima’s speech. Regarding its various cognitive roles, I
conclude that:
i) the metaphors of sexual desire and intercourse structure the
spiritual  experience of creative inspiration;
ii) the metaphors of pregnancy and birth structure the processes of
spiritual creation, - both those of writing poetry etc. and of
attaining philosophic virtue;
iii) the model of sexual desire illustrates how the Form of Beauty,
like physical beauty, can stimulate the procreative urge (which at the
highest spiritual level is the urge to philosophise);
iv) the analogy with sexual puberty explains why the philosophical
urge is only felt at maturity;
v) the model of physical procreation illustrates how the type of
partner affects the nature of the ‘child’ produced;
and
vi) the analogy with human children shows how immortality can be won
through the creation of offspring. But at the spiritual level the kind
of immortality that 1is achieved is quite different, for a) it is a
personal immortality rather than immortality derived from the
continuance of one’s family line; and b) it is not only continued
existence in the afterlife but also the transcendence of the human and
phenomenal world in this life too.

Second, as to the rhetorical rcles of the metaphors of pregnancy
and procreation, I conclude that:
i) the metaphors of desire, arousal and ejaculation work to make
spiritual communion more attractive to the audience;
ii) spiritual sex is further recommended to the audience since it can

be enjoyed both in the presence and absence of a partner;
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iii) the portrayal of philosophic contemplation as sexual intercourse
with the most perfect and most beautiful partner provides a powerful
incentive to philosophise; the subtext being that the experience wili
be even more thrilling than human sex with a flawed partner;

iv) the metaphor of procreation also supports Plato’s advocacy of the
philosophic life by showing how the products of wunion with the Forms
(‘real’ spiritual children: virtue and truth) are superior not only to
human children but alsoc to those children produced through spiritual
union between two human souls (‘phantom’ children: poetry and laws
etc.);

v} the metaphor of spiritual procreation also recommends the practise
of philosophy by showing how wunion with the Forms causes a man to
become a divine favourite and to achieve personal immortality.

I hope 1 have shown that the study of Plato’s soul metaphors in an
individual context, as well as at a general level, has much to reveal
of the philosopher’s thought. Further 1 hope 1 have demonstrated that
close attention to metaphors can shed considerable light upon Plato’s
skills as an  artist, teacher and passionate advocate of the

philosophical life.
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16The use of EmTéuevog earlier in the dialogue at 175¢c8 foreshadows the
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“Dover suggests (1980, p.152) that ‘the beautiful medium’ ‘in® which
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but nothing is said in the text of the virtuous (or otherwise)
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does not appear in the Symposium, which, 1 argue, is not the case.

28Taylor‘ comments on this passage (p.230, note 1) ‘The allusion is
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actually Zeller’s (1857), see Bury (1973) p.132 ad loc.}). But surely a
more appropriate parallel is to be found in the story of the eldwiov
of Helen, see Euripides Helen 27-36.

Republic 586b7-c5, a passage in which Socrates is speaking of
real and wunreal pleasures, shows that the story of Helen’'s eldwlov
provided Plate with a useful mythical parallel for the contrast
between illusion and reality. In this passage we also find references
to ‘desires’ and ‘begetting in souls’:
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29 support Stokes’ suggestion (p.179) that at 212a2-5 ‘the necessary
argument is concealed in the metaphor’ and am convinced of a point he
makes rather tentatively (p.179): ‘Perhaps Diotima means, even if she
does not say, that intercourse with a mere image cannot produce real
progeny, and it needs a real union with a real partner to procreate
real offspring.’

30See Stokes, pp.180-1: ‘By means of this offspring a man will enjoy a
higher degree of immortality than by any other. No ordinary child, and
no ordinary intellectual masterpiece, will confer such immortality as
the production of true goodness.’
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Hstokes (p.181) comments that ‘it is left vague in what sense one
leaves behind one the true goodness to which one has given birth.” I
would argue that the metaphor ends here and that the lover of Beauty
cannot be regarded as leaving behind his ‘children’ in any sense. For
these ‘children’ must be seen as aspects of his own
soul.

318




CONCLUSIONS

TalTa pev dpa. ..uoyLs SLaveveUkauey
Republic 441c

Now our sea of argument is crossed, it remains for me to review the
major points and to summarise my conclusions on the philosophical
significance of Plato’s metaphors for the gods and the soul.

In Chapter 1, under the headings of ‘epistemic’, ‘non-informative’
and ‘illustrative’ theses, 1 set out various modern views on the
cognitive role of metaphor. In essence, the epistemic thesis argues
that through the process of interaction metaphors have a distinct and
irreducible force, which provides a special kind of epistemic access
not provided by literal language. The non-informative thesis rejects
the interactive view of metaphor and argues that the primary role of
metaphor is not to convey information, but to evoke moods and
stimulate lines of imaginative thought. Finally, the illustrative
thesis acknowledges the usefulness of metaphor in providing a vivid,
memorable and persuasive means of expression and in developing new
ideas but rejects the claim that metaphors are able to convey
information  which cannot be conveyed by literal terms. These
contemporary views established a framework for my discussion of
Plato’s metaphors, but before examining the metaphors themselves I
explored the question of Plato’s own attitude to and expectations of
metaphor.

Aristotle’s account of metaphor, still respected by critics,
provided a bridge between ancient and modern approaches, and it was
established that Plato shares with Aristotle a rather ambivalent view

of metaphors/images. Both express the negative opinion that
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metaphors/images are unhelpful in  inquiry or argument but also
recognise  their potential as a means of <conveying or achieving
insight. Further, both acknowledge the rhetorical force of
metaphors/images, and indeed make full use of it in their own work.
However, the significant difference between the two philosophers, as
far as metaphor is concerned, lies in the fact that for Plato verbal
images are part of a much wider class of likenesses, copies and
representations, and as such, his view of them is coloured by his
concern to differentiate 1image and reality and by his unremitting
preference for what is real or primary over What is a mere likeness.

In Part 1II I presented my analysis of Plato’s metaphors for the
gods, beginning with a discussion of the role of metaphor in theology.
1 briefly reviewed a number of modern perspectives on this question
and compared these to Plato’s own attitude to the role of figurative
language in  theological discourse. | argued that for Plato the
standard for judging images of the gods was the extent to which they
reflected not knowledge of the gods (which on certain occasions he
suggests is impossible to attain} but beliefs about them. 1 concluded
that his approach shares most common ground with the modern ‘idealist’
view, which regards metaphors as ‘fictions’ that are wuseful in the
development and articulation of ideas about god. However, 1 stressed
that there is an important difference between Plato and modern
idealists in that whereas critics today spend time evaluating the
images themselves, Plato does not dwell on the ‘meaning’ of particular
metaphors but simply puts them to use in the exposition of various
views and arguments.

At the end of Chapter 3 [ focussed on a question often raised by

critics  working on theological metaphors: how far metaphors are
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indispensable to discourse on the gods. In Chapter 4 [ set about
answering this with regard to Platonic metaphors and examined the
major groups of divine metaphors presented in the dialogues. 1 showed
how these groups (craftsmen, fathers, shepherds etc.) overlap in
various ways and together convey Plato's conception of a benevolent,
creative and controlling power. However, [ also showed how each group
makes its own individual contribution to Plato’s portrayal of the
gods. 1 then assessed the cognitive significance of these metaphors in
terms of the modern debate.

On the grounds that these metaphors work to convey the information
that the gods create and contrel the universe and that they are good,
I dismissed the idea that they play a merely emotive role. The
question of whether they play an illustrative or epistemic role,
however, was not so easy to determine. The key issue here was whether
the information provided by these metaphors could also be conveyed by
literal terms, and I concluded that one’s response to this is governed
by one’s attitude to the nature of language about god. If one believes
that the cognitive content of Plato’s divine metaphors can be reduced
to the literal statements that the gods create and control the
universe and that they are good, then one can hold that these
metaphors are performing an  illustrative role. However, if  one
maintains that the application of human notions of creation and
control to the divine or cosmic level 1is itself metaphorical, then
these metaphors cannot be reduced to literal terms and so play an
epistemic role. My own view on this issue is that the statement ‘god
creates and controls the universe’ <can be regarded as a literal
statement of belief and that Plato’s metaphors for god illustrate this

idea in various ways, On the question of the indispensability of
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metaphors to theological debate, I argued that even on the
illustrative view, since literal statements on the gods are very
limited in their scope, metaphors are still indispensable to any
extended or detailed discourse.

In Chapter S 1 examined some of Plato’s metaphors for the gods at
work in their contexts and showed how Plato uses them not so much to
gain insight into the divine nature but to present his beliefs more
effectively. I demonstrated how  various metaphors are  used in
conjunction  with one another to achieve different cognitive and
rhetorical effects: in the Critias, to provide a satisfactory model
for the manner of the gods’ control over human beings (while avoiding
the 1issue of free will); in the Politicus myth, to dramatise the
creative and sustaining power of god; and in the Laws, to refute the
idea that the gods can be won over by evil men. The three studies
revealed how metaphors and images are integral both to the exposition
of Plato’s views and to his rhetorical method, and so supported the
conclusions of Chapter 4.

In Part III the debate moved on to the significance of Plato’s soul
metaphors. In Chapter 6 I assessed the cognitive status of Plato’s
language about fhe soul and explored Plato’s own attitude to the
significance of his soul metaphors. We saw how, although Plato
presents a number of propositions about the soul, there are statements
in the dialogues which indicate that his views on certain aspects
remained tentative; aspects such as what exactly happens to the soul
after death, how the soul is «connected to the body and, most
significantly, what kind of thing the soul is or what form it has. I
raised the question of how Plato’s metaphors and images for the soul

can have any significance, given that Plato himself suggests that he
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does not know and cannot tell what the soul is, and moved on to
examine the claim that through metaphors and myths Plato can somehow
provide ‘mystical’ insight into the soul. I acknowledged the close
relationship between soul metaphors and soul myths in Plato and
discussed in some detail various views on the cognitive role of the
myths, from the ‘Romantic’ to a more rationalist view. [ concluded
that Plato’s myths are tentative, prn;visional accounts that do not
offer any special insight into the nature of soul, but are written in
accordance with as much knowledge as Plato has on the subject and
correspond with the ‘truths’ argued for in dialectic. Having dispensed
with the idea that the soul metaphors in the myths have a special
cognitive force over and above that of metaphors in dialectical
contexts, [ returned to the question of how Plato’s metaphors relate
to his knowledge of the soul. 1 rejected the idea that metaphors are
cognitively significant only when they derive from true knowledge, and
argued that metaphors play a significant role in the exposition and
development of ideas which do not necessarily have the status of
knowledge and which do not necessarily relate to truth and reality. |
also rejected the claim that Plato’s metaphors in any way ‘palliate’
his ignorance on certain spiritual matters or allow him to express the
‘real being’ of the soul in a way which 1is impossible in literal
speech.

The three theses set out in Chapter 1 were then applied to the soul
metaphors. I argued that the non-informative view did not account for
the role of the soul metaphors, since these metaphors do state
propositions and since their primary role is often that of
illuminating difficult ideas. This left the illustrative and epistemic

views and [ further narrowed down my debate by singling out Eva
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Kittay’s version of the epistemic view as the strongest challenger to
the illustrative thesis. Although other critics, notably Max Black and
Richard Boyd, also expound the interaction theory which forms the
basis of Kittay's view, her account 1is unique in that it maintains
that metaphors can generate not radically new information about
reality, but merely radically new perspectives on information or
experience that is already known to us. This version of the epistemic
view, I argued, allows us to move away from the question of how
metaphors relate to  ‘reality’ {a point in dispute between the
illustrative thesis and other versions of the epistemic view) and so
focusses our attention on a more fundamental difference between the
two theses: their conflicting views on the relation between metaphors
and literal language.

The important difference between the illustrative thesis and
Kittay’s views comes with Kittay’s claim that metaphors are
cognitively irreplaceable ‘to the extent that the speaker has no other
linguistic resources to achieve these ends’. Although Kittay speaks in
general terms of ‘other linguistic resources’, we must specify what
these could be in the case of Plato. We are obviously dealing here
with the written word and in the context of the dialogues the forms
this can take are twofold: literal language and myth. Since (as I
showed in Chapter 6) Plato’s soul myths are based around certain root
metaphors, the myths cannot be regarded as an alternative linguistic
resource that could replace metaphor. Thus in our debate ‘other
linguistic resources” <can only be literal terms and so the key
question for Part 1II emerged: do Plato’s soul metaphors communicate
information about the soul which cannot be communicated by means of

literal language?
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In  Chapter 7 I examined Plato’s metaphors for the soul's
relationship to the ©body: the processes of birth and death; the
superiority of the soul; the effects of the body on the soul and the
ways that the soul can respond. As far as the metaphors of birth and
death are concerned, I argued that in Greek terms the metaphors of the
soul’s entrance into the body can be reduced to the literal statement
that the soul is present in the body in this life or that it is ‘in
human form’. Further, in our own terms, 1 suggested that the metaphor
of life as the presence of soul ‘in” a body can be reduced to literal
statements such as ‘"soul" is the name given to the essence or energy
that is the source of human beings’ life, movement and rationality’.
The information conveyed by the metaphors of the soul as a master or
ruler of the body was easily converted into literal statements such as
that the soul is more powerful and of a higher status than the body.
Finally [ considered the role of Plato’s many metaphors for the
effects of the body on the soul and the soul’s response, and
maintained that, although  the issue was a difficult one, these
metaphors could be replaced by literal terms.

I interpreted the metaphors of the body’s negative influence on the
soul (metaphors of  corruption, defilement, imprisonment  etc.) as
communicating the same information as literal statements that the body
harms the soul by hindering its ability to reason properly. In my view
these metaphors dramatise the situation where physical pleasures or
pains interrupt the soul’s cohtemplation or when the evidence of the
senses convinces the soul of the reality of the phenomenal world.
Following this it seemed to me that the metaphors of the soul’s
response could also be reduced to literal terms, for the metaphors of

the soul separating, purifying and liberating itself in this life
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represent the situation where the soul contemplates reality by itself
and trusts only its own independent judgement.

I thus conclude that the illustrative thesis accounts for the
cognitive role of Plato’'s metaphors for the relationship of soul and
body, but I must stress that this does not mean that [ see no
difference between the soul metaphors of Chapter 7 and the literal
statements which, I argue, convey  the same information. The
illustrative thesis recognises that metaphor has its own distinctive
expressive capacities: that, if used effectively, it can lead a reader
on to new insights; can have a very great emotive impact and can be
highly persuasive. It acknowledges that by creating or highlighting
similarities between two different concepts or areas of experience,
metaphors can stimulate new ways of thinking. Further it recognises
that the compactness of metaphorical expression, the way a great deal
of information can be expressed in a single moment, further adds to
metaphor’s effectiveness as a means of communicating new or difficult
ideas. The illustrative thesis acknowledges the great advantages of
using metaphors in developing ideas, in teaching and in the expositicn
of theories and arguments. Howevger, it stops shert at the idea that
metaphors can communicate information which literal language simply
cannot. The point here is not effectiveness or impact Dbut the
cognitive content of a metaphor, and the illustrative thesis maintains
that anything that can be said by means of metaphor can also be said
by means of literal terms. Although 1 believe that the illustrative
thesis accounts for the cognitive significance of Plato’s metaphors
for the gods and for the soul metaphors examined in Chapter 7, the

metaphors in Chapter 8 seemed to me to break new ground.
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In the first part of Chapter 8 [ argued against the view that the
metaphor of the soul’s ‘health’ is cognitively irreducible. I
acknowledged this metaphor’s rhetorical force and its significant
expository role but maintained that on Plato’s theory the health
metaphor can be reduced to literal statements on the  proper
functioning and natural arrangement of the soul’s three parts.
However, in the course of our study of the health metaphor, we
encountered a group of metaphors which seemed to have a better claim
to being an integral component in Plato’s theory-building: metaphors
expressing the interaction between the parts of the soul and " the
exercise of power in the soul.

Plato’s three major models for the struggle in the soul were
analysed in detail and 1 concluded that each model presents various
images of the process whereby order is achieved among the parts of the
soul, an order which consists in the control of reason over the
spirited element and appetites. | then asked what kind of control this
is and how exactly it is achieved, a question which led me to the
following conclusions:

i) since the soul 1is an incorporeal essence, all language of size,
movement and physical force must be labelled metaphorical;

ii) since the soul is that part of us which reacts emotionally and
rationally to the world around us, language portraying the soul as
desiring, reasoning and responding to words can be accepted as
literal;

ili) but language which portrays the parts of the soul as imposing
their will and desires by means of physical or verbal force must be
classed as metaphorical, since it involves the depiction of the parts

of the soul as homunculi;

327




iv) since no-one had addressed the subjects of interaction and power
relations in the soul, no terms existed for them, and so Plato turned
to metaphors of human relations and dominance in order to express his
new ideas in a comprehensible fashion;

and

v) the metaphors of verbal persuasion and command in the soul are
theory-constitutive  metaphors which cannot be replaced by literal
terms.

Thus in Chapter 8 we reached a group of metaphors for the inner soul
which displayed the cognitive force described by Kittay and Boyd. For
Boyd argued that metaphors can ‘introduce theoretical terminology
where none previously existed’ and Kittay maintained that some
metaphors are cognitively irreducible and cannot be replaced by
literal terms. Although l accept Boyd’s point about
theory-constitutive metaphors, 1 am reluctant to accept other features
of his account, in particular the claim that metaphors can generate
radically new information about the world (see 1.2 (3)). Thus [ prefer
to support Kittay’s version of the epistemic thesis, which claims that
metaphors provide new insights not by ‘positing new existents’ but by
forcing a ‘reconceptualisation” of information or experience already
available to wus. On this view the metaphors for interaction and the
struggle in the soul can be said to lead to a reconceptualisation of
the familiar experience of a conflict of motives.

The question posed at the end of Chapter 6 (‘The illustrative
thesis or Kittay’s version of the epistemic view?’) is now answered. I
have argued that the illustrative thesis accounts for the cognitive
force of many of Plato’'s soul metaphors but that other metaphors

convey information which cannot be conveyed in literal terms, and so
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uphold the further claims of Kittay’s epistemic view. It is important
to remember that the epistemic view does not deny the claims of the
illustrative thesis about the force of metaphor, but simply adds the
further point that on some occasions metaphors can be cognitively
irreplaceable.

In the final chapter of Part I[II I analysed the development and
significance of one soul metaphor: spiritual pregnancy in the
Symposium. This study showed that, as well as at the general Ilevel,
Plato’s soul metaphors can play important cognitive and rhetorical
roles in their immediate contexts.

Plato’s ‘images of persons unseen’ have stimulated and challenged
me for some years now. The subject of Plato’s use of metaphor for the
gods and the soul is complex and has far-reaching implications for our
understanding of the dialogues. Clearly, much remains to be said on
this and on related issues, such as the role of metaphor in the theory
of Forms. However, | hope that this thesis has made some contribution
to the study of Plato’s dialogues and to the growing body of work on

metaphor’s philosophical significance.
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REFERENCE TABLES FOR METAPHORS FOR THE GODS



Contents Pages al0-18
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2. General terms for construction in the Timaeus al0-11
3. Particular skills exercised by the craftsmen-gods al2-13

in the Timaeus

4. Craft-related activities in the Timaeus al4
5. The craftsman metaphor in other dialogues als
6. God as father alé
7. The creation of god as his child alé
8. Gods as kings al7
9. Gods as rulers, governors, guardians, masters S al?
10. Gods as shepherds al8
11. Gods as helmsmen al8

The tables in Appendices 2 and 3 provide a comprehensive list of
dialogue line references for individual metaphors. Asterisks indicate
which metaphors have been listed and/or discussed in previous studies.
The works referred to are: (Classen) C.J. Classen, ‘The Creator in
Greek Thought from Homer to Plato’; (Lloyd) G.E.R. Lloyd, Polarity and
Analogy;, (Louis} P. Louis, Les Métaphores de Platon; (Solmsen) F.
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Table 1. Gods as Craftsmen in the Timaeus
(Use of demiocurgos/demiourgein)

Classen

Lloyd

Louis

Solmsen

29a3
29a7
3la4
41a7
41c5
42e8
47e4
68e2
69c4
75b8

*
*

*
*
*

* % F % % X F * X #*

Table 2.

General Terms for construction

in the Timaeus

Greek terms

Ref.

Classen

Lloyd

Louis

Solmsen

Add.

apergazomai

29al
30b6
32b5
34as
37d1
38e4
39%el
39e6
40a3
41d2
42el
43a4
73c2
73d7
73e5
75cl
76c5

A % X X X X X X

* o X A A % ¥

poieo/empoieo

28c3
31b2
34a4
35bl
37d6
38c7
40a4
69b4
74a5
76c6
91a4

* * X * A X X

tektainomai/
suntektainomai

28c6
30bsS
33bl
36el
43a3
45b5
68e5
70e2
91a2

* % % % X X

al0




(Table 2 cont.)

mechanaomai

34cl
40c2
44e4
45b6
45d8
70c4
71b3
73c2
74b4
75el
77a3

* % % % % % * 3%

sunistemi

30b5
30c3
30d1
31b7
31b8
32b7
32c?
35al
35a5
36d8
4148
53b6
69cl
71b1l
71dS
73el
75a6
76el
78c1
91a3

¥ O% % X % A X X X F X % X X * * % ¥ X X




Table 3. Particular skills exercised by the Craftsmen-gods in the
Timaeus

Skill Ref. Classen| Lloyd Louis |Solmsen| Add.

weaving 36e2 *
4142
72c7 *
77el
78b5
78b7
78cl
78d5

*

* O+ F * *

modelling 39e7?
42d6
53b4
74a2
73c8
74a2
74c6
78c3
92b3

* * * *

*
* % o *

* %

*
*

carpentry 33bS
69cb6
73e7
76bl
91ab

* % X X %

welding/ 43a2 *
glueing 43a3
75d2

*
* %

(painting) (53c6) *

al2




Table 3 (cont.)

building/
allocating
houses

69¢c8
69e2
69e6
70al
70a3
70b2
70e2
70e7
71bl
71d2

planting/
sowing

41c8
4le4
42a3
42d4
42d6
70cS
73cl
73c3
73c7
77a5
77cé6
80el
90a6

* ¥ % A

* % % % X * A X%

irrigation

7042
77c¢7
77c8
77¢9
7741
77d6
77e7
79a2
79a3
80d7
81lal
81b4
81ch

* * X X

* % % A % % * A X X X R
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Table 4. Craft-related activities in the Timaeus

Activity Ref. Lloyd Solmsen Add.

fastening 32bl
32c4
37a4
43a5
4342
43d6
4347
444s *
45a7 *
45b4 *
69e4 *
70e2 *
73c¢3 *

74b5 *

* % ¥ % * * %

mixing 35a3
35a7
37a3
41d5
69d5
73cl *
74c7 *
74d3 *
77as *

* X % X %

joining 35a8
36cl
36el
56c7

% * X %

cutting/ 36a2
dividing 36b6
36b7
3642
77d2
78cb

%* % % % A R

stuffing 74a5 *
14e2 *

filling 36al
36bl

fermenting 74c-d *

felting 45b8 *

winding 73a3 *

bending 36b8 *

pouring 41d6 *

spreading 78c2 *

twisting 43el *

kneading 73el *
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Table 5. The Craftsman metaphor in other dialogues

Reference.

Classen

Lloyd

Louis

Solmsen

Soph.

265¢3
265c4
266b4

x

%

Polit.

269c4
270a5
273a7

Rep.

41447
41l4el
415a4
415a5
507¢7
507c8
530a6
552c7
596b12, c2
cS ¢c7,
d3 d4;
597c1l

* % % % ¥ %

* o+ % %

Prot.

320d1

Crit.

113d5-eb6

Phil.

27bl
30a9

Laws

902e-903a
304b4
904b6
905e-906e
966el

als




Ta

ble 6.

God as father

Reference Classen Lloyd Louis
Polit. 273b2 * * *
Tim. 28c2 * *
37c7 * * *
41a7 * *
42e7 * *
71d5 * *
Table 7. The creation of god as his child
creation Reference Classen Lloyd Louis Add.
universe Polit. 269dS * *
273b2 * * *
Tim. 32cl1 * *
34a7 * *
34DbS *
37a2 * *
37c¢7 * * *
3744 *
38b6 *
38c4 *
38e5 *
3947 * * *
68e4 * *
lesser gods (Rep. 3914d) *
Tim. 41las *
41a6 *
42e6
69c4 *
man Tim. 24d5 *
41d2 *

alé




Table 8. Gods

as kings

Reference.

Classen

Marignac

Lloyd

Louis

Add.

Polit.276a6

Phil. 28c7
3041
3042

Crit. 121b8

Laws 904a6

Table 9. gods

as rulers,

governors,

guardians,

masters

Reference

Classen

Marignac

Lloyd

Louis

Add.

Phdo. 62b4
62b7
62b8
62d2
62d3
6244
62d6
63a9
63c2
85b5

* ok F X X X X %

* Ok % A % X X X X %

Phdr. 273e-
274a

Polit. 269c5S
269e6
271d3
27144
272e7
273al
274b6

Alc. 124c

Tim. 42d1
42e2

Crit. 109c6

Laws 902b8
903b5s
903e3
904a4
905el
905e2
905e5

al?7




Table 10. Gods as shepherds

Reference Marignac Louis
Phdo. 62b-d * *
62d-63a *
Polit. 271d6 *
271lel *
271e3 *
271e5 *
274b5 *
275al *
275cl *
276d5S *
Crit. 109bé * *
b7 c1
Laws 906a2 * *
906b5 * *
906d2 * *
906d3 * *
906ell > *
Table 11. Gods as helmsmen
Reference Marignac Lloyd Louis
Symp. 197b2
187al
197el
Polit. 272e4 * * *
273c3 * * *
273el * * *
Phil. 28d9 *
Tim. 42e3 *
Crit. 109cl * *
109c3 * *
Laws 709b8 *
709c2 *
905e8 * *
906el * *

al8
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Group A: The Soul as a Human Being

Table 1.

The Soul as a Traveller

Metaphor

Dialogue Reference

Marignac

Louis

Add.

Journeying

Apol. 40c8 c9;

522e4;
523bl b4;

Gorg.

Phdo. 58¢c5-6;
61a8, cl;
63b6,
67b8;
68al a5,
69c6;
70c4;
77b7 b8,
79d1;
80d5 d8;
81a5,
82all,
83d9;
84a7,
87a2;
92b6, d8;
95d2 d5;
106e7;
10743 d5
el e2 e4;
108al a3 a4,
b3 b8, c2
113a2 a4, di
de d7, e5
114a3
b3,
115a2,
118a4;

b2;

dl;

cl;

b2;

c2 ¢5;
d4,

cl ¢3 c9;

cl0, di;

d7 d8,

bl b2
cd c5;
d2 ds
eb;

a5 a7 a8, b2

el;

* A X *

*

% %

L . - A

a2l




Table 1 (cont.).

The

Soul as a Traveller

Metaphor

Dialogue Reference

Louis

Add.

Journeying

Rep.

331b3;

386d49;

387a2;

519¢6;

540b7;

614b9, cl ¢c5 ¢7, d5

dé d7, el e2 el eb

615a2;

616a7, b2 bé b7;
617d2;

619al1, c6, e4;

62047, e2 e5;
621al a2, b2

* % % ¥ % %

*

Symp.

179c¢7;

Phdr.

246b7, cl;

247bl b2 b7, cl, e3

248a3 a8, b5, c3, e6

249a4 a7 a8, b2 b4,
c2;

256d6 d7 d8, el;

257a2;

* % A X ¥

Crat.

403b6, cb6;
412a2 a7;

Menex.

236d5

Tim.

42b4;
44c4;

Laws

904cl0, di, el
e7;

905bl;

923b7;

959b4, c6

a22




Table 1 (cont.).

The Soul as a Traveller

Metaphor Dialogue Reference Marignac| Louis Add.
Wandering Hipp.I 304c2 *
Hipp.II 372d8; *
376c2 ¢3 c4 cb6; *
Alc. 1124d8; *
117al10 all, b3, *
c3 c7, dl d4; *
118al13 als; *
Prot. 356d *
Phdo. 79¢7, d5; * *
8la6, d8 d9; *
108c1 *
Rep. 444b7; *
(4794d9;) *
484b6; *
(485b2;) *
505¢7; *
586a3; *
(Phdr.) (263b5 b9;) *
Soph. 230b5; *
245e5 *
Tim. 47c3 c4; *
91c4; *
(Laws) (655c2, d3;) *

az23




Table 1 (cont.). The Soul as a Traveller

Metaphor

Dialogue Reference

Louis

Add.

In Temporary/
Permanent Home

Apol. 40c8, e4;
41a5;

Crito 54a9;

Gorg. 523bl

Phdo. 6lel e2;
67¢cl c9;
69c7;
108c3 c5;
114cl c2 c4;
117c¢c2;

*

Rep. 519c6

Phdr. 246c3

Tim. 42b4;
69c8, d7, el e2 eb6;
70a3, b2, e2 e?7;
71bl, d2;
90a4, c5;

* X % X %

Laws 904e2

a24




Table 2: The Soul

as a Prisoner/Bound in the Body

Metaphor

Dialogue Reference

Louis

Add.

Prisoner/
Bound in
the body

523b3;
524b3 b4;
525a7, c7;

Gorg.

*

Phdo. 64¢5 c6 c7;
65al;

67a7, dl d4 d9;
68a3;

70a2;

8le2;

82d6, e2 el eSS eb6;
83al a3, bS5 dl d4 d5;
84a3 a4, a5, bé6;

92al;
107c6 ¢c8;
114b8;

*

* % ¥ % %

Crat. 400c5 c6 c7;
404a3 ab6;

415c¢c3 c4

Phdr. 250cé6

(Polit. 309c2;)

Tim. 37a5;
44b1;
69%e4;
70e2;

73b3 b4; c2, d5 d6;

81d6 d7;
85e6 e7;

*

Internal
Bonds

Tim. 36a7;
37a4;
43a2 a3, d6 d7;

a2s




Table 3.

The Soul as a Lover

Metaphor

Dialogue

Reference

Add.

Lover

Phdo.

108bl

Rep.

490b2 b3 b4 bs;
6llel e2;

Symp.

209c¢1;
212a4 as;

(Phdr.

249a2)

Table 4. The Soul as a Pregnant Woman/Parent

Metaphor

Dialogue

Reference

Louis

Add.

midwifery

Theaet.

149a2 a4, b4 b6 b7
bl0, cl c2 c6 9,

dl d2 d3 d6 d7 d8
el eb6;

150a2 a5 a8 a9;
bl b2 b3 b6 b7 b8
c4 c7, d8, e5;

151a8, bl b3, cl;

157¢c9;

160e3;

184b1;

210b8, c4 c6;

* % X X X * %

* X % ¥ %

childbirth

Rep.

490b5 b7

*

Symp.

206b7, cl c3 c4 cb c7
c8, d3 d4 d5 d6 d7
dg8, el e5 e7 e8;

208e2;

209al a2 a3 a4, bl b2
b3 b4 bS, c2 c3,
ez2;

210a7;

212a3 a5 aé6

* % X X X F

az26




Table 4 (cont.).

The Soul as a Pregnant Woman/Pareat

.

Metaphor

Dialogue Reference

Louis

Add.

childbirth

Theaet. 148e6 e7;

150b8, c2 c4 c8, d8,
ed;

151a6 a8, b2 b8, c4
c7, eb

157¢8, d1l

160e5 eb6;

161al a4;

184b1;

210b4 bS5 bS bll, cl
c2;

~ o

% % F % % %k * % ¥ X %

offspring

Rep. 603b4;

Symp. 209c4 c¢8, d2 d5, e4;

Phdr. 257al, d5;

Theaet. 15042, e5;
151c¢S c¢7;
160e3 e6 e8;
161a2 a3 a4;
164e2 e3

* % X X %

Soph.  259d

discourse
as child

Symp. 177d5;
210a7, cl1, ds;

*

Phdr. 242bl b4;
257b2, dé, e3;
26la3;
275e4;
276al a3;
278a6 a7, bl b2;

* % %k ¥ X %

Theaet. 164e2 e3

a27




Table 5. Soul as a Ruler/Master

727al

Metaphor Dialogue Reference Louis Add.
ruler Rep. 353d5, e4; *
ruler of the Clit. 407e7 *
body
Alc. I 130a3 ®
Gorg. 465d1 *
Phdo. 80al a2 a4 a5; *
94b5; *
Tim. 34cl c5; *
Laws 896¢c2; *
ruler of the
universe Phdr. 246b6, c2; *
Crat. 400a% *
Phil. 30c5 *
Laws 896d10, e2; *
897b7, c¢7 c8; *
master of the| Phdo. 80al a2 a5; *
body
Tim. 34c5 *
Laws 726a4 a5 ab6; *

a28




Table 6. Soul as Other Human Beings

Metaphor Dialogue Reference Marignac Louis Add.
weaver Phdo. 87b6 b7 b8, c2 * *
c8 c¢9, dl d2 * *
dg8, el e2; * *
child with
toothache Phdr. 251cl c2 c3 c¢ *
c5; *
(sea-god Rep. (611d1 d2 d3 d4 * *
Glaucus dS d6, e5; * *
612al a2) *
Table 7.Soul with human behaviour/experiences etc.
Metaphor Dialogue Reference Marignac Louis Add.
talking to Theaet. 189e6 e7 e8; *
self 190al a2 a3 a4 *
a5 a6; *
196a5, bs; *
drunk Phdo. 79c8; * !
with human Rep. 41047 d8, el0; {
character 411a3, b4 b7 b8;
535b7;
Phdr. 251d8; *
Tim. 86d1; *
human Phdr. 251c¢8, d5 dé d7, *
emotions: el e4 e5; *
anguish 252bl *

a29




Table 7 (cont.).

Soul with human behaviour/experiences etc.

Metaphor Dialogue Reference Louis Add.
joy Rep. 6l4e2; *
616a7; *
Phdr. 251d1 d7, e5; *
252al *
Tim. 81d7 *
naked/ Charm. 154e5 *
clothed by
body Gorg. 52445 *
Crat. 403b5 *
Laws 899a2 *
carried Tim. 44e2; *
by body 69c7 *
burdened Phdo. 81cl0 *
by body
Rep. 51%bl *
Phdr. 248c7; *
256b4 *
entombed Gorg. 493a3 *
by body
Crat. 400cl *
numb Meno 80bl *
dizzy Phdo. 79c7 *

a3o




Group B : The Soul as a Human Body

Table 1. Vision

Metaphor

Dialogue Reference

Marignac

Louis

Add.

faculty of
sight

Gorg.

524e3

Meno

81cé6

Phdo.

82e3;
83b4;
9%e2 e3;

Rep.

411d4;

508d4 ds8;

51llal;

518a4 a8, cl c4 c5
c6 ¢7 c8 ¢c9 c10,
ds db6;

519%a2 a4 a5, b3;

526e4;

527el;

52%a2 a7, b4, c2;

53342;

540a7 a8;

614d43;

615a2, a4; d3 d4
dé6;

616b4 b7;

*

* A % % X *

* * % %

Symp.

219%a3

Phdr.

247cl c7, d3 d4
ds dé e3;
248a4 a6, b6,
c3 c6, d2;
249b6, c3, d5 47,
es;
250a2 a4 a6, bb
b6 b8,d2 d4d3;
251a2, c6, e2 e3;
253e5;
254b4

%* % % * *

E I S

Parm.

132a7

Theaet.

185e2 e7

Soph.

254a10

aldl




Table 1 (cont.). Vision
Metaphor Dialogue Reference Marignac Louis Add.
sight/thought

theoreo Gorg. 523e3 e4; *
Phdo. 66el; *
84b1l; *

Rep. 525al; *

526e6; *
kathorao Phdo. 6647 *

Rep. 518a5; * *
616b4; *
skopeo Phdo. 83b2 *
Theaet. 185e2, e?7 *

a32




Table 2. Nourishment

Metaphor Dialogue Reference Marignac Louis Add.

Nourishment| Prot. 313c¢5 c6 (c9,
dl d2);
314a2 a3 a4 a5

a7);
314bl b2 b3;

* X X ¥ X

Phdo. 84b1 *

Rep. 401b8 ¢l c2 c3, *
eb5; *

411d2 d5; *

585b3 b6 b9; *

588e5; *

589al; *

605b4; *

612al *

Phdr. 246e2; *
24742 d4, e3 *
eb eb6; *
248b5 b7, cl c2; *
251b5 *
Soph. 223e2 e5; *
224a2 a5 a6 a7, *
b4, di; *
231d5 *
Laws 832a5 * *
trophe Prot. (351b2) *
etc.
Gorg. 525a3 *
Phdo. 84b4;
107d4;
Rep. 401lel e3 e5; *
402a4 ab6; *
410d7, e3; *
441a3; *
442al a4; *
491e5; *
589b6; *
Laws 788a, c7; *
874d2 *

ai3




Table 3.

Health

Metaphor

Dialogue Reference

Marignac

Louis

Add.

health

Crito

4744, e7;

*

Charm.

156e2;

157a2 a3, b4, c3;

Hipp.Il

372e7;
373al1-2;

Prot.

313e2

Gorg.

478a2, (bl b4
c4 c5), d2
de;
479a6 a8 a9,
b6 b8, cl;
480a8, bl b2,
c7 c8;
505bl b2 b3 b4 bb;
512a6;
524e4 e5;
525al a2,
eq;
526b8,

b7, c2
d3 d4

bl b3

c4 cb

b6, c2 c4,

ds;

* * % A ¥

* % * ¥ %

* % X % % %

Phdo

90e?2;
95d2;
113e6;
(118a7-8);

3+

Rep.

409e4;

410al a3, bl b2 bs
b6, ¢c2~3 c5 ¢9;

411b3 b4 b7, d3 d4;

444c5 c6, dl3, el-2;

495e1l;

611bl0;

* % 2k X

*

Phdr.

251cl ¢c2 c3 c4 c5,
d4;
252bl;

Parm.

135c8, d4 d7

Theaet.

153b9 bl0 bll, cl c3

Soph.

228al,
229al;
230c5 c¢b6 c7

b8, d7 e3;

a34




Table 3 (cont.). Health

Metaphor : Dialogue Reference Marignac| Louis Add.

health | Tim. 44c2; *
! 86b2, b5 b6, d2, d5; *
' 87a2 a3 a4 a5 a6 a7, *
b3; *
} 88b5, cl *

i Laws 646b6 b7 b9 blo, *
i c3 c4d c5; *
691d1; *
! 714a5;
: 728c¢5;
; 731d1; *
; 735b4, cl, d8, el e3; *
; 776e4; *
843d1;
853d8;
854c4, e4;
862¢c7 c8, el; *
906c4; *
919b3, c2;
941d4;
942a4;
957e4;
958al *

* * % %

* * A %

als



Table 4. Purification

Metaphor

Dialogue Reference

Louis

Add.

Purification

Phdo.

(67a5 a7, bl b2,
c3);

(69cl c2 cb6);

80d6, e2;

81bl, cl;

82cl, d6;

83d9;

108b4, c3;

11347;

114cl c3;

* *

Rep.

527d8;
560d8;
611c3;
61446 47, el;
621c2

* % * % *

Phdr.

250c4 c5

Crat.

404al;
405a7, bl b2 b3
b6 b7 b9, cl

Soph.

227a3 c8, d410;

230c4, d3 d7, el
e2;

231b2, e6;

Tim.

92b4

Laws

716e2 e3;

(735b3 b4, c2 c3);

735c7, dl d2 ds
d7, e5;
736a6, b2

* % ¥ X ¥

al6




Table 5. Beauty/Ugliness
Metaphor Dialogue Reference Marignac| Louis Add.
beauty Rep. 444el; *
61llc4; ®
Laws 788¢c7 *
adornment Gorg. (523e) ®
Phdo. 1l1l4e4 eb; *
ugliness Gorg. 525a5 *
Rep. 444el *
Soph. 228d4;
229al;
230e2;
Laws (646b10)
Table 6. Other Human Body Metaphors
Metaphor Dialogue Reference Marignac Louis
sinews Rep. 411b3 *
(heart) {Theaet. 194el) *

a3’




Group C :

The

Soul as an Animal etc.

Metapho

r

Dialogue Reference

Marignac

Louis

Add.

bird

Phdr.

24947

*

winged
creatur

e

(Phdo.

198b1)

Phdr.

246a7, cl
d4 de,
248b3, cl
249al a4,
d6 d7;
251b3 b6 b7,
da3;
{252b8 b9,
255d1;
256b4, d4,

c2,
el e5;
c2 c8;
c3,
c4,
cd);

el;

* % ¥ % X X A * X %

(Theaet.

173e5)

Tim.

81lel;
(90ab)

chariote
and hors

er
es

Phdr.

246a6b
ed
247bl
eb5
248a3
a7
b3
253c8,
ds
e2
254al
bs
cl
cé
d2
dé
el

a7 a8
e5;
b2 b3
eb;
a4 as
a8, bl
b5;
dl d2 d3
dée d7 el
el ed4 e5;
a3 a4 as,
b6 b7 b8,
c2 c4 cb
c7 ¢8, dl
d3 d4 dS
d7, el e2
e4 e5 eb
el e8;
255e5 e6;
256al a5 a6,

as,
bs,

a6
b2

c2

¥ % ¥ X X % % ¥ X A X * X % X % * ¥ % *

* Ok *F % F * ¥ * X A *

a3s




Group C (cont )

: The Soul as an Animal etc.

Metaphor Dialogue Reference Marignac Louis Add.

oyster Phdr. 250c6 * *
pig Rep. 535e4-5 *
mythological| Rep. 588c2 c3 c7 * *
monster c8 ¢9, d3 d4 * *
(man/lion/ d7 d8 d1o0, * *
many-headed dll, e5 e6; * *
beast) 589al a2 a3 a4 * *
a7, bl b2 b3 * *
b4 b5 b6, c8, * *
dl 4d3; * *
590a6 a7 a9, bl * *
b6 b7 b8 b9, * *
c4 c5; * *
591b2 b3 * *

(Phdr. 230a3) *
wild beast Rep. 571c5; *

(61145) *
Tim. 70e2 e3 e4 eb * *
Laws 935a6 *

a3s




Group D : The Soul as a Plant

Metaphor

Dialogue Reference

Marignac

Louis

Add.

planted in
the body

Phdo. 83el

Phdr. 248d1

Tim. 41c8, e4;
42al a3, d4 de;
73b4, ¢l c3 c7;
74a4, b3;
90a6 a8;
91b1;

*

nurtured as
a plant

(Euthyd. 2d)

Rep. (492a4;)
550bl b2;
606d4 d5;

Phdr. 251b3 b5 b6, c8,
dl d2;
255d1;

Polit. 272e2

(Tim.  87bS)

a4o0




Group E : Socul as an Inanimate Object

Metaphor Dialogue Reference Marignac| Louis Add.

sieve/ Gorg. 493a7, b3 b6 b7, cl

leaky jar c2 48, el e2 e4d
e8;

494al1 a6, bl;

* % * %

book Phdr. 276a5;
278a3;

Phil. 38el2; *
39a3 a6 a7, bé6; *
39d47; *
40b2; *

artists’ Phil. 39b3 b6 b7, cl c4,
canvas d7;

wax tablet Theaet. 191¢c8 <¢9 cl0, dl dé

(in soul) d7 d8 d4d9, el;

192a4 a6, b3 b4;

193b10, cl c3 c6;

194a2 a6, b5, ¢S5 cé6
c7 ¢8, dl d4 4as
de, el e2 e3 e4
eS e6 e7;

195al1 a2a3 a4;

196a3 b5;

197d4;

200cl; *

% X * % ¥ F X X %

¥ % % * % % F A X % H*

craftsman’s Rep. 377c2; *
material 411al10, bil; *
519a9;

*

Polit. 308d6 d7 e2 e7;
309b3 bS5 b7, c2,
elO;
310a4 a7, b3, e5 eb6
e9;
311a, b7, c2 c4 ¢5;

* % Ok X ¥ *

Tim. 35al a3 a5 a6 a7 a8
bl b2 b3;
36al a2, bl b5 bé
b7 b8, cl c2 c4
c6 d2 d8 d9 e2;
41d1-2 d4 d5 d6 47
ds;

* X % % %

~Laws 671b9, c2 *

a4l




Group E (cont.)

: Soul as an Inanimate Object

Metaphor Dialogue Reference Louis Add.
vessel Rep. 411a6 *
Tim. 44a6 *
ship Phdr. 247¢c7 *
Tim. 73d45;
85e6
vehicle for Crat. 400a6 *
body
Laws 898el0 *

a42




Group F :

Table 1.

The Soul as a Place

The Soul as a State

Metaphor

Dialogue Reference

Marignac

Louis

Add.

rulers

Phdo

. 94c10, 42, e4

Rep.

431a6 a8;
432a8, bl;
441e4;
442a5, bl b8,
cll,dl;
444b5, d9 410;
549b4;
553b8,
571c4;
573d4;
574d8;
575al a2,
57745 dl10;
578al;
579c5;
581bl2;
583a3;
587a3;
589bl;
590b7, c4 c8, dl
d2 d3 d4 de6;
591a2;
606a8

c5 ¢c6 c7;

dl;

* % *

* * % *

* % 4 X *

Phdr.

23747,
238a6,

e3;
241a3;

e2 e3;
b2 bS5 b8,

A N

Tim.

70a5s,
cl,

b4 b7 b8,
dé

Laws

726a4;
863e8

bodyguards

Rep.

560b9 bl0O;
561b8;
573e7;
57447

Tim.

70b2

a43




Table 1 (cont.).

The Soul as a State

Metaphor

Dialogue Reference

Marignac

Louis

add.

slaves/
subject

Rep.

441a2,
442b1l;
444bS;
553d2;
561c3;
574d7;
577d2 d3 d4 49 d1l0;
586e4
589d3 47,
590a6,
e3;
591b3;

e6;

es;

cS ¢c9, d2,

Phdr.

238e3;
256b2 b3;
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d2 d3 d4 dé ds8,
el e3 e4;

561bl b2;
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¥ % ¥ % O % ¥ X % %

*
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ds;

Tim.

70a6

political
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in soul
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574el e2;
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Table 2.

The Soul as an Aviary
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Louis
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