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ABSTRACT
David Levy
Dissertation Advisor: Christopher Bruell

Socrates’ Praise and Blame of Eros

It is only in “erotic matters” that Plato’s Socrates is wise, or so haglai least
on several occasions, and since his Socrates makes this claim, it isnydoed3ato’s
readers to investigate the content of Socrates’ wisdom about eros. Thistilisserta
undertakes such an investigation. Plato does not, however, make Socrates’ view of eros
easy to grasp. So diverse are Socrates’ treatments of eros in differeqiesedmd even
within the same dialogue that doubt may arise as to whether he has a consisteht vie
eros; Socrates subjects eros to relentless criticism throughdrépublicand his first
speech in th€haedrusand then offers eros his highest praise in his second speech in the
Phaedrusand a somewhat lesser praise in$geposium This dissertation takes the
guestion of why Socrates treats eros in such divergent ways as its guidiniggtidea
offers an account of the ambiguity in eros’ character that renders it bothwalaimg and
praiseworthy in Socrates’ estimation.

The investigation is primarily of eros in its ordinary sense of romanticftove
another human being, for Socrates’ most extensive discussions of eros, those of the
PhaedrusandSymposiumare primarily about romantic love. Furthermore, as this
investigation makes clear, despite his references to other kinds of erose$ocra
distinguishes a precise meaning of eros, according to which eros is always love of
another human being. Socrates’ view of romantic love is then assessed through studies of
theRepubli¢c Phaedrus andSymposium These studies present a unified Socratic
understanding of eros; despite their apparent differences, Socrates’ trieaiter®s in
each dialogue confirms and supplements that of the others, each providing furtier insig
into Socrates’ complete view.

In theRepubli¢ Socrates’ opposition to eros, as displayed in both his discussion

of the communism of the family in book five and his account of the tyrannic soul in book



nine, is traced to irrational religious beliefs to which he suggests erasnsated.
Socrates then explains this connection by presenting romantic love as acs@urde
beliefs in thePhaedrusandSymposium Because eros is such a source, this dissertation
argues that philosophy is incompatible with eros in its precise sense, aeSeuakdly
indicates even within his laudatory treatments of eros iRPHa@drusandSymposium
Thus, as a source of irrational beliefs, eros is blameworthy. Yet eros is also
praiseworthy. Despite his indication that the philosopher would be free of eros in the
precise sense, Socrates also argues that the experience of eros can bhéengjiea

the education of a potential philosopher. Precisely as a source of irrationaleelig
belief, the erotic experience includes a greater awareness of the léorgimgnortality

and hence the concern with mortality that Socrates believes is chati@otéfigiman
beings, and by bringing lovers to a greater awareness of this concern, erdegeofist

step towards the self-knowledge characteristic of the philosophic life.
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Introduction: Eros and Plato’s Politics

It is not immediately apparent that Plato’s understanding of eros, eros in the
ordinary sense of romantic love between human beings, is of great relevancedal poli
science. As Ludwig'&ros and Polihas convincingly shown, ancient Greek political
thinkers, including Plato, also used the term eros in a broader sense, a sensegaocordin
which eros may be for one’s city or imperial conquest, and such eros is clearly o
political importance (2002). But Plato’s most extensive treatments of eros, those of his
PhaedrusandSymposiumare focused, at least primarily, on romantic love; political
concerns are given relatively little attention. If we wish to studipRlanost sustained
treatments of eros, it seems we must begin with eros in its ordinary sense.

Since Socrates’ treatments of eros ascend in each case from love of other human
beings to philosophy, we may hope to gain some clarity about his understanding of
philosophy by following his treatments of ordinary eros, and in philosophy we find a
topic which Plato at least presents as being of fundamental political anpertinsofar
as his discussion of philosopher kings is meant to clarify the nature of poliecgflif

Republic473c11-e5f. However, the politics of the philosopher king are highly

! See Ludwig (2002) especially pages 121-169, 31®-38

2 Cf. Strauss (1964, 138). All references to Platota Burnet's edition (1901-5). All translatioage my
own, although | have frequently consulted Panglalsslation of the.aws(1988), Bloom'’s translation of
the Republic(1968), Nichols’ translation of tHehaedrug1998), and Bendardete’s (1993) and Lamb’s
(2001) translations of th®ymposium In the introduction, all unspecified referente®lato are to the
Laws in the first chapter, all unspecified referente®lato are to thRepublic(hereafter also referred to
asRep.) in chapter two, they are to tRmaedrughereafteiPhdr); in chapter three to thH&@ymposium
(hereafteiSymp). All italics in translations from the Greek any emphasis, and they are meant to bring
out the point | wish to emphasize rather than thiciate the tone of the Greek.



paradoxical, and therefore their relevance to actual political life too cannatdiky re
ascertained.

Yet the notorious restraints imposed on eros, in both PIR&psiblicand his
Laws suggest that in Plato’s view, at any rate, eros is of political importance.
Furthermore, it seems probable that the contemporary belief that the study isf ot
of fundamental importance to political science stems, at least in part,Heobelief that
eros is a private matter with which the political community, its laws andstate ought
not to meddle. Seen from this contemporary perspective, Plato’s suggestion that the
regime should regulate and guide erotic life appears as merely one mseguence of
his illiberal view of good political life. In other words, Plato’s illiber&atment of eros
seems at first sight to stem from his understanding of politics in generigiacrto
which a healthy regime must regulate all areas of lifd_@ivs631d2-632d1, 780al-7),
and not from his understanding of eros in particular. Still, Plato’s suggestionsltoyhea
political life allegedly stem from his understanding of human nature, and theinefore
suggestion that the city should regulate all areas of life seems to be based on his
assessment of what political arrangements would be most conducive to human happiness
and would in this sense accord with human nature (631b3-6). Then, since Plato regards
human nature as eroti§ymp 206c1-4), it remains possible that Plato’s illiberal view of
healthy political life stems in part from his assessment of our eroticenatur

The studies below of Socrates’ treatment of eros iReépbli¢c Phaedrusand
Symposiunoffer considerable evidence in support of the above suggestion: Plato’s

understanding of eros provides some basis for the view that a regime should and to some



extent necessarily will direct its citizens towards a view of virtue amdadls, for the
sake of which some regulation of eros would be justified. To make this thesis seem more
credible, however, it is helpful to begin with a brief discussion of the treatmertsoie
Plato’sLaws In theLaws we are confronted not with the paradoxical politics of the
philosopher king, which, as Plato makes explicit in this work, are not suited to human
nature and hence not possible for human beings, but with Plato’s “second best city”
(739a-e), and thus we are more likely to find inlthe/sthe practical political
recommendations that stem from Plato’s view of eros.

Near the outset of tHeaws the Athenian Stranger instructs his two interlocutors
in the task of the lawgiver, making clear that eros will be subject to legdhtien. The
lawgiver aims to secure happiness for the citizens, and this happiness depdéeds on t
lawgiver’s providing for the good things, human and divine (631b3-7). The possession
of the human goods, health, strength, beauty, and wealth is to be assured through the
attainment of the divine goods or the virtues: prudence, moderation, justice, and courage
(631b7-d2, cf. 630d9-631a4). The aim of the city is thus its citizens’ happiness. Virtue is
presented as the key to the attainment of happiness, and the attainment of virtue, the
Athenian next suggests, requires the thorough regulation of the citizens’ live¢ul Care
watch must be kept over marriage, the birth and rearing of children, and engiitgs
(631d6-632a2). llliberal laws are justified by the pursuit of the citizensievand
happiness.

We must note that the Athenian does not think the thorough regulation of the

citizens’ lives that he demands need be enforced by laws with definiteipen&ather,



he suggests enforcement by the apportionment of honor and dishonor through the praise
and blame contained in the laws themselves (631el-2, 632a2, cf. 632b1-c1). That s, the
city’s laws should indicate the praiseworthy and blameworthy practicedl the
citizens throughout all of life. When we turn to the Athenian’s full articulation of the
marriage law that he recommends, we find that it contains a mixture: a fimposed on
anyone who refuses to marry by the appointed age, and an exhortation is included which
is to encourage citizens to choose spouses not with an aim to increasing thkiowea
merely private pleasure but with a view to their spouses’ character, the gihedcdf,
and the good of their children (772d5-774c2). Praise and blame will be used to
encourage the right matches; force will not be used as the attempt to comees ditiz
choose certain spouses would only arouse resentment and make the law appear ridiculous
(773c3-8).

The law cannot retain the respect the Athenian demands for it, if it directly
compels citizens to satisfy their eros in the manner most preciselg¢ guitee city’s
needs, but it also cannot leave eros entirely unregulated. The exhortation added to the
marriage law helps us see why eros needs regulation. In marrying, one bdginsa
new household to replace that of one’s parents, and the Athenian has carefully limited
both the number of households and the range of wealth permitted to them, forbidding
poverty and excessive wealth, and teaching the citizens that the land, which is thei
principle source of wealth, has been allotted to each for his caretaking by<dinicteon
(737e1-3, 740a-745b). These provisions serve not merely to discourage faction and

encourage friendship among the citizens (743c5-6, 744d3-5), for they also promote the



piety (740a6-b1l, b8-cl, 741b5-6), justice (742e4-743c4), moderation (743e6-744a3), and,
by making them adhere to the rule of an intelligent legislator (742c6-d2), peudetine
citizens; i.e., they promote virtue. The marriage law then aims to help maingain thi
delicate order by exhorting citizens to choose a spouse whose marriagg hallabcing

the characters and wealth of the citizens, promote the virtue of the children ataimai

the distribution of wealth in the city within moderate limits. The Athenian’s atiguls
regarding children, both those demanding that excess male children be given up for
adoption to households lacking a male son and otherwise regulating the size of the
population (740c2-741a4), and those describing the city’s mandatory educational system
(through books seven and eight), likewise promote the maintenance of the cityasedelic
arrangement.

We can see then in the marriage laws that because erotic relationshaffect t
character of the citizens, both that of the husbands and wives and that of their children,
the Athenian’s concern for the virtue of the citizens requires some reguidteros. But
we have not yet seen that Plato’s understanding of eros contributes in any waxéuw his
that the city must be concerned with virtue; the concern with virtue seemg sompl
demand eros’ limitation. Recalling that the Athenian seeks virtue fortthercthe
grounds that it provides for the citizens’ happiness, we note that we have not seen any
evidence that such happiness as virtue offers is not outweighed by the irrisatsead dy
the restraint of eros.

If, however, we turn back from the Athenian’s discussion of the full marriage law

in book six to his first discussion of marriage laws in book four, we can begin to see a



way in which the city’s strict legal code not only restrains but also supports eros, in
helping lovers obtain what their eros leads them to desire. In book four, the Athenian
offers as an example of a “prelude,” or an explanation that is to be attachet tavea
a discussion of the purpose of marriage. This discussion does not contain an exhortation
to seek a spouse with regard to the city’s needs, but rather explains why men should want
to marry. According to this prelude, everyone by nature desires immortaditgesire
not to lie nameless after death is such a desire; and the human speciesrattantelity
by generating children (721b7-c6). The suggestion is that through marriage snen ma
have a share of immortality by leaving a child behind them who lives on after thtir de
By noting that men, unlike women, can only be confident in having progeny to live on
after their death, if they are in the first place sure that the child th&artels them is
their own is in fact their own, i.e., if they can trust their mate, we can understaritlis/h
law and indeed the full marriage law articulated in book six are addressed ordg to m
(cf. 721b1-2, 6-7, 772d5-e2, 774a5 with 785b2-4or marriage, by binding husband
and wife together before the city and the gods, would greatly increasedhand’s trust
in his wife and therefore his confidence about his offspring in a city whereisrsrect
obedience to the laws (cf. 835¢-842a).

The Athenian’s discussion of human life prior to the emergence of cities with

written legal codes in book three, where he stresses primitive man’s virtuen@l nat

% See England for a discussion of the general sigmi€e of preludes (1921, 1-3). See Pangle on the
precise reasons given in this context for prelatesthe reason the marriage law is the examplengive
(1988, 445-449, 472-473).

* See Stauffer (2005, 63-65, 70).

® See Stauffer (2005, 64).



innocence (678a-6808);ould lead one to think that marriages, or at least the fidelity of a
mate, would be secure without the city keeping guard. But what the Athenian more
quietly intimates about that pre-political condition suggests that men mighhddhéir
mates so reliable under such conditions. The Athenian likens primitive life to thagam
Homer’s Cyclops, “where each asserts his right over children and wives, arttbthey
care for one another,” and when one of his interlocutors suggests that Homer’s
description is one of savagery, the Athenian confirms this view (680b1-d3dyssey
XI. 112-115)." In such savage conditions men may take their women by force (cf.
680e6-681a4), and neither women taken by force nor rival men who care nothing about
one another are likely to permit much assurance of spousal fitldityhe city whose
legislation the Athenian is describing, on the other hand, marital fidelity is segguyt
reverence for the law and the gods who support the law, and concern for the praise
presented in the law (cf. 841c4-5).

Finally, the Athenian indicates that the protection of marriage is at leasiga
the most important purposes of the city’s piety. This is suggested in the following way
After his discussion of marriage laws the Athenian turns to a description of thénblouse
of the married couple (776b5), and in the midst of this description, while calling @ttenti
to the correctness of the order in which he proceeds (778a9-10, b4-6), he offers a
discussion of housing plans. In this discussion, he speaks, as Strauss points out, not

primarily of private homes, but “above all of temples, most extensively, of the cit

® Cf. Strauss (1975, 39-40); Pangle (1988, 423-426).
" Cf. Strauss (1975, 40-41); Pangle (1988, 427-428).
8 See Stauffer (2005, 71-73).



walls,” and the private homes are treated only insofar as they may beedrsangs to
serve as a wall (1975, 96; 778a-779d). The Athenian then concludes the passage by
confirming that he has been speaking of matters pertaining to marriage @)79the
walls discussed in this passage presumably pertain to marriages indbfy potect

the married couples, and given this context, we are then entitled to suspect that the
Athenian here intends to suggest that the temples too are being built in support of
marriage? The watchful eyes of the gods supplement those of the city in guarding
against marital infidelity. Thus, the Athenian later even suggests that gaty @35c1-

2), or the belief in the impiety of marital infidelity (838a9-c7), would suffice togme
promiscuity among the citizens.

We can see then that while eros may be restrained by the city’s lawsan som
respects, other aspects of human eros may be served by the laws. The laws, by
supporting marriage, permit stronger attachments between husbands and wives and
fathers and children than is possible under other conditions (cf. 839b1). Lovers may then
be expected not only to chafe under the strict laws the Athenian would impose upon
them, but also to find their erotic concern for their descendents better dulfilee
community bound by such laws. And, since the relationship between eros and such legal
codes as would restrain it is not as straightforward as it might at &rst, ¥ee may then
wonder if there are not more and deeper ways in which the eros of the citizerts leads

their support of the law®. The subsequent studies of eros will show that it does support

° See Stauffer (2005, 82-83); cf. Strauss (1975, Péigle (1988, 471-472).

191n this regard, consider also Stauffer’s argunteat the common meals for women that the Athenian
proposes are impossible in part due to the cormfefiathers for their wives and children (2005, 63-81-
74, 82-87, 100-104, 116-119, 177, 184-188, 192-208;208).



the laws, and it does so, must fundamentally, in a way the Athenian only hints at in the
Laws That is, the Athenian hints that eros in particular encourages the citizens’ piety
He does this not only by charging those who abstain from marriage with impiety in
addition to recommending that they be fined (721c6-7), but also by asserting that for the
legislator what is first “according to nature” is the marriage law (¥@Qe)!* shortly

after suggesting that the legislator should begin his instruction of thensitiath an
exhortation to religious worship (715e4-717b5)For if eros somehow provides
encouragement for the citizens’ piety, it can lay a claim to being a natntalg point

for worship. We shall have to wait for the studies below of Plato’s more sustained
treatments of eros in hRepubli¢ PhaedrusandSymposiunn order to confirm and

clarify the connection between eros and religious belief suggested here.

Before we turn to these studies, however, it is helpful to bring out why, in Plato’s
view, the citizens’ piety should be of great concern to the lawgiver and alsthishy
concern with the citizens’ piety requires a strict legal code moreagneBy so doing,
we can begin to see how important eros, as a natural foundation for piety, may be to
Plato’s understanding of political life. The importance of piety is brought out mos
clearly and succinctly by the Athenian’s discussion of corrupt regimes in bk t
where he describes the decay of ancient Athens into a state of excessivefi(693e5-

7, 698b-701c). By comparing the decayed city to its prior, healthy state, whakthev
gain of freedom or the loss of strict legal restraint implies. With this changew, we

may then see more clearly a fundamental, not to say by itself decisivatagtraf the

! For the translation of 720e11, see England (1983).4
12 See Strauss (1975, 63).



piety that the Athenian would seek to foster among citizens and of the kind of lillibera
regime which he believes would foster it.

Before its decay, the Athenian tells us, the Athenians were law-abiding out of
sense of piety, which he characterizes here as awe. Athens was ruled, h@zanpha
a “despotic mistress, Awe,” because of which its citizens were willegtjaved to the
law (698b5-6). In this respect, the Athenian notes, ancient Athens was ruled in the
manner he generally recommends to cities (699c2-6), for it is by awe, whictoheabd
“divine fear” (671d2-3), that the laws come to be taken as having the divine support that
the Athenian demands (cf. 671d-672d, 713e1-71%a®)ong with the Athenians’ awe
came hope; when the Athenians faced an overwhelming Persian invasion, their awe
inspiring way of life permitted them hope, hope in their own resources and hope for
divine assistance, which helped them stick together and thereby prevail (699b6-d2).
Finally, the Athenian notes that the city before its corruption had well redutaisic,
many forms of which were devoted to the gods (700a7-b7).

The decay of Athens then began with a decay of music. Whereas music had been
subject to the qualified judgment of the educated, the poets themselves came to be the
judges, despite their incompetence (700c1-d5). The poets defended their usurpation by
denying the existence of any correct standard and by appealing toakerpléhat their
music gave to each (700el1-4). This appeal, however, led the many to appoint their own
taste as the judge, believing that they themselves were competent 6j00édving

taken this step, and therefore having come to consider themselves adequate judges of

13 See Pangle (1988, 402).
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music, the many then drew the further conclusion that “everyone is wise ythenvgt
(701a6), a plausible conclusion if one supposes the many’s competence in music, which
pertains to the highest matters, the gods. Along with holding each to be wisanghe m
became fearless and therefore lacked also that divine fear or awe whichelalsahiail
which implied recognizing an authority higher than themselves (701a6-7)lyFinal
lacking awe, the people came to reject paternal and familial authowctylémately to
disregard oaths and any other concern for the gods (701b5-c4). The excessive éifeedom
Athens led to the loss of awe before the laws and then all piety.

The Athenian thus brings out through a contrast of the older Athens with the
newer, free Athens that the pious awe characteristic of the older comnvasity
inseparable from its illiberal lawé. And this awe serves not merely to promote
friendliness within the city or to encourage it in times of war (699c1-d2avieralso
permits hope for help from the gods, and if we turn again to the Athenian’s first
discussion of the marriage law, we can see how important this hope may be atany tim
The Athenian suggests there that human beings pursue immortality through thei
progeny, but by referring to this as “a desire” for immortality and sayingtteayone by
nature desires immortality “in every way” he suggests that theretaeways in which
one may pursue immortality (721b6-c1). And by making clear that the desre is f
personal immortality and indicating that only the species is truly presdmadyh one’s

progeny (721c1-6), the Athenian allows that there may be better ways of pursuing

1 Which is not to say that the complete absenceeefdom is desirable: the discussion of the corrupt
Persian regime, which “in a way suffered the sammggt as the Athenian (699e1-2), seems to show that
awe is also not possible in a regime with toodifteedom (cf. 697d6-698a3).
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immortality, ways of pursuing one’s own immortaliyThen, when we consider that the
hopes furnished by awe may provide some measure of confidence not only in divine
protection for one’s family (729¢5-8, 931eff.), but also, for those unable to follow proofs
about the immortality of the soul (cf. 892dff.), in the possibility of attaining personal
immortality through divine assistance (671d-672d, 790d2-791b1, 907b5-7, 944d5-7),
we can see that humans may be able to feel far more hope of fulfilling thd nastra

for immortality in a community whose strict legal observance commands awe.
Furthermore, in providing such support for its citizens’ hope for immortality, ayesee
something of how the kind of city which Plato seems to prefer, for all practical psrpos
would provide for the happiness of its citizens, which is its ultimate end. Finahpsf

is, as we have suggested, a natural source of the citizens’ piety, we can seeraow
fully why Plato would have thought the understanding of eros of vital importance to

politics.

From this brief consideration of thaws | wish to have offered some support for
my suggestion that Plato’s understanding of healthy political life stenastifrpm his
understanding of the erotic nature of human beings. If this suggestion is true, and |
believe the following studies of Plato’s treatment of eros irRéyeublic, Phaedrusind
Symposiuneconfirm that it is, then the interpretation of Plato’s view of politics requires
the interpretation of his treatments of eros. Furthermore, by this brief slmtad

Plato’sLaws | wish also to have provided, in a preliminary way, some sense of what

15 See Strauss (1975, 63-64); Pangle (1988, 448)ff8t42005; 66-68).
16 See Stauffer’s discussion of Poseidon’s providdagnis with immortality (2005, 156-158).
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may be at stake for political science in Plato’s understanding of eros: thialpp$kat
Plato’s view of eros led him to think not only that a healthy community would seek, by
means of praise and blame, to restrain eros in some respects, but also that his
understanding of our erotic nature is one reason that he regarded a relatotelyicts,
illiberal community as the kind of community most in accord with human nature.nlf ma
is by nature erotic, he is not naturally an isolated individual, but finds his fudfilitmest
in or through attachment to other human beings, and | wish to have suggested by the
interpretation of th&awsabove and to confirm and clarify by the studies of eros below,
that this erotic attachment to other human beings is, in Plato’s view, relatedartant
ways to the awe before the laws and the gods characteristic of the virtilomualill
community described in tHeaws In studying Plato’s treatments of eros, we may hope
to prepare ourselves ultimately to consider whether anything may be said drobehal
Plato’s view of healthy political life, the illiberality of which swelisturbs us today.
That is, we may hope that the interpretation of Plato’s view of eros will help es bett
determine whether the freedom we take for granted today, which is also oalgpeci
freedom from illiberal views, represents in all respects a genuine @vanwhether,
along with such great goods as it provides, it does not also mask a genuine need, a need
rooted in our nature, a need which may be better met by a community whose horizon is
firmly delimited by sacred awe, and a need which we may address bydogeriag a
more complete awareness of it through the study of Plato’s thought.

Thus the following study takes up the question of Plato’s understanding of eros.

We do not approach each dialogue asking only the question or questions that this
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preliminary discussion of theawshas occasioned, for to do so would incline us to
overlook important details which do not appear immediately relevant. We seek to
understand eros as Plato sought to teach us about it through his dialogues. Then,
however, we must face the difficulty that there may not be a unified Plataoclarig
about eros. Plato’s Socrates seems to treat eros differently in diffelegués or, in
the case of thBhaedruswithin the same dialogue; in tiRepublic eros is harshly
blamed as it is again in Socrates’ first speech irPtieedrus but it is given his highest
praise in his second speech there, the palinode, and a somewhat more qualified praise i
his Symposiunspeech, if his concluding remarks in each case are to be trusteddicf.
257a3-4 withSymp 212c¢1-3). Thus, each dialogue in the following study is treated
separately, using a minimum of reference to the other dialogues in the itatigopref
each, so as to assess whether Plato’s dialogues do present a coherentabaahengs.
The guiding thread for the study is found in the puzzle we have noted, that
Socrates gives eros both great blame and high praise, and in the indication dieen in t
Phaedrughat Socrates is only able to blame and then praise eros alternately lmdcause
something in eros’ character which renders it disputdtite{ 263b-d). We seek to
determine whether understanding this ambiguous aspect of eros’ charauiés ps to
grasp the unity of Plato’s most prominent treatments of eros. There follow chaipter
Socrates’ two most extensive discussions of eros, those BhdexlrusandSymposium
which are primarily laudatory of eros, and a chapter on Socrates’ traatfrexos in the
Republi¢ where, in his discussion of the city in speech and his discussion of the worst

way of life, that of the tyrannic soul, Socrates seems inclined to view erosharstesst
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light. The treatment of thRepublicthus makes a helpful counterweight to that of the
Symposiunand especially thehaedruswhere the rhetorical aspect of Socrates’
discussions could obscure some of the harsher considerations about eros.

To anticipate the conclusion, there does seem to be a unified understanding of
eros at work in the three dialogues studied, an understanding which confirms what we
have suggested on the basis oflthess Eros is blamed in thRepublicfor the religious
beliefs to which it gives rise, for these religious beliefs tend to beomatand oppose
philosophic rule. This tendency of eros to lead lovers towards irrational religiloefs be
is then acknowledged in tlhaedrusandSymposiumand yet eros is praised in these
dialogues for nearly this very reason; eros, by the same means that isinslitoevards
irrational religious belief, also begins to awaken us to self-knowledge antherajore
be of great help in leading us to what Plato and his Socrates regard as thehigizest
possibility: the philosophic life. Thus, in addition to helping clarify the tremendous
political implications which in Plato’s view derive from our erotic nature feHewing
study also sheds some light on Plato’s view of philosophy. It is only by understanding
Plato’s view of this best way of life, or the life most fulfilling of human natinat, we
can approach a more complete assessment of the way and degree to wiicalielatd

life in such cities as that whose founding is described ihakescould be truly natural.
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Chapter One: TheRepublic’'sBlame of Eros

In theRepubli¢ Socrates treats eros quite harshly. This treatment is most
prominent in book five’s sexual legislation, where Socrates’ proposals entail the
destruction of the private family, and in book nine’s treatment of the tyrannic soug wher
the soul’'s greatest corruption is traced to eros. Accordingly, we divide oyrastud
Socrates’ treatment of eros in tRepublicinto two parts, the first centered around book
five and the second around book nine. The interpretation of book five’s attack on the
private family helps clarify book nine’s treatment of the tyrannic soul, and the
interpretation of book nine in turn provides some confirmation of our treatment of book

five.

Part One: On the Purpose of Socrates’ Sexual Legislation in Book Five

Our interest in th&epublic'streatment of eros is first aroused not by its brief
explicit treatments of that subject, but by its shocking disregard of eros dotbagh
subordination of the claims of eros to the demands of the city, i.e., the city bemigdou
by Socrates along with Glaucon and Adeimantus, in book five.REpeblic’s
communism of women and children, if not also its endorsement of sexual equality within
the guardian class, probably shocks us today as it did Glaucon, and, we infer, Greeks in
general, when Socrates first pronounced it (457b-d, 452b-c). And this shock is doubtless

due, at least in part, to the way the proposed legislation undermines ordinary erotic
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relationships. Our task is to discern for what purpose Socrates will so subordinate eros
and why that purpose requires this subordination.

This task is immediately complicated, however, by the multitude of pegidns
Socrates gives for the proposed legislation, and these justificationssbermn some
tension with one another and with the earlier education of the guardians. To indgate thi
simply and preliminarily, the equality of women is justified by Socratksin that the
women of the guardian class will in this way be made best and that nothing is better for
the city than having the best possible men and women (456e), but, according to the
defense of communism of women and children, the best thing for the city is unity which
communism aids by removing distinctions between the guardians (462a-b, 464a). The
principle of the first argument, the promotion of excellence, runs counter to that of the
second, sharing as much as possible in common, for excellence will only belong to some
(cf. 456d5-6) Indeed, to the extent that the communism makes the guardians a stronger
class, it will further increase their superiority to the other classestttestening the
city’s unity. Finally, the communism is allegedly to make the guardisnsugh as
possible like parts of a single human body (462c-d), but this aim seems at odds with the
earlier education’s aim of self-sufficiency and independence from ottg&fd13B-el), to
say nothing of the concern with love of the beautiful with which the music education

concludes (403c).

! If evidence is needed for this common sense ohsiervthat communism of women and children as well
as coed naked gymnastics undermine ordinary esitiichment, selBhaedru250e-251a, 254a-255a,
256d, andsymposiuni92d-e, 206c-207a, 208e. See also Ludwig (2007-223).

2 See Nendza (1988, 345, 347-348).
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Noting the discrepancies in Socrates’ arguments and noting the comical
atmosphere he cultivates in the midst of offering his proposals, one may, ahamany
draw the conclusion that Socrates is not making these proposals in complete s&fousne
Considering the difficulties attending the argument for communism in partiebtath
the difficulties attending its justification and those which render its img@iheation, at
best, a most unlikely occurrence (473c-e)—some have argued that Socratek’ radica
reform of traditional family life is carried out not because Socrates tHiblesi but in
order to show, in one way or another, the tension between political life, with its demand
for unity among the citizens, and efoSuch a reading supposes that the justification for
communism would be the city’s demand for unity, as Socrates claims, and that by
showing us the ridiculousness and impossibility of the consequence of complete
adherence to this demand, Socrates loosens its hold on us. To the extent thatycities ma
dream of attaining such unity and freedom from faction, Socrates’ argumentetiay
have this effect, but the very fact that Socrates suggests that citiesnusvether than
unity in the very context in which he is discussing communism suggests that perfect unit
may not be the primary end of cities. In this case, Socrates’ reason fosipgpp
communism may extend beyond illuminating the tension between the city’'s demand for
unity and the demands of eros.

Indeed, book five makes a new beginning inRlepubli¢s founding of a city

which had seemed complete in book four (450a8, 427c6-d1), and this new beginning’s

3 For examples, see Bloom (1968, 380-381); SalB§g$]371-378); see especially Saxonhouse (1978).
* For examples, see Sallis (1975, 378); Saxonhdi®#6( 211); Nichols (1984, 252, 254). Compare
Ludwig’s account of the tension arguments, whictohly partially follows (2007, 203-217).
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most fundamental addition to the original is the philosopher king, who enters the dialogue
as a mere means to the realization of the regime, but who appears ultimatalyeto be
highest end of the city, for whose sake the prior legislation is necessaryd(4¥Bof. ,

502b, 520a-b, 540b5-6, 543cP1)Thus we turn to the details of Socrates’ proposals,
seeking in particular to discover whether these reforms are not in fact sometessang

for philosophic rule. If the sexual legislation should turn out to be necessary for the
acceptance of philosophic rule, then it would seem that the tension is not so much
between eros and politics as between ordinary eros and philosophy, or, more cautiously

ordinary eros and the highly paradoxical politics of the philosopher°king.

Equality

It is not immediately obvious why Socrates introduces equality amongst the
guardians as his first proposal in book five. He had been asked only to clarify the
character of his earlier proposal that the women and the children of the guarolidts

be held in common (449c, 423e). His earlier suggestion referred explicitly only to the

® See Bruell (1994), especially pgs. 266 n.5, 274, ZThe following chapter and indeed the whole
dissertation is much indebted to his argument thboat the structure of thRepublic as well as the many
conversations | have had with the author aboutrtatter; | hope here to develop and verify the link
suggested on pg. 274 between the sexual legislatidrphilosophy. | also have made much use in this
chapter of unpublished notes from a clas§be Republicaught in 1988 at the University of Chicago by
David Bolotin; it is hard to discover anything irynmterpretation of th&®epublicwhich he did not in some
way anticipate, which is of course not to say helld@gree with my interpretations.

® That Socrates already has philosophic rule in rairttie beginning and throughout his discussiahef
sexual legislation is indicated both by his refi@eton the limits pertaining to the sharing of thbts

which he makes immediately before entering intoléiggslation (450d-451b), and his suggested
rationalizations of the city’s otherwise irrationaéws of the ridiculous, noble, and sacred whiehmrakes
throughout the discussion (452d6-7,e1; 457b4-5858); these rationalizations, by supplanting tradal
views with those based on benefit, reflect theqsuiphic view of the superiority of the good to tioble
(505a-b; cf. 504d4-5, 493c1-6).
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maximal possible sharing of “women, marriage, and child-procreation” (423elrdhia

was introduced as a means of preserving the education of the guardians, whom Socrates
then explicitly limited to malesagdre9 (423e-424a, cf. 395d5-6). When, however,
Socrates first proposes equality, it is after having added a concern with¢h¢chugia)

of women to the concern with their possession (451c), and he will now propose to use
women for the same things as men (451d-e).

In fact, this is not the first addition Socrates makes to his task, for he earlier
replaced his listeners’ request for a description of the communism with the moespoint
questions of its possibility and its goodness (449¢-450%)d we therefore wonder if it
is not the addition of these questions that leads Socrates to take up the question of
women’s equality. It seems unlikely, however, that the goodness of communism is
improved by the equality within the guardian class, especially since, ase/sden, the
arguments for the goodness of these institutions seem to be in some tension with one
another. Nor would adding the equality of women in the military make Socrdtashse
seem better to his listeners, although arousing a comic atmosphere in making thi
argument and overcoming some of his listeners’ shame may help soften the shock of the
communism. Furthermore, we should consider that the goodness of the proposed
communism would surely have been in question regardless of Socrates’ making this
explicit at the beginning of book five, because the discussion of each institution of the
city concerned its goodness as it was instituted (cf. 420b7-8). Thus, the question of

possibility is Socrates’ main addition to the request of his interlocutors, and p#dreaps

" See Strauss (1964, 116).
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it is the newly aroused concern with the possibility of communism that leadse&Sacrat
argue for equality. This suggestion is given further support, as | shallgliscus
subsequently, when Socrates says the law of communism “follows” the law otyquali
(457c7), since this suggests that equality may be a useful or necessaryoptedines
communism. It surely suggests the two laws are linked more deeply than bgtttieaf
they are both concerned with women.

The argument for equality is quite brief. No concern for women'’s rights is
apparent, as Glaucon’s ready acceptance of women in the guardian clesssieated
simply by the idea that this would be a better use of the women for the cityathe
activities which women would presumably otherwise take up, child bearing andyrearin
are simply discarded without discussion (451d-e). This is similar to theafouament in
defense of equality. There, Socrates argues that women educated as gudtdians w
better (for the city) than the other women, although no alternative tasks for woemen a
suggested for comparison, as shoemakers were opposed to the male guardians (456b-
457a). What is clearly missing from this justification of equality in termbeof t
usefulness of the greater number of guardians which it would permit is an ardament
the suitability of guardianship to female nature. It is this consideratiorn\#ucrates
seems to defend in the course of his argument for the possibility of equalityis, That
Socrates presents his argument for the possibility of equality as an arghateguality
accords with woman’s nature (452e-453b, 456b-c). Socrates first mentions fetuede na
as that which would determine the limits or range of possibilities for any woman, and

thus, determining if equality is natural in this sense would simply demonsjtabtygs
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possibility (452e6-453a3). Yet Socrates turns, without explanation, to another meaning

of nature, according to which what is natural is what most fulfills or is bestciertan

kind of being; Socrates reminds us that the entire regime is to have been founded in
accordance with nature (453b4-5, cf. 433a4-6), as none of the present regimes have been
(cf. 452a7-8). Thus we see that many things have come into being, at least amamg huma
institutions, that are not, in this sense, natural, and it is the naturalness ¥ éq tiails

second sense that Socrates proceeds to defend.

Socrates’ apparent conflation of these two meanings of nature thus jeopdrélizes t
rigor of his defense of equality in a way which will become clearer in thas$ism of
communism. In the meanwhile, we should note a way in which the naturalness of
equality in the second sense, as what is best or fulfilling for women, implies the
possibility of equality in a higher or more rigorous sense, provided that whad seém
most fitting to a given nature is not opposed by other aspects of its nature. Adndsac
with nature would be most stable and hence able to remain in existence, because it would
not be opposed by any natural inclinations. Thus the regime founded in accordance with
nature would not be driven to reform or overturn its institutions as other regimes are
driven to overturn institutions that are not natural (424a, 433a-b, cf. 422e-423a, 426e,
501e). Furthermore, while unnatural regimes can and do come into existence, there
cannot be perfect adherence to their laws and orders due to human nature’s opposition to
them. To the extent that we identify a regime with its authoritative law338€&1-3,

551a12), and the authority of the laws implies obedience to them, a regime with unnatural
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laws is never fully possible. Thus a regime’s possible existence is asguted b
naturalness.

Now, while Socrates does give the appearance of arguing for the natucdiness
equality, his use of nature as a standard seems primarily to highlight whaagumsent
lacks®? The argument Socrates gives is not for the natural fithess of women to any
particular task nor the fitness of some women for the task of guardianship, hlthtaug
is subsequently asserted without argument (456a), but rather, Socrateslaagueomen
are generally inferior at all tasks (455c-d). In such a case, it semrbful that there
would be enough exceptional women sufficiently fit for the tasks of the guardians,
especially since these require sufficient bodily strength for war, and/lsteihgth is the
one quality Socrates and Glaucon consistently note that women lack (451el-2, 455e1-2,
456a10-11, 457a9-10). Yet, despite singling out war as a questionable task for woman’s
nature (453a3-4), and despite mentioning in this context the need for adequate bodily
strength if a nature is to be suited to a task (455b9), Socrates offers no argument that
woman’s nature or her bodily strength is suited to war.

The inappropriateness of putting women in battle is brought out again in book

five’s later treatment of war. There, Socrates refers to araird9 and then fathers

8 Although there is still another use of naturehieRepublicaccording to which what is natural would
never come into being (501b1-4, cf. 473al-2, an8%7a4-9 with c1-d3). This use refers to varioleals
which exist “by nature”, but which transcend huntgricapacity for implementation. Such ideals seéem
be objects of human aspiration, but even their gesd is quietly called into question by Socratesiarks
concerning possibility and goodness in his disaussf communism (458a1-b3), as | discuss below.
Socrates only introduces such ideals after conspigly failing to defend the naturalness of commumis
he only turns to these after his regime has faledmore rigorous standard of possibility (cf. 4-Z28b).

° See Saxonhouse (1976, 199-200); (1978, 888 nehdhh (1988, 339-340).
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(patere$ without mentioning women or mothers leading their children in battle (487c).
Glaucon, apparently taking Socrates’ hint, concludes the discussion of war bytisggges
that women might not participate in battle, and if they did, they would be in the rear
(471d). Socrates lets this go without correctibrSocrates’ remarks which refer only to
the participation of men in warfare immediately follow Glaucon’s questido a$ether
bringing all the guardians’ children to battle does not constitute too grisét ag the
city could be unable to recover if all its children were lost (467b2-4). Glauocomtem,
however, could well apply also to bringing the women to war, for far fewer men tha
women need survive to populate another generatidrerhaps then Socrates’ omission
of women at war is not due only to concern about the strength of women but also to
concern about their usefulness as child-bearers.

Yet it is this use of women which Socrates most conspicuously overlooks as he
knowingly offers an inadequate argument for female equality within the guastdiss.
The basic point of Socrates’ argument is the inferiority of wometl tiasks, and this of
course includes the bearing and rearing of children, which Socrates hadpeagased
as the alternative to female equality (451d6-8). Whatever the case witly reary be,
women certainly excel all men at child-bearfiignd thus the task most suited to and

indicative of the distinctively female nature would seem to be the perfectioardpe

19 See also 460b1-3, where Socrates speaks of rewgatt young who excel in war with women but not
men.

1 See Saxonhouse (1976, 195, 207).

12 See Strauss (1964, 118).

13 See Saxonhouse (1976, 199).

24



children!* Socrates’ raising the question of woman'’s nature and his subsequent
argument which simply denies any natural female excellence, thus, when thought
through, call attention to Socrates’ dismissal, without argument, of the fenleakesr
child-bearer, and to his unwillingness to make or leave this as women'’s principle
occupation. The argument for the naturalness of equality thus calls our attention to at
least one effect of the equality which is of particular importance toottmencinism of
children: the denial that a guardian woman’s place may be in the home with therchildr
Equality’s enforcement of the separation of woman from child is not its only
connection with the subsequent communism. When Socrates begins his description of
the communist laws, he refers back to the laws for equality, arguing thaixihg of the
sexes in all activities, especially naked exercise, and their living antdraial
common, will inevitably lead to sexual relations cropping-up among them as ohetdrm
by “erotic necessities” (458c6-d7, cf. 452a11-I1)Furthermore, these sexual relations
are not likely to be highly monogamous, as is indicated by Socrates’ implidaiotnéy
would be “irregular” without the city’s intervention (458d8-e1). Equality thusstake
women away from their children and puts them among the men, often without any
clothes on. Looking ahead to the impermanence of the marriages and the chadlessne
required by the city’'s communism (459e-460d), the equality of women appears as a
means by which to weaken the attachment of women to their children and tacspecifi

men, thus also weakening the attachment of men to their women and, since promiscuity

14 Seel aws 785b and 789eff for evidence that Plato couldkthire role of bearing children may be quite
time consuming for women.
15 See Bruell (1994, 274).
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would cause obscurity regarding who is the child of whom, to their children, which
conditions are necessary for the acceptance of communism by the gualtd&irsthis
way that the law of communism seems to “follow” that of equality (457c7). Ths doe
not mean communism is simply a consequence of equality, for additional laveedegin
to enforce the communism, but it does imply that equality prepares the way by

weakening the family.

Communism

Socrates introduces his discussion of the proposed communism of women and
children with a ruse that attracts attention to the question of its goodness antbthsis al
Socrates to avoid the question of possibility. That is, immediately after Glaucon
expresses doubt regarding both the goodness and the possibility of such communism,
Socrates suggests that its goodness is undisputed and that he has only the question of
possibility to answer (457d4-9). Quite naturally, this provokes Glaucon to object, and
Socrates is compelled to answer the question of communism’s goodness (457e1-4). That
Socrates’ intent was in fact to draw Glaucon’s attention to the question of goodness and
distract him from that of possibility is confirmed by the sequel, where teéscsaeks and
obtains permission to consider the character and goodness of the communism while
postponing the question of its possibility (458a-b). Socrates then follows this order of
inquiry, reversing the order suggested in his initial statement of the questohihe

order he followed in the discussion of equality (450c8-9, 456c, cf. 452e4-5). To
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understand the significance of Socrates’ avoidance of the question of possibility fo
discussion of communism as a whole, we must follow this theme somewhat further.
Socrates characterizes his request to put off the question of possibitiat as t
an idle man seeking to avoid weariness in deliberating about the possibility dievhat
desires, and Socrates admits that this procedure will make one still idlet{4b8a
Presumably this procedure makes one more idle by replacing the straming (a
enjoyment) of seeking to fulfill a desire with that of fantasizing abeutifillment
(458a). One was already idle before this, however, and Socrates apparestly take
avoidance of the question of possibility as evidence of idleness. In Socrates’ vi
actively pursuing something is inseparable from consideration of that thing'bipgssi
a thing’'s goodness cannot be properly considered without ascertaining itslippssibi
Thus Socrates affirms the correctness of the original order of questionsteSocra
insistence on the appropriateness of this order, even if he will lead his audiegce awa
from it here, is intelligible if a thing’s goodness depends on its possibility. This
consideration in turn makes sense when one bears in mind that that the goodness in
guestion is goodness of something for someone or some group (cf. 505a-b, d5-el), for if
the attainment of a supposed good thing is impossible then it cannot be good for that
person. Socrates’ subsequent account of the goodness of communism is thus rendered
suspect by Socrates’ own admission.
The inadequacy of Socrates’ procedure is further suggested by comparing
Socrates’ eventual treatment of communism’s possibility with his treatofequality’s

possibility, for Socrates replaces the question of possibility in terms ohirass with
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the lower and less rigorous question of whether and how it can come into being at all
even be merely approximated (466d6-8, 473a-b). It is true that at the conclusion of his
discussion of communism Socrates asserts its accordance with nature (466d#-4), but
we examine his very next statement, we see that this is precisely wiatod®e proven.

For there, Socrates asks if the communist arrangements just describeo aassaible
among humans as they are among lower animals (466d6-8), and, while this question
explicitly asks only whether communism can come into being, the juxtaposition of what
is possible among lower animals with a question about what is possible among humans
cannot but raise the question of communism’s suitability to human nature (466d6-8).
Finally, Socrates’ raising of this question here accords with the utter lacksideration

of human nature within the discussion of communism. Socrates’ procedure thus renders
communism’s goodness suspect, in particular, with respect to its suitabhiiyrtan

nature.

Socrates could have argued for communism among the guardians with a more or
less identical argument to that which he used to defend equality, for thereibe trat
nothing was better for the city than producing the best possible men and women (456e),
and here he could have argued that the eugenics program, which communisnegacilitat
would further this end (cf. 459d7-e3). Instead, Socrates makes another argument, one
which is in some tension with the earlier argument’s concern for excefleand, this

argument especially brings out the difficulty communism poses for human nature.

16 Cf. Sallis (1975, 373-374)

" This tension between the city’s concern for exarele and its concern with unity also appears in
Socrates’ use of a community of pleasure and paipposed to a shared view of virtue or nobilithis
discussion of the unity provided by communism:gtedards for the city concerned with unity must be
lowered (462b4-6; cf. 403c4-7). See Nendza (1988).
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Socrates argues that communism of women and children will help provide thetgreates
good to the city by making it most like a single human body which is unified in its
awareness of pleasure and pain in any of its parts (464b1-3, 462c10-d5). Yehevbkile t
seems to be no distinction between our feeling pain in our finger and our awareness that
this pain and this finger are our own, the citizens need a community in which they must
first think of others as their own and only then can they try to feel their pain (463e3-
464a2). By likening the city to an individual human body, Socrates provokes the

guestion of whether humans are the kind of beings whose selves can be so dissolved as to
permit the thorough incorporation of each as a mere part of the city.

Socrates subsequent avoidance of the question of the naturalness of communism
and his ultimate replacement of that question with the lower standard of whether the
regime could be merely approximated, strongly suggests that Socratesaoaiisa
unnaturalness (471c-e; 473abB)This suggestion is then further supported by Socrates’
remarks shortly after his argument for communism’s goodness for the aisy, Fi
Socrates admits that the human body can never cease to be private or one’s own (464d8-
9), but one may easily wonder whether concern over the body can be limited to prevent
seeking private possession of goods, women, and chifdrBocrates then tacitly
suggests there can be no such limitation of concerns: he admits spirited fighidauill
occur with such frequency that their possibility will encourage all toirefitdor
fighting, and Socrates only seeks to dissipate the spiritedness that encagtrapesds

safely as possible (464e3-465a3). Finally, even fathers will be beaten orocaasi

18 See Strauss (1964, 118)
19 See Strauss (1964, 127).
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such occasions will be unlikely only in part because of the shame one feels before hi
“fathers”, for fear of punishment is also needed (465a8-b3).

That the unity Socrates praises is unnatural and that Socrates is athésesof
confirmed by an addition he makes to the argument for communism, namely, that the
communism is also good for the individual guardians (458b5-6, 465df.). Consideration
of the individual’'s good was absent from the treatment of equality and the questions
Socrates raised at the beginning of book five, but Socrates raises the question here, and
he even draws attention to the fact that this is the first time he raises therghgst
reminding us that Adeimantus’ concern about the happiness of the individual guardians
from the beginning of book four had hitherto gone unanswered (465e4-466a6). After his
argument that communism will unite the city such that all share equally ianmtleer’s
goods (464d3-5), one would expect that the individual benefits of communism would not
be worth mentioning, but it is precisely here that Socrates first bringsupnetinus
implying the failure of communism to transform the individuals into mere pda
greater whole. Socrates even seems to highlight this failure by his drtise o
guardian’s happiness, which he suggests surpasses that of the Olympic victors3j465d2-
for he thereby compares them favorably to a class whose members’ shecpbs s
distinguishes them from all others.

Thus Socrates seems aware of the unnaturalness of the end by which he justifies

communisnt® Because the unity for which communism is allegedly sought is not

% The above argument has indicated in particulautiv@turalness of the unity Socrates proposesstifyju
communism, and it only casts doubt on the natusalioé the communism itself insofar as communism
requires one to give up the private (which it diwea large but not exhaustive extent: private henor
remain). | infer the unnaturalness of the commuriis particular due to Socrates’ failure to argoeifs
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natural, it cannot be fully achieved, even if a tyrant could go some way towaidsmatt

it. Furthermore, Socrates does not even seem to have designed it well to achieve as much
unity as possible. Socrates’ admission that spirited rivalry will be presemigaime

guardians reminds us that Socrates requires rewards, including sex, to be given to the
better guardians, thus creating divisions from which faction may grow (465al-3, 460b1-
5). More fundamentally, however, one may doubt whether humans can be as attached to
a crowd consisting of people who are family members only by law as each ofahem ¢

be to a small family within which one develops close relationghips.particular, the

law prohibits any women or child from being someone’s own and thus from being cared
for as one’s own. Each guardian is required to regard all the others in one way or another
as a family member (463c5-7), but the law does not provide for the actions between
lovers and family members that are, at least ordinarily, conducive to the ifurroft

unifying bonds of kinship. Socrates indicates that the mere names of kinship will not
suffice to unify the city and adds laws which require good conduct towards “gaaedts
punish bad conduct (463c8-e2), but no law can be made to require fathers and mothers to
nurture their children and thereby engender respect for themselves, sidaeating is

strictly regulated by independent officers (460b7-d5). In fact, freedom fromotiea

of rearing and financially supporting children is one noted benefit of communism for the
guardians (465c2-3). Finally, the regime forbids continuous cohabitation and mutual

support between man and wife. Perhaps then it is because of these short-gothmgs i

naturalness. As | shall explain below, Socragelshission in book ten that decent men will not ble &
refrain from mourning for lost loved ones as oppbtgehis suggestion in book three that they wodd b
unable to tolerate such mourning and would evegHaat it also implies the impossibility of commumis
(603e7-9, 388al-2,d2-3).

%L See Ludwig (2007, 214-215).
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law that Socrates, after attaining Glaucon’s agreement that nmeoeltyhing the names of
kinship would be ridiculous, concludes by saying that when anyone is doing well or
badly all will “utter together”§umphonesousirithe “saying” (hem3 that they are
themselves doing well or badly, and does not say that all will feel the samd&@m3{
5).

Socrates therefore appears to be aware of both the unnaturalness of his proposed
communism and the fact that the communism proposed would do more to weaken the
attachments of each of the guardians to some others than it would to attackhtéam
to all the others. If we turn now, finally, to the details of the communism as Socrate
describes them, it will appear that this weakening of the guardians’ atiatoehments to
their spouses and their attachments to the most common product of eros, their children, is
in fact Socrates’ primary purpose. Since Socrates claims to outline theuossmmfor
the sake of his eugenics program, it could seem that this is his aim (459c-e), b#sSocrat
does not even mention the eugenics program in his defense of communism’s goodness.
And the discussion of the nuptial number at the beginning of book eight then confirms
that Socrates does not take the eugenics program sefidusly.

Socrates begins his description of communism after first obtaining Glaucon’s
agreement that humans, like the lower animals, should be bred from only the best who
are also in their prime (459a-b). Given the needs of breeding, Socrates thehatotes t
(unlike those breeding lower animals), the rulers will require elabdesteptions to

facilitate the breeding (459c8-d2). Socrates then describes thecoityraunism, and he

#See Ludwig (2007, 216); Sallis (1975, 377).
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divides his discussion in two parts: the lies concerning breeding the best withtthe bes
(459d7-460d8), and the laws concerning breeding only those in their prime (460d8-
461e6)*® Socrates suggests the reason for this division when he asserts that the breeding
of the best with the best must be kept secret to avoid factions (459e1-3), whereas th
official ages in which reproduction is permitted are not kept secret (461a3rbakés

sense that the older could more easily accept their inferiority for repreglpatrposes

both because age is less deniable and more obviously inevitable than is badness, and
because the old are compensated with freedom to have intercourse with whovenever t
wish, other than their ancestors and progeny (461b9-c3).

If the avoidance of all faction is the true purpose of the deceptions in the first par
of the discussion, Socrates’ proposals seem questionable. For, immediately afte
proposing the use of “subtle lots” to conceal the preference for the best in brewetliing a
thereby permit the others to blame chance for their loss (460a8-9), Socratesgropose
giving more frequent intercourse with women, along with other prizes, to the most
excellent guardians (460b1-5). By rewarding excellence with sex, isdbatiSocrates
will manifestly create distinctions among the guardians from which factaay arise,
yet he refers to these rewards as a “pretgatifhaseosfor producing the most children

from these men. The lots may serve to hide from the lesser men that sewedrese

% Socrates indicates this division by beginningfits part of his discussion by referring only tebding
the best with the best (not mentioning those iir {néme) and by marking its end with “let us godbgh
the next point” {0 ephexes dielthomgrafter which he turns to the discussion of bregaiges (459d7-9,
460d8). It could seem that Socrates digresses tingmutline by discussing the guardians’ childeca
center within the first part (460b7-d5), which sifies more details of the child-rearing than arguie=d
by Socrates’ introduction to this section, wherehby refers to rearing the children of the best aat
those of the worst (459d9-10), but he introduceh Bee beginning of the discussion of the childecar
center and that part of the discussion followirg discussion of rearing some children and not ethgr
connecting them to the preceding with the exprestokoun kdi (460b7, ¢8). | will indicate the
relevance of the child-rearing discussion to th& fpart of the discussion as a whole below.
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primarily for the best, but the rewards utterly fail in this. They servepastext only for
the eugenics program, hiding from all that the best are rewarded becauseyplsetto

be the fathers. Socrates apparently hopes that the bitterness that mamangst those
who are rewarded less often will be meliorated by their belief that thoseirg the
rewards did in fact merit them and that merit must be rewarded. This implies/drpwe
that the importance of rewarding merit is clearer to the guardians thangbaance of
the eugenics program, thus casting doubt on the strength of the arguments by which
Socrates so easily persuaded Glaucon of the need for it (cf. 459b10-c1). If, then, the
eugenics program is not of such obvious value, we are compelled to look for other
reasons for Socrates’ elaborate deceptions.

Those who never or rarely have sex will know that far fewer of the children are
their own, so Socrates’ “pretext” does little to prevent less affection fgotlneg on the
part of slighted men or to meliorate any strong desire on their part to haverchildr
seems rather to serve to obscure the strong connection between the exwtlieair a
young. The excellent will not know that they are granted sex in order to produce more
children and thus they will be less inclined to see the children as the offspring of thei
own particular virtue; furthermore, presuming the guardians discover that stinee of
children are not kept alive (460c3-5), those who are rewarded more frequently for
excellence will not be able to deduce that their children are likely to be the sarvivor
That this detachment of parents from children is, in fact, Socrates’ praoacgrn in
this section is then further indicated by his abrupt change of topic. For, afteeri®n

of using rewards as a pretext, he turns to the manner in which children will be egparat
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from parents, and raised apart from them, or, if they come from bad stock or are
otherwise deformed, presumably killed (460b7-c5). The parents, as mentioned, will not
be notified of their child’s fate. Socrates’ adds that while mothers will be usedlkor
“every contrivance” will be used to prevent mothers from recognizingc¢hidren, and
Socrates even notes that the mothers will be prevented from the prolonged nofturing
any child (460c8-d5). It does not seem to be faction in general which Socestds tri

avoid in this section but rather particularly close relationships forming betparents

and children.

Socrates’ attempt to sever the bond between parent and child is accompanied by
an attempt to prevent excessive attachment between man and wife, and this becomes
especially clear in the second part of Socrates’ description of communism. uBatireyg
coupling according to the city’s demands, Socrates assures that lovecaffisios be
arranged in simple accordance with erotic inclinations nor prolonged by erotesdesir
and Socrates draws attention to this in the second part of his discussion which is
apparently dedicated to describing the limitation of reproduction to those in tingr pr
(460d9-10). Such a discussion could have been quite brief; Socrates could simply forbid
reproduction or intercourse for those outside their prime. Instead, Socratesseades
additions to the argument. First, after describing the prohibition of “engaging in
reproduction” genneseon hapsejdor those outside their prime (461a3-b2), Socrates
adds that the same law prohibits men and women of “begettinggagaidntoh from
“intercourse” hapteta) without the city’s sanction (461b4-7). This addition is out of

place in the discussion of the limitation of reproduction to those in their prime, for these
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men and women are within their prime. Furthermore, Socrates seems to make the law
stricter for those in their prime; he particularly forbade reproductienr{ieseon
hapseta) for those outside their prime, but he will not allow that those in their prime
“haptetai”, which could mean as much as have sex and as little as touch. If one thinks
Socrates is using “reproduction” and “intercourse” synonymously, one need onlplook t
the next passage, where Socrates allows those over “the begettifgeadeelikian tou
gennan “to have intercourse’stiggignesthaiwith whomever they wish, besides their
ancestors and progeny (461b9-c4), although he had said and will repeat thatytimey ma
reproduce (461a3-b2, 461c4-7). As Socrates’ warning to those past their prime confirms
(461c4-7), the members of this class may still be capable of reproduction, eafdrehe
the sexual freedom Socrates permits those past their prime cannot be exglained a
consequence of his demand that children only be born of parents in their prime. Thus
Socrates goes out of his way to indicate the restraints the city placegionesoe, in
particular by reminding us of the restraints on those in their prime and by malseg the
the broadest.

The permission Socrates gives for voluntary intercourse to those who hawe passe
their prime, which apparently violates the city’s repressive stan@dsveros, perhaps
most proves it, when we note that it is not also granted to those below their prime. This
permission is not granted merely because those past their prime are no lpabér o
reproduction, for Socrates says they must be warned to avoid conception, and, if this

fails, to abort, or failing this, to expose the child (461c4-7). Since such means are
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available to prevent reproducti6hif Socrates’ purpose here is truly to limit childbirths
to those in their prime, why does he not grant the same permission to those below their
prime? It seems that Socrates has something else in mind to which he exatiisralty
adding this permission for the old and not the young. If we then recall Cephalus’ or
Sophocles’ earlier suggestion that the old are relieved of sexual desires-{329¢c5
Socrates’ permission here is intelligible if his purpose is in fact only to préve
formation of erotic attachments among the guardians, for such attachmeitgy la
strong sexual motives, would be weak and rare among tHé &dcrates’ unnecessary
mention of the limits placed on those in their prime is then of a piece with the permissi
he grants to the old and not the young in calling to our attention his desire to free the
guardian class from erotic attachments.

The two parts of Socrates’ description of communism thus serve to confirm that
its likely effect, the weakening the guardians’ attachments to thi&lren and spouses,
is in fact Socrates’ primary purpose in proposing it, rather than providingpenigy
within the city or illustrating the monstrousness of such unity. Then, again, washyst
why is Socrates so intent on limiting eros within the guardian class? Istsedgé the
outset that Socrates’ ultimate purpose is to indicate what would be necessheyrtde
of philosopher kings, and one may perhaps suspect something of this by glancing at the

beginning of Socrates’ description of the philosopher kings. For there he diaims t

% See alsd.aws 740d.

% Compare also Socrates’ later suggestionsahagreat labors belong to the young and that older me
would be unlikely to share in teadnesshat may afflict youths when they first get a ¢ast dialectical
refutations (536d3; 539c5-6, cf. 561a8-b1) withrates’ depiction of eros as madness in botRépublic
andPhaedrug573a-c, cf. 403al®hdr. 245b5ff.), and with the arduous toils eros densasfthe lover in
the PhaedrusandSymposiuntPhdr. 252e5ff.,.Symp 208c6-d2).
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lovers love all members of the class of which they are lovers (474d-475c), and bg there
characterizes philosophy by an eros analogous to that which would be required of the
guardians, who are not permitted to love some but not dtheéfst this analogy,
suggestive as it may be, is beset by troubles, not only because Socratesoteiiadi
description of eros elsewhere (cf. 475a9-b2 with 496b4-5), but also because almost none
of the guardians could become philosophers, and it is unclear why making the guardians’
love similar to that of philosophers helps them fulfill their role in the city (cf. 495b2).

It would seem that before we can understand the role communism plays in
facilitating philosophic rule, we must first understand more clearly the manndrich
the guardians are to be ruled, and for this purpose we must look back to the earlier
description of the guardians’ life and education in books two through four. Of course, a
study of these books is confronted by immense interpretive challenges, nof lehith
is discerning the details relevant to this study. Socrates, however, has pgvbas
suggestion as to where to begin, for he added to his discussion of communism’s goodness
the claim that communism accords with the entire regime and thus with thaei®gi
education of the guardian class (461e6-7, 464c5ff.). But when Socrates defended this
accordance, he indicated only communism’s accordance with the prior abolition of
material possessions, and he only argued that both help promote the city’s unitg)X464b-
Yet unity is not the true aim of the communism, and, as we noted at the outset, unity
conflicts with the self-sufficiency and independence to which the guardiaesavee

educated (cf. 387d11-el). Having seen, however, that Socrates’ communism fails to

% See Ludwig (2007, 217-222).
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produce unity and in fact is designed to further detach the guardians from one another, a
possible accord with the earlier education appears precisely where itehagds® be in
conflict. For both the communism and the teaching of self-sufficiency would imake t
guardians more independent individuals. It thus seems that we must turn to téis earli

stage of the guardians’ education to see if we can better clarify &3qatpose.

Self-Sufficiency and the Music Education

Socrates’ suggestion that the guardians should be as self-sufficient afioréner
as little in need of others as possible occurs early in his description of theagsardi
music education (387d11-el), and, at the conclusion of this description, Socratessuggest
that the purpose of the music education is to facilitate among the guardianseadgve (
of the noble or beautifuk&lon), which seems to include the endorsement of erotic affairs
between the guardians (402d-403c). The suggestion that the education to sedfrsyffici
accords with the communism’s attack on eros is thus confronted by the difficultizehat
self-sufficiency itself seems to prepare or facilitate the propest Ve must therefore
investigate Socrates’ description of such eros.

In the first place, it seems plausible that Socrates’ description of the mus
education and its purpose undergoes some modification over the course of the discussion,
and that therefore its concluding endorsement of eros for the beautiful does not
adequately explain every element of the discussion. Such modification in the @dscati

purpose is itself intelligible, in particular, in light of Socrates’ indmathat the
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education must prepare two separate classes with two separate tasks, thbat i
education is primarily for the guardian class as a whole, who, as Socratedesdicast
be educated to be completely honest, but the rulers must also be educated, and rulers, of
course, must lie (389b-c, cf. 382¢7-10, 414b7ff.). The rulers are to be philosophers, and
some indication that Socrates’ permission of erotic affairs is offeredforatee sake of
the education of the philosophic rulers than for the guardians in general is supgested
Socrates’ indication that musicality is the crucial charactenstinbose suited to such
affairs (402d8-9), and his subsequent indication of the close connection between music
and the proper cultivation of the philosophic nature or part of the soul, which he makes
immediately prior to raising the question of who among the guardians will rule (410e1,
411c4-5, e4-7, 412a4ff).

Secondly, we must note that the love affairs Socrates permits are quige;limit
sustained voluntary relations with a single beloved are permitted, but thieyter@o
more erotic, at least in deed, than a father’s relationship with his son (403lM-6).
contrast with the moderate and relatively chaste affairs endorsed byeSdoranon-
philosophers in th®haedrus Socrates here explicitly denies that any madness may be
involved in the guardians’ erotic affairs (403a10,Rtidr. 256b7-d6 ). Moreover, if one

notes that Socrates limits himself to requiring only that one must not be regaotedl (0

%" Consider also Socrates’ remark immediately padmis discussion of these affairs, in which he se&m
suggest that “those whom we say it is necessamyddto educate to be guardians” must be able taithe
forms of each virtue (402c1-6); that is, Socrateglss out the group of concern to hivereas those who
may attain a knowledge of virtue which would seersurpass what could be expected of all but thersul
Bolotin makes a similar suggestion regarding Sesratference to love affairs (1995), which he
apparently supports by noting the general changéhat the musical education is to depict, for itve®
from the imitation of the gods’ and heroes’ spesdibeonly the good character of soul (90-91; clla®b3
with 398a8-b4).
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go further with a beloved than a father with a son (403b7-c1), one must also note that the
leniency apparently permitted to what escapes notice is mitigated not chky by
subsequent removal of privacy from the guardians (416d2ff.), but also, within the
education itself, by the demand for complete honesty of the guardians to teeanadyy
Socrates’ censorship of such poetry as depicts Zeus’ secluded affairsenat(389b-c,
390b5-c6). Indeed, much of the education, more or less explicitly, seems to oppose the
development of attachments among the guardians: Socrates’ tacit replacéthent
desire to support one’s fellows in battle with obedience to rulers as a motivation for
battlefield discipline (cf. 389e8-9 withad 3.8 and 4.431); his censorship of Homeric
depictions of sex among the gods (390b6-c7); his condemnation of Achilles’ “iltfiberal
and arrogant actions on behalf of Patroclus (390e-391c); and his prohibition of imitations
of men in the grips of “loves’efoton), which Socrates treats as a misfortune like
sickness or drunkenness (396d1-3), all seem to oppose the guardians’ forming
attachments to one another. Finally, one may wonder if censoring the musical modes
appropriate to wailing, drunkenness, and symposia does not also weaken eros (398d-e).
It thus seems that Socrates here rewards the guardians, and perhaps al$@somew
placates his interlocutors, with erotic affairs for the noble, which the edoncet a
whole, to say nothing of the subsequent communism, does not support.

What remains and appears then to be the central concern of Socrates’ conclusion
to the music education is not the love affairs between beautiful guardians, but tiig nobil
of the guardians, which Socrates suggests follows from the noble disposition proguced b

the musical education, and which renders the guardians lovable to musical men (402d1-4,
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cf. 400d11-e3). The noble disposition is to be formed from the guardians’ education in
the virtues, especially courage and moderation (402c2-4, d1-4, 399c1-4, 399e8-11).
Therefore, Socrates’ endorsement of such self-sufficiency as would teedgrardians

least in need of one another is made in the course of his educational proposals te cultiva
the guardians’ devotion to virtue. Thus, it seems, Socrates here opposes eros in the name
of virtue. In fact, Socrates’ endorsement of this self-sufficiency occurgdiately after

his discussion of courage and shortly before his discussion of moderation, but it is most
explicitly linked to his prohibition of mourning among the guardians (387d-388d). This
link between self-sufficiency and not mourning for lost loved ones further sugigests
opposition between self-sufficiency and eros, but it is less clear why SOappesition

to mourning belongs to the guardians’ education towards virtue, for, however much
courage and moderation may seem to be virtues worth cultivating for their owrt sske, i
no doubt, much less obvious why mourning must be so harshly prohibited. It is therefore

to this prohibition that we must now turn.

Mourning

Socrates gives two reasons for his prohibition of mourning in book three. The
first, which follows from his prior treatment of courage, is that a deepntika3 man
will not believe death is anything terrible for the decent, and consequentlyl hetwi
believe his companion suffered something terrible (387d1-6). The second reason, which
is the primary object of our attention in this section, is that the decent marewilbst

self-sufficient and thus least in need of another (387d11-e1). This second reason seems
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to be required, because, even granting the adequacy of the first, according tdwehich t
dead suffer nothing terrible, the living still lose their companions and may akderel

this as a loss to themselves. Socrates then characterizes the loss whedethevill

least feel saying, “it is least terrible for him [the decent man] to pewvéel of a son or
brother, omoney or another thing of this sor{387e3-4; my italics). Perhaps

anticipating the effects of his subsequent discussion of communism or perhaps avoiding
mention of the losses most unlikely to be accepted by his interlocutors, Socratesidoe
mention the loss of a lover or friend, but his subsequent censorship of Achilles’ grief for
Patroclus suffices to indicate that friends or lovers are also not to be mournedl§388a7-
We see then that Socrates places the loss of loved ones in the same classas tieepla
loss of moneywhich seems to be the class of possessions, and we may thereby begin to
glimpse something of the opposition Socrates sees between mourning and viguat It
the least, not shocking to require that virtue elevate one above concern with private
possessions (cf. 547b2-7).

Socrates’ prohibition of mourning among the guardians requires the censorship of
all examples of mourning by good men (387e€9-388al), and he continues his explanation
of this prohibition by arguing that if the guardians hear depictions of such mourning they
will not consider it unworthygnaxior) of themselves (388d2-7, 388a1-3). Considering
this suggestion along with Socrates’ prior claim that the decent would be lead iof nee
those things for which people mourn, we conclude that the guardians should consider
mourning to be unworthy of themselves because the losses for which people mourn are

losses of things which are themselves unworthy of the guardians. This condusion i
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further supported in book ten, when Socrates re-raises the topic of mourning in the midst
of his second treatment of poetry. There, Socrates suggests that law, whicmdemma
men to live virtuously (cf. 590e1-2 in context), gives among its reasons for opposing
mourning that nothing “among the human things is worthy of great seriousness” (604b11-
cl). Harsh as it may seem, the greatest devotion to virtue or the stricteshadherlaw
apparently requires that one regard all other possessions or attachmentgdEamiin
comparison with the dignity of virtue or law. Mourning encourages us to take our human
attachments too seriously. Socrates admits in book ten that a decent man wilhigment
significant losses (603e7-9), and this lament will betray his belief in thetamoe of

what is lost, thereby indicating his belief that lawfulness or virtue is not an uireplgli
sufficient good. Lawfulness in this most strict sense demands that one regéieshobe

to the law as worthy of any sacrifice consistent with the’fsand, by mourning, the

decent man strengthens the conflict in his soul regarding this demand.

While Socrates does confirm in book ten the existence of an opposition between
virtue and mourning, he does so while exposing a troubling difficulty with the education
of the guardians, for he admits here that rigorous obedience to the prohibitiont agains
mourning will be impossible (603e7-9). This admission was foreshadowed by his earlie
suggestion that the guardians would find mourning an irresistible temptation éney
permitted to believe a good man ever mourned (388d2-7), for this suggestion in turn

implied that the reasons given by Socrates for the ease with which the diicactept

% This includes especially the sacrifice of one’sdife, of which possibility the decent man is patbiy
acutely aware when he confronts the death of an¢¢tfiec606a6-b8, where Socrates argues that pitying
other’s sufferings strengthens one’s pity for offes&ee Bolotin (1995, 92).
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their losses—that death is nothing terrible and that they are self-suff{@i&fdl-e1)—
were untrue. Socrates’ admission that the decent will mourn indicates eititeet®
beliefs are simply unacceptable, or, at least, that they are unaccéptabée
guardiang® Regarding the non-terribleness of death, belief in which is to support
courage (386a-b), Socrates makes clear in book four that there is reason to have some
guestion. He does this by explicitly limiting the virtue of the guardians to fgadfit
courage which is based on “lawful opiniomlokas nomimauas opposed to courage
simply (429c1-2, 7-8, 430al-3, 442c1-3, cf. 430c3Hocrates subsequently discusses
courage in an individual as following from the obedience of the spirited part of thi soul
the wise $opho), calculating part of the soul, which has knowledgm@gtemeh
(441d12-442c8), and it thus becomes clear that he is not educating the guardians towards
true virtue>! That the guardians are not being educated towards true virtue in turn puts in
guestion their self-sufficiency, for that sufficiency was to be based on ti@endy of
their virtue, but this virtue is not genuine.

Even if Socrates’ education cannot instill true virtue in the guardian olass,
may still suppose that Socrates recommends inculcating an approximation attles vi
in the guardians for the sake of making them relatively more virtuous in the safrvice

their city and its laws. This suggestion is, however, also beset by diffcultighe first

% That Socrates in book ten implicitly repeats thnas that death is nothing terrible and that teeeht
should be self-sufficient by putting the claim thaman things are unworthy of seriousness in thetmof
law only and not reason suggests that these claiensimply inadequate, even for the philosopher (cf
604a10-11 with 604b9ff.). See also Socrates’ arpirbeginning at 583b and my interpretation of it
below.

%0 See Bolotin (1995, 87).

31 Cf. 518d9-e3 where Socrates disparages all vigaes that of prudence, which, in the contextés th
virtue necessary to philosophy (and not politida)] along with Bruell's explanation of this pagsa
(1994, 271).
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place, the guardians’ self-sufficiency implies their independence frorarataer and

the belief in the unworthiness of human things, but the law’s command not to take human
things seriously is contradicted by its usual concern with benefiting humans (604b11-
c1)3? And Socrates shows that this is the usual purpose of law before his discussion of
mourning in book ten, in his discussion of Homer’s failure to take virtue seriouslyg wher
he faults Homer for failing to have been a good lawgiver and thereby benbkfitiman

beings (599a6-b1, d2-el). Thus, encouraging such inhuman self-sufficiency among the
guardians would make them less useful servants of their fellows.

Furthermore, in the course of explaining exactly how poetry harms the decent,
Socrates makes an argument which indicates how poetry is useful to citeselpre
because of the mourning it evokes. That is, Socrates indicates a sense in which such
mourning as law and reason oppose is “reasonadlgddo) (605e7-606al, cf. 604al10-
b1, 605e4-6), arguing that there is a part of the soul which “by naphas€¢) seeks
lament and which may satisfy this desire without shame while watching yradjesttly

pitying others rather than oneself (606a35Bocrates emphasizes in this passage the

32 See Bolotin (1995, 92).

33 While Socrates claims in this passage that thetsonature desires this lament, and in this seatibthe
argument he adopts the first person plural thusuagply including himself among the group seeking
lament (605c10ff.), we cannot believe that Socret@snong this group. Rather, he seems to take up
Glaucon'’s perspective here, so as to soften Hisism, and he points to the naturalness of suctetd to
indicate that it will necessarily exist in men wéa@ not thoroughly educated, which is to say|liman
except a few philosophers. Saying such lamenrdtigral thus means that it is a permanent obstdicle o
which the law must take account. Socrates makewahce for his exceptional character by saying
immediately before apparently including himselftie group of lament-seekers that some very few men
escape corruption by poetry (605c7-8), and notinifpis discussion that it is lack of education vbhic
permits such lament (606a7-8), and concluding tbeudsion by noting again that some few may, by
calculation, avoid the temptation of poetry (606H)5-See also Socrates’ comment at 595b6-7, at the
beginning of book ten’s discussion of poetry, tiatse with knowledge have a remedy against coonpti
by poetry. Finally, compare Socrates’ descriptibthe faction within the mind of the man whose
sufferings are depicted in tragic poetry (603c1®ith his description of the faction-free statettod
philosopher’'s mind (586e4-5).
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way tragic poetry leads us to pity men whom we see mourning, which mearly, stric
speaking, pitying those who are violating the law, or men we would be ashamed to
resemble (605e5), but he also further suggests we might otherwise be disguste
(bdeluttesthgiby these men (605e6). This disgust may suggest that the men pitied are
not merely mourning but also denouncing or denying the gods, as may happen in tragedy.
Poetry thus softens its audience towards such law-breakers, but if such aymsnali
inescapable, it is safer for the law that one fee pity primarily for oth#rsr than for
oneself in the midst of one’s own outbursts, for in the latter case one then lets oneself of
the hook for breaking the law. It is true that Socrates concludes this passagaiby

that pitying others will necessarily carry over to oneself (606b5-9), buawheould
maintain its prohibition of mourning for oneself in public, which it could never stop in
private, while allowing the natural inclination to mourn a place to vent at tegyedi
Furthermore, by Socrates’ own account earlier irRépubli¢ what is done to excess is
likely to provoke a great change in the opposite direction (563e9-564al). His primary
example in this context is the movement from excessive freedom in democracy to
tyranny (563e6-9), but it is not difficult to imagine an analogous movement against
excessively repressive laws to excessive freedom. The law, by exgdsslrapacity of

the soul in its opposition to mourning would run the risk of a great rebellion. Permitting
tragic poetry and the mourning that accompanies it may therefore allsorateof this

risk. Finally, suggesting that Socrates wishes subtly to propose such a usk of trag
poetry in this passage allows us also to explain his referring here to the parsailthe

which seeks lament as seeking “to lament sufficiehilapod and to be satisfied
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(apoplesthendi and his indication that this part of the soul is “fulfillegfifhplamenoh
by poetry (606a4-6), when he had earlier portrayed this part as “insatiaplesto3
(604d9): even if the soul’s desire for lament may not be fundamentally satisfied, as
Socrates indicates again by pointing to the way the satisfactiondbigneoetry
strengthens the fundamental longing (606b5-8), poetry allows a temporarygowigain
may be the safest course for the community.

Because Socrates’ prohibition of mourning among the guardians and his
censorship of mourning in poetry neither promotes true virtue nor seems to be gspeciall
useful to a city, we return again to the question of why Socrates makes this proposal
book ten, Socrates indicates that it is both law and reason which oppose mourning
(604a10-11), and if the demands of law do not suffice to justify Socrates’ proposal, it is
perhaps in reason’s opposition to mourning that we must seek an explanation. The
reasons Socrates gave for opposing mourning in book three have come to appear
guestionable, and it is therefore no surprise that Socrates’ intimations of m&irning
unreasonableness in book ten are of a different character. In giving s®ngéar his
opposition to mourning, however, Socrates also indicates more precisely exzadtly
mourning he wishes to restrain. Surely Socrates does not consider all suffering or
awareness of one’s suffering unreasonabtather, in book ten, Socrates indicates
reason’s opposition to both the lamentations and recollections of suffering (604d8-10) of
decent men (603e3), who are of such a sort as to try to resist mourning (604yhep), tr

to obey the commands of law but evidently unable to hear the voice of reason (604al10-

34 Socrates indicates that there will be no end tis ér men starting at 473c9-d6 (cf. Strauss 1964),
and it would be unreasonable for men not to fedlybim some way while suffering evils.
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b1, b6ff.). That is, Socrates indicates, in particular, an opposition between reason and the
mourning of the decent, law-abiding men who are incapable of living according to
reason. We shall come to see why the law-abidingness of these men is linked to thei
unreasonable lamentations.
Of course it is such men as these who will primarily constitute the guatdss) c
for few can be philosophers and it is only philosophers who live in thorough accord with
reason (491a9-b2, 495b2, 534b3-d1, 582d7-13). Therefore, the guardians will be
susceptible to precisely that mourning which Socrates indicates is unreasoretble
there is an obvious oddity attending the suggestion that Socrates opposes the mourning of
such men in the name of reason: namely, this class of men, precisely as $oesatets
them, cannot become truly reasonable. Socrates may only hope then, through his
proposed education and institutional reforms, to make these men more like reasonable
men. That is, false or unreasonable beliefs, as would be inculcated throughithe mus
education, and compulsory arrangements, such as book five’s sexual legislatiteh, w
be necessary to make the men of the guardian class act more like reason&Bléfren.
some elaboration of the way in which the mourning of the decent opposes reason, we
shall see more clearly why Socrates would propose such a modification in theioheha
Socrates’ indication of the unreasonableness of mourning occurs within his
attempt in book ten to distinguish precisely “that [part or aspect] of thoutjatidias
touto) which is affected by imitative poetry, as opposed to that affected bymginti

(603b9-cl). Thus, despite Socrates’ suggestions that poetry affects only thpdovedr

% Cf. Bolotin (1995, 87).
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the soul (604d8, 605a2-3, al0-bl), we see that Socrates’ concern is with the thoughts,
opinions, or beliefs with which poetry is associated:he unreasonableness of the
decent man’s mourning will then consist in its reliance upon and strengthening of
unreasonable opinions. Such opinions, being unreasonable, will contradict either each
other or, at least, the true opinions, and Socrates makes quite prominent in this discussion
a description of at least one contradiction in the opinions of the mourners. That is,
Socrates focuses on the way these men, in part, hold to the lawful opinions and wish to
obey the law while also resisting the lawful opinions (604a10ff.). Socratessma
explicit, however, only the claims of the law, leaving obscure what opinions exactly
oppose these, and therefore it is to an examination of the lawful opinions that we must
turn.

As Socrates presents it, the law gives four reasons for opposing moufistgy.
the good and bad things in such situations as prompt mourning are unclear (604b10-11);
this presumably means that an apparent loss, for which one mourns, may turn out not to
be a loss.Second the law claims, taking a loss badly is unproductive (604b11-12).
Third , as we have already discussed, the human things are unworthy of great seriousness
(604b12-cl).Fourth, being in pain impedes deliberation about what is best in one’s new
situation, which is the most needed thing (604c1-d2). The fourth reason is the only one
which Socrates explains (604c5-d2), and it is this reason which Socratetes thea

best would be willing to follow (604d5-6). Thus, the fourth claim Socrates attributes to

% Cf. 603a1-8 where Socrates claims that it is &qgfathe soul other than the calculating part which
opposes measure, but even here he admits thdp#mts still opines floxazon, and thus belongs to the
opining part of the soul.
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law must accord with reason, but Socrates’ indication of the superiority of the fourth
allows or suggests the inferiority of the law’s remaining claims.

This inferiority is then confirmed, for the law’s claims, upon scrutiny, cordradi
one another. Now Socrates’ second claim accords well enough with the fourth, whic
may be taken as an explanation of the second claim. That is, taking a loss badly is
unproductive, in particular, because the pain of taking a loss badly impedes deliberation.
Alternatively, the advice given in the second claim, for the mourner just to move on, may
be a second best, for those incapable of sound deliberation, so that they can now follow
the counsel of others. Regardless of how one interprets the second claim, Socrates’
emphasis on the superiority of the fourth claim sets apart, in particular sthenf third
claims®’ These two claims seem to be united in taking a superhuman view of mourning,
for the first, in its denial that what has been felt to be a loss is actuallylzldssout the
hope for some mysterious, presumably divine, compensation, while the third disparages
human concerns directly.

Yet the first and third claims, united as they may be in their superhuman
perspective, also oppose one another. For the first claim asserts the pb$thetgood
in such affairs while the third (along with the second and the fourth, if, in a difieegnt
makes a fundamental claim about the good (namely, that it is something superior t

human things). The first claim does not deny the importance of human losses, but rather

37 Cf. Benardete (1989, 220-221). Benardete notew#yethe first and third claims belong togethedas
the second and fourth, and he indicates sometHitigedension between these claims, but | disagotie
with his interpretation of the exact meaning of thied claim in particular, and his subsequent aésion
(as far as | can understand it) of the significapicéhese claims. To state the disagreement prigfteems
to me that Benardete does not give due weight togses’ attribution of these claims (especially fihat
and third) to law and not to reason.
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denies that what is felt to be a loss is in fact one. But on what basis could theyaw den
that all apparent losses are losses in fact? The law could make this dahovfs that

human losses may ultimately be redeemed. Thus, the law-abiding man, bygdheyin
claims Socrates attributes to law, holds contradictory opinions about the good, and, in
particular, regarding the importance or goodness of human things. To make this more
concrete, it seems that the law-abiding man holds both that his apparent loss (of
something human) may be compensated by divine assistance and that he must be above
concern with such losses, devoted only to the (superhuman) law or virtue.

Socrates indicates, in this way, the contradictory opinions the law-abiding man
holds, insofar as he obeys the law, but we have yet to see why his mourning, in particular
adds to or exacerbates these contradictions, such that Socrates seeks it@prohibi
Bearing in mind the unreasonable character of his law-abidingness, let s tur
Socrates’ description of the decent man’s suffering. Socrates’ descriptims @gthin
his characterization of what poetry imitates, in which the characteligtiagiributes to
the man imitated by poetry turn out to be those of a decent man suffering aargnifi
loss (603c-e). Once again, Socrates draws attention to the confusion of this man, for
poetry imitates men performing forced or voluntary actions (603c5), supposing
themselves to have done well or badly in these deeds (603c5-6), feeling pain or pleasure
in both the deeds and suppositions (603c6-7), and, “in all these things,” Socrates asserts
this man is full of contrary opinions (603c10-d9). Itis not difficult to see a
characterization of tragedy in these terms: a man supposes he did well, Vglsataing

a throne or taking a wife, and is pleased; but he discovers that due to ignorancemis acti
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was involuntary, and, supposing he has done badly, having violated sacred laws, he feels
pain. Yet this presentation is still too simple, for Socrates indicates éhatah is

confused throughout his deeds and during their aftermath, and he portrays the soul of
such a man as fundamentally confused such that he cannot come to a final clear
assessment of what has happened (603d5-7). In actions that primarily seetlicsce

man will wonder if something still could not be done, just as when he chooses to act he
will wonder if all his efforts might not be thwarted by fate. It is no surghea, that he

cannot resolve the question of what he has done well nor that his pains and pleasures are
mixed.

The decent man who has suffered a significant loss will be in such a state of
confusion, and this means that he will still be wondering if the loss, which in Socrates
view occurred by chance (603e3), was not deserved and whether perhaps something can
still be done about it. He will wonder if his actions were virtuous and his pain will be
mixed with some pleasure. This mixture of pleasure with the pain of the loss on the part
of the grieving seems strange, for mourning seems to be an expression of pain, but
Socrates indicates that there is a pleasure in mourning. Mourning is not presearted a
automatic response to pain, for Socrates indicates that a part of the soul dissires t
mourning (604d8-9), and this part, perhaps always aware of the possibility of such losses
even seeks lament when no loss has recently occurred (606a3-4). This part of the soul is
drawn to the pain, against the pull of obedience to the law, by “the experience itself”’

(auto to pathok(604a10-bl), which it remembers and about which it complains (604d8-
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9). Something in the painful loss attracts the decent man to recollect the pairostthe |
both to complain about it but also just to remember it.

What the decent man undergoes at such a loss is thus something complicated. It
is complex, in the first place, because the decent man is torn between latéintres
his lament and his desire to lament. But the desire to lament is further coeaplicat
because the lament is about the pain, but something in his awareness of theatidss att
the decent man to remembrance of the loss. Socrates characterizes tiad fgart t
attracted to the loss as “irrational, idle, and a friend of cowardice” (604d9-10aréVe
trying to grasp precisely what is meant by its “irrationalityyt ave shall have to wait
until we return to book three and its suggestion of the connection between the prohibition
of mourning and courage to explain the cowardice, but Socrates’ assertion of thesidlenes
of this part of the soul may seem especially perplexing, given the lamentatidbns
reminiscences it tirelessly provokes (cf. 604d9). Recalling, however, Sicrate
understanding of idleness from book five, where the idle were characteriZeeiby t
thoughts or fantasies of seemingly good things without consideration of theliliyssi
(cf. 458a-b with pg. 27 above), we perhaps receive a clue regarding theoattitzet
decent man feels for mourning.

That is, the attraction to lament is explicable in terms of a certain sdl@fesoul
that resists considerations of what is possible. The lamentations of the decent woul
seem to include expressions of outrage at the injustice of their losses (605d6), whic
feeling is likely given their doubts as to whether the losses were mentkthia outrage

may be made more severe due to their not knowing whether mysterious divine forces
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have not thwarted them, causing the losses. Even apart from the hope that tisgoexpres
of outrage may improve one’s situation, there would be a feeling of pleaswge in it
expression, for, in condemning the gods’ injustice, one would be elevating oneself above
them; even in complaining about one’s own guilt, as may also happen when one does not
know the limits of one’s responsibility, one would feel pleasure in elevatinglbnese

above oneself. Furthermore, despite their outrage, these men also still hope for divine
assistance, as is shown by their (partial) belief in the claims oflaavthis still lurking

hope leaves them wondering if something still might not be done, perhaps when the gods
hear their cries of indignation. These men would be drawn simply to recollect and
express their sufferings, for such reminiscence would bring with it, aldhgha

awareness of what was lost, the thought of their own and their loved one’s hitherto
unrewarded virtue and therefore the hope that they may still be rewarded. pite,des

but rather because of one’s tears—and the admission of the severity of the &bss whi

they imply—the decent would maintain a, perhaps hidden, belief that just gods will
compensate their 1088. Such hopes may then be characterized as idle, for they are not
accompanied by an investigation of the possibility of their fulfillment, as Sxscrat

indicates by suggesting the irremediable confusion of the decent in such situations.

3 It may be helpful to remind the reader here ofaviglence that such hopes and concern with virtue
belong to the decent mourner. The first claimaef nd Socrates’ indication that these men cammmivk
what is necessary and thus involuntary show thestettmen believe and are concerned with the passibil
of supernatural assistance, which implies god®wofesform or other. The third claim of the law and
Socrates’ indication that these law-abiding mencarerned with assessing how well they have done
show their concern for virtue. The direct linkWeen a concern for virtue and divine hopes is nhigd
nowhere made perfectly explicit (although see 60&bAvhich | interpret below, and see above alltf51
d3 and the request of Glaucon and Adeimantus aiuteet of book two more generally); by suggesting
such a link, however, we can both indicate a cotimedetween the otherwise divergent first anddthir
claims of law, and we can also understand thectittemess of mourning to the decent man as Socrates
describes him.
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We cannot answer here why Socrates would have regarded such hopes as
impossible (cf. 382e2-3), but he has given sufficient indication of why the deeeot ar
be regarded as not having carried out an investigation of their possibility. Socrate
portrays the decent as hoping that the gods will take care of humans and thus believing
that humans are worthy of such care, while also indicating that they belieaafium
unworthy of such concern. Furthermore, the denial of the worthiness of human things is
made in the name of law or virtue, but it would seem that humans are especidily wort
of divine aid precisely because of their devotion to virtue over all other concdras. T
virtue of the decent, which supports their hope in the gods, is thus undermined by that
very hope, as it betrays the incompleteness of their devotion to virtue.

The poets imitate the character of a man who engages in such mourning (604e2),
and seeing this imitation “arouses” and “nourishes” the part of the soul which see
mourning (605b2-3). Poetry does this, as Socrates goes on to say, by leading one to
mourn for others (605d3-4). Thus the act of mourning itself also strengthens the
mourning part of the soul. The decent man’s mourning is therefore prohibited because of
the contradictory opinions rooted in hopes for divine assistance to which mourning gives
expression and thereby strengthens. Itis in this way that we can understatesSoc
conclusion to his discussion of the part of thought associated with poetry (cf. 603b10-c1),
for here, Socrates says that poetry produces, “a bad regime in the private sohl of e
gratifying the unintelligent part of it, which doesn’t distinguish the mockthe less, but

believes the same things are then great and then small, and which makes phagtsn im
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(eidola eidolopoiounjivery far removed from the truth” (605b6-¢4) Mourning harms
the decent by strengthening their soul’s inability to consistently mairithar ¢he
greatness or smallness of some things, which incapacity belongs to the damhéhgar
soul that makes false images. From our previous interpretation, it seerf@scletes
here confirms the incapacity of the decent to be consistent regarding theoiouiman
things, and this incapacity is directly linked to their fabrication of falsg@saf gods.

We must return to book three to confirm that this is an adequate interpretation of
Socrates’ prohibition of mourning, but, before doing so, let us note one further aspect of
mourning which Socrates calls to our attention in book ten, for this is of some relevance
to the study of eros as a whole. After finishing his discussion of the part of thought
associated with poetry, Socrates turns to an explanation of how exactly poetsytha
decent men (605c6). Here, Socrates indicates that pity is the basic meansholyagnc
poetry affects these men; what is considered good poetry inspires the désaffet
with” (sumpaschontg¢sand “pity” (eleein its suffering heroes (605d4, 606b3). But
Socrates further notes that the decent praise not only the poet as a good poeinfpr caus
them to share the hero’s sufferings, for they also praise the suffesim@pimself, despite
his making great laments, which they would be ashamed to utter in public (605d4-5, e4-6,
606b3).

It is of course most striking that the decent men praise the lamentingaspited

the fact that they would feel ashamed to imitate him. Socrates indicat@sgrabout the

39 Here, | follow the better attested text rathentBairnet’s edition, readingidolopoiountiinstead of
eidolopoiountaat 605¢3. This translation not only has the athga of following the better supported text,
but also, by attributing the image making to the pathe soul which is influenced by poetry rathean to
the poetry itself, it brings out more clearly Sdega objection to poetry in this passage, as | hlogeave
shown: namely, that the men influenced by poetmnourning are led to produce false images of thfdsgo
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hero outside the fact that he is greatly lamenting, but his indication that tseapmet

praised precisely for their ability to induce a certain suffering st tjest the decent

may find something in the suffering itself praiseworthgind that they praise the hero
precisely for his lament. We have indicated why mourning may be partigdyable

but we have not yet explained its praiseworthiness. Perhaps there is something
praiseworthy in the strength or degree of feeling expressed, but this detgekngf

seems to have been something with which all the decent, at least those Soaatess]is
were familiar (cf. 604a6-8, 606a3-5), and thus not something very worthy of dtincti

On the other hand, the mourning Socrates discusses is primarily mourning over the loss
of another person (cf. 603e3-4). Indeed, in this context he identifies the mourning part of
the soul {outhrenodou$ with the pitying parttp eleinon (cf.606a3-5, a8-b1 with b7-8),

and this mourning therefore expresses, in addition to his own sense ‘Gftlessecent

man’s devotion to another. Such devotion may be opposed by the law insofar as it is
devotion to another person, rather than to the law, but the law itself demands such
devotion to itself ultimately for the sake of benefiting other humans (cf. 599d4-5lte2)

is therefore no surprise if the mourner, in displaying his suffering at the loss bégnot
seems to display something of the selflessness demanded by law and themeby se

virtuous or praiseworthy.

%0 Cf. 605e6, where the object of the praise to wisiohrates there refers is not perfectly clear. He
indicates that we see a man whom we would be aghtomesemble, but, instead of disgust, the sight
produces joy and praise. Thus, Socrates mosylikdicates that the praise is of the otherwisers#fal
deeds of lament. At 605d4-5, Socrates indicatasvtie praise the poets for making us suffer witirth
heroes; then at e6 he suggests the praise is stiffexing itself, and finally, at 606b3, Socraitedicates
that the praise is of the suffering man. It is aatretch to say the praise is of the man foshitering.

“1 As Socrates makes clear, the pity is both forrsthed for oneself (606b5-8), but pity comes fiossight
as a feeling for others (606b3).
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Socrates argues here that pitying others in their mourning will wéiyna
strengthen one’s own mourning (606b5-7), and, as noted above, he here calls the
mourning part of the soul its pitying part (606b7-8), thereby suggesting that the mourning
of the decent, if not identical to pity, includes pity. This pity is not merely for otfuers
Socrates says this pity will not be easily held down in “his ato{) sufferings
(pathes)” (606b8), and he therefore does not limit the pity to the sight of others’
sufferings nor even to the sight of the sufferings of those loved ones for whom one
mourns*’ Thus, the decent man’s mourning includes self-pity, and this self-pity implies
his looking on himself and his sufferings as a spectator. In this case, the decent
observing their own concern for others, are likely also, perhaps secretly,s® prai
themselves as they praise the heroes for their own sufferings, and by smprais
themselves they betray the belief that the mourning or the suffering @ssegris itself
virtuous. The mourning of the decent may be opposed to reason therefore not only by the
irrational hopes and view of virtue that accompany it, but also because the act of
mourning may itself be experienced as such an act of virtue as would entaig for t
decent, such irrational hopes. In this case, book five’s communism can be explained as
an attempt to remove not only those attachments which most commonly provoke
mourning, but also those erotic attachments which inspire such devotion to another as
would make mourning over the loss of that other seem most virtuous. | have argued that

the law’s demand of selfless devotion seems to be fulfilled, if not in devotion to the law

“2The decent man is always seeking lament (604d833%8), even when no loss has recently occurred,
and thus he apparently also seeks to lament pedsitoire losses, which would include that of hisdife.
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then in one’s devotion to another person, and that this devotion may consequently take on

the semblance of virtue.

The Prohibition of Mourning in Book Three and its Place in the Education othe
Guardians

Mourning thus seems to be a response to one’s awareness of a loss, but it is an
incomplete awareness, for it is coupled with irrational beliefs and hopebéHats can
somehow be avoided or mitigated. These beliefs, when made explicit, entail hope for
divine assistance, and it is to weaken such irrational hopes as these that,t] sugges
Socrates seeks to prohibit mourning among the guardians. Returning now to book three,
we shall see that this suggestion is supported by Socrates there. In fhladestll
those examples Socrates gives fromililag of the mourning whose imitation he wishes
to eliminate, when they are read within their context inltad, betray such an
incomplete awareness or acceptance of the loss on the part of the mourner.

Socrates’ first example is of Achilles, tossing and turning, unable to gheep,
pacing along the beach, mourning the death of Patroclos (388a7-b1); Achillesseems t
feel the need to do something, but is incapable of finding something to do. In the context,
Homer tells us that Achilles still longs for Patroclos, while remembéhagreat deeds
they performed togethelliad 24.6-8), and, immediately after the passage quoted by
Socrates, Achilles returns to dragging Hektor’s corpse, trying to ditfggke14-21).

Achilles thereby confirms that he does not accept the finality of death, finsthelace of
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Hektor's, but presumably also his own and that of Patrdél&efore his second

guotation, Socrates also mentions the need to censor the depiction of Achilles covering
his head with ash (388b1-2). If we consult the context of this reference, we finteschil
again lamenting the death of Patroclos (18.20ff). His goddess mother, Thetishisears t
lament (18.35), which results in her own lament (18.37) and ultimately in her procuring
new armor for her son (18.136-137). Thus, in this case, Achilles’ lament is followed by
divine assistance.

Socrates’ second quotation is of Priam mourning the loss of Hektor (388b6-7). In
thelliad, Priam is depicted at this point begging the Trojans to let him try to recover
Hektor’s corpse (22.413ff); he then expresses the wish that Hektor might hdwe kiie
arms so that he and his wife might satisfy themselves in mourning for him (22.426-428).
Priam presumably believes that he could thus satisfy himself for the sasmnithat he
wishes to recover the corpse, namely, because he could then provide it a proper funeral.
Priam’s wish therefore implies his belief that his loss of Hektor is not samgetimply
beyond his power to remedy, at least partidlly.

Socrates’ final three quotations are of gods inlthd who lament the loss of
mortals dear to them. The third of the five quotations is especially instructere. H
(388cl), Thetis is depicted after having heard Achilles’ own lament, (tbedexample
of Achilles mourning, as discussed above), and she now laments her son’agsitied

early death (18.54ff). Her cries attract the attention of many goddessesmbadaher

“3 Cf. Apollo’s comment that Achilles accomplisheshing by dragging the corpse, although Achillessloe
not seem to understand thikad 24.52).

“4 For the connection between funerals and hopedivare assistance in the afterlife in Homer and
Socrates’ awareness of this connectionlkagé 23.70-76 withRepublic386d4-5 and 387a2-3, along with
my subsequent discussion of the afterlife in Homer.
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side (18.37), but she says explicitly, despite her son’s many sorrows, “I can do nothing t
help him” (18.62)> Thus Thetis does not seem to experience such an incomplete
acceptance of her loss. Yet, only a few pages later iidde Thetis repeats this same
lament (cf. 18.56-62 with 18.437-443), again asserting her impotence, as she begs
Hephaestus to make armor for Achilles. That is, Thetis repeats the lamenpeestes
her own impotence precisely in order to move a god to help her and her son.
Furthermore, her lament also invokes her merit to receive such a rewaedtimgher
virtue as a mother (18.54) and the sacrifices she has made in obedience tolZeus’ wi
(18.429-434). Thus, Socrates’ central quotation points to a case of self-pity in which the
one pitying herself hopes thereby to receive divine aid.

Socrates’ final two quotations are both of Zeus, in the first case lamémdihoss
of Hektor, in the second, Sarpedon, and in both cases Zeus laments shortly before the
respective hero’s death (388c4-d1). InHlfee, Zeus is in each case depicted
considering whether he should rescue the beloved mortal (16.435-438, 22.174-175), and
he is in both cases rebuked by a goddess to whom he then assents (16.458, 22.185). The
rebuke in both cases reminds Zeus that he is mourning the death of a mortal and asks
whether he wishes to rescue, “one long since doomed by his destiny from illrgpundi
death” (16.441-442, 22.179-180). Zeus’s lament and the wish accompanying it is thus
rejected by asserting the inescapability of death.

The mourning which Socrates wishes to prohibit among the guardians thus does

seem to be bound to an incomplete acceptance of death and hopes for help from the gods.

> Al translations of Homer are from Lattimore (195@1965).
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Bearing this in mind, we may now better understand Socrates’ previous censorship in
book three of the Homeric myths regarding the afterlife, and thereby betterstand

the place of Socrates’ prohibition of mourning in book three’s education of the guardians.
Adeimantus suggests and Socrates accepts that the censorship of Homerandegficti
mourning is necessary if the previous censorship of Homeric depictions of Hasles w
necessary, and Socrates appears then to add that the consideration of the reason for
censoring the laments will confirm the necessity of censoring théifaf(@37d3-4). But
Socrates claims to oppose Homer’s depictions of Hades because the tesensegor

there would render courage impossible (386b4ff.), not because of the hopes for an
afterlife which these depictions might encourage and which motivate his pichifit
mourning. Yet an examination of the examples of what should be censored again shows
that for the Homeric heroes the afterlife was not merely awaited withr.tdn his list of
Homeric depictions worthy of censorship, Socrates’ central example showsleawk/

that Hades was not merely terrifying, for it shows that it is at leastippegor one to be
intelligent in Hades (386d7, cf. 386dB)and, the contexts in ti@dysseyf Socrates’

first and last quotations (386¢5-7, 387a5-8), present Achilles, despite his compdaints, a
experiencing happiness in Hade€xlfyssey1 1.540, 24.36). In the first case, the happiness
is due to his hearing of the excellence of his son (Odyssey 11.522-523, 540), and in the
second case, it is due to his noble and glorious death and funeral (24.36ff). Furthermore,
two of the quotes point to the desire of Patroclos’ ghost for a funeral which would allow

him to gain admission to Hades (386d4-5, 387allie®] 23.70-76).

“® See Bolotin (1995, 85).
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The depictions of Hades which Socrates opposes are therefore not so simply
terrible as he alleges, and this in turn explains why, as Socrates subseopiest| these
stories do not merely make the Homeric heroes cower in fear of death but késthera
“hotter” than is desired (287c4-5). That is, the Homeric Hades may caussiegce
anger and the daring deeds rooted in that anger through the hopes they support in the
afterlife” Socrates’ censorship of these depictions then belongs together with his
censorship of examples of mourning as both may seek to promote a sort of courage in
which the guardians would face death with less reliance on irrational hopes.

If we turn now to the beginning of the education, that is, the theological teaching
which Socrates asserts is of the greatest importance (377e6-7), we seehh@urage
as would limit the hopes of the guardians for divine assistance would be necessary f
their thorough acceptance of Socrates’ teaching. To indicate the mostealpoisits, the
guardians are not to believe that the gods ever harm men, even the evil (380b2-4), nor
that the gods are concerned with benefiting any humans except, perhapse t{oé. wis
382c¢8-10 with 382e2-4). Socrates introduces this theology with the admissionghat fal
tales will be used in education (377a4-5), but, as we see in his argument for the theology,
truth becomes the standard which determines what is fit to be said of the gods (379a7-
8)."® Why does Socrates propose such a standard? It is clear from our whole discussion
that the truth of this theology will be impossible for the guardians genuinelyeptaaad
that this theology is in some tension with the ordinary foundation of virtuous behavior.

Based as it is on truth, it would seem that this theology is made with an eye to the

*’For a much more extensive treatment of this, sdetlBq1995, 85-87).
8 See Strauss (1964, 98).
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demands of philosophy. It is not, however, that Socrates wishes to make all thenguardia
philosophers, but rather, that Socrates needs to make the guardian class, whi¢te holds t
military force of the community, safe for the city (cf. 375c1-4), which meabmsve all,

that the guardians must accept philosophic rule.

Part One Conclusion

Socrates indicates that philosophic liberation from the city’s, any citigs of
the lawful and virtuous and therefore also its view of the gods inspires murderous hatred
(492d5-7, 517a5-6). For philosophers to rule as philosophers, with their claim to
authority lying only in their reason, the guardian class as a whole would havepb acc
such a theology as requires the prohibition of mourning and ultimately the destruction of
the familial attachments which inspire mourning. Socrates knows and showsghat t
philosophic rule is impossible. He indicates the impossibility of philosophic rule most
clearly by his suggestion at the end of book seven, that philosophic rule would require
first purging the city of all those older than ten (540d-541b)jt he indicates the
deepest impediment to philosophic rule through his concession in book ten that men such
as the guardians are to be will necessarily mourn (603e3-9), for, as we ltassetis
this concession implies the impossibility of their holding to the city’s theolddne
answer to the question of why Socrates responds to Glaucon and Adeimantus’ demand

for a defense of justice by showing at such length the requirements and thsilaitipos

9 See Strauss (1964, 126-127).
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of philosophic rule would take us quite far beyond our concern witt*&bos, for the

purpose of this study of eros we must note the following. The ultimate purpose of the
communism of the family discussed in book five is not the unity or production of the best
offspring that Socrates alleges in book five, but rather the destruction of the privat
family. The destruction of the family is sought so as to prevent the guarftiemsig

those attachments which lead to mourning. Such mourning, as Socrates’ anatysis of
book ten shows and as the examples in book three from Homer which he wishes to censor
confirm, would prevent the guardians’ adherence to the theological teaching ofmook t
Thus, theRepublicpresents ordinary erotic attachments as opposed to philosophy
because of the irrational beliefs in the gods and the inability to acceptitpovtach

inevitably accompanies these attachments among the decent. Socratesitapisa to

rid the city of eros is thus an indication of the tendency towards irrationabuslipelief
characteristic of ordinary eros. To see why eros has this tendency, iWeaskab wait

for the treatments of eros in tRbaedrusandSymposiumjust as we shall have to wait to
see if there are other forms of eros more worthy of praise or if evenréttisnal form of

eros deserves praise when viewed from a perspective other than that concérned wi

philosophic rule.

*0 For an explanation, see Bruell (1994, 267, 273).
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Part Two: Tyrannic Eros

Before turning to th®haedrusandSymposiumlet us first investigate the second
part of Socrates’ harsh treatment of eros inRbpublic that of book nine, where he
portrays eros as the key to the development of the tyrannic soul. By doing so, we provide
some confirmation of the interpretation presented above of book five's treatnezos of
Thus far, we have considered Socrates’ opposition to the eros of the decent lag-abidin
citizens as it is presented, above all, in his best city’'s communism of the.farhig,
we have considered tlirepublic’smost strikingly unerotic feature, yet this is not its most
anti-erotic discussion, for Socrates reserves his harshest and most esptiEn of
eros for the discussion of tyranny in book nine. There, Socrates portrays eros as the
source of corruption in the most corrupt of souls, that of the tyrannic man (572e4-6,
576b4-9, 587al13-b6). To be sure, Socrates only suggests that eros has so corrupting an
effect on the soul of a democratic son who is already tempted to rebel (573a2), yet
Socrates hardly draws attention to this limitation to his blame of eros, and hdrawes
much attention to a link between eros and both madness (573a8-b1) and hostility to law
(cf. 571b4-c4 with 574d5-e1l), a link which we must understand in order to understand
Socrates’ harshness towards eros.

In book nine, eros first appears as the key to corruption. Since book eight,
Socrates has been giving an account of the corruption of regimes and of individuals
corresponding to those regimes. It is an account of the descent from the bext biégta
individual to that of timocracy (547b-550c), oligarchy (550c-555a), democracy (555b-

562a), and then, finally tyranny (562aff.). In each case, the origin of the cogupere
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or individual is traced to the preceding kind of regime or individual, and therefore the
tyrannic individual is described as descending from a democratic fathes.isBEhe key
to this descent. That is, in Socrates’ description of the descent from a derrtocaati
tyrannic individual, it is by the arousal of eros that a youth raised in the ddimocra
manner of his father is finally led to reject his upbringing (572d8-e6). That datncocr
upbringing was characterized by nothing so much as easygoingness (cf. 561d5&€7), as t
democratic man acted on each desire as it occurred to him (561c6-7, 572d2). Of course,
such easygoingness requires the neglect of those desires that make tbe ehtagreat
variety of desires impossible, and Socrates indicates something of this shogtaothie
democratic man’s attempt at equal treatment of desires by noting toerdémman’s
repression in his waking life of those desires that are hostile to law dia@lg prior to
his discussion of the tyrant’s genesis (561c3-4, 572d2-3, cf. 571b4ff, 574d7-e2). Yet,
while eros is the source of the youth’s corruption which culminates in his emlbrace o
such hostility to law as his father represses in himself (574e2-3), etbsitsat said to
be so directly hostile to law; rather, eros leads other desires which thesnsalye
eventually lead to such outright hostility to law (cf. 572e6-573al with the development
from 573d7-575a4).

In fact, Socrates characterizes the youth’s eros as a “winged ¢&ft3a1-2). In
book eight, Socrates had characterized those who had squandered their wealth and
become impoverished as drones (552c2-4), and Socrates then divided drones into two

classes, those with stingers and those that are stingless; all the winged ltedebs us,
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are stingless (552c6-7). Finally, Socrates indicated that only those drones with stingers
are criminals, while the others were beggars (552¢8-d1). Thus, the youtbt®negd
the democratic man’s morality, led as it is by eros, is not first made feakaeof the
criminality or hostility to law which his father represses. In charang eros as a
drone, Socrates likens it to an impoverished man who wishes to regain his wealth (552c
4),>? and this would seem to mean that despite or because of his father’s very
permissiveness, the erotic youth feels some lack which requires theorejfdhis
father’'s way of life. Eros thus comes to sight as a source of discontent withcd hfe
that at least claims to allow contentment of all desires.

Eros leads the youth away from the ways of his father and, by so doing, places the
youth in an environment where his eros itself is corrupted; eros is strengthergdeand
a stinger through its association with the pleasures of “incense, myrrh, crowes’, wi
and the other pleasures of “such societies” (573a4-8). The possession of athtmger
leads eros to take madness as its guard (573a8), and this madness, led by eros, purges the
youth of shame and moderation (573b1-4), at which point the youth has become a
tyrannic man (573b5). Socrates explains this madness only by saying that thenrmadm
“attempts and hopes to be able to rule not only humans but also gods” (573¢3-5). By
highlighting the impious or hubristic character of the tyrannic man’s madnesate3oc
helps clarify the role of those pleasures which first gave eros a stindeéhus opened

the door to madness, for the pleasures Socrates lists—incense, myrrh, crowns, and

*1 The precise meaning of “winged” is not clarifisd, far as | can tell, in thRepublic the discussion of
wings in Socrates’ palinode in tiéhaedrusmay be of some help.
2 The impoverished aspect of eros is made a therBedrates’ speech in tiBymposiuntSymp 203b1ff).
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wine—were all customary adornments of Greek religious ceremvhiisus, Socrates
portrays eros as being strengthened and given a stinger by desires ancpledich
surround it, overflowing with these religious adornments. It seems that eres toire
the leader of and guarded by a madness which hopes to rule the gods afteriigst ha
itself been treated or worshiped as a god. It is difficult to say in gxaltt the worship
of eros consists; it is implausible that the future tyrant would consciously tedehis
eros is a god. It seems, however, that Socrates suggests that the degilessanes
which surround and adorn eros lead the future tyrant to regard his eros, at ldgsasacit
something worthy of worship; he exalts his eros in the manner of a god, imlgirits
worth is equal to that of a god.

The suggestion that eros is corrupted by something like religious worship is
further supported by Socrates’ description of the youth’s corrupters, for heneatisiot
only “tyrant makers” furannopoio) but also “wizards” fhago) who therefore may
aspire to supernatural creations (572e4-5). And if we look to the final crimde&3ocra
attributes to the tyrannic man before explaining the complete corruption @iuhisys
criminal opinions, which, as we shall see, play the same role as madness, we find the
tyrannic man cleaning oun¢okoresgia temple: the tyrannic man takes what belongs to
a temple for himself and is then thoroughly corrupted (574d1-8). Socrates choice of a
euphemism for the man’s robbery creates an ambiguity between the liteyamudahe
implied impiety of what he describes. Eros, which as a drone must be impodgrishe

gives rise to madness, when worshipped as a god. Such exaltation of eros nathiead t

%3 See Burkert (1985, 56, 62, 73, 97, 99-100, 368-369
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youth'’s forgetting the poverty or neediness implied by his eros, thus pregeingy
for the mad hope to rule over gods, and such madness, in turn, makes a fitting guard for
this tyrannic eros, preventing it from discovering its mistake. Such a develbpesns
plausible in the soul of a democratically raised youth, for such a youth would not have
been taught to subordinate his strongest passions to the demands of the laws or gods.
Nothing therefore prevents his complete exaltation of eros once it is arondeldea
striking difference between the feeling of erotic devotion and the easygoirmynessch
he is surrounded may make eros appear especially worthy of worship.

In his initial discussion of the tyrannic man’s eros, Socrates gives no indicét
its erotic object or aim, but, to judge by his subsequent discussion of how such a man
lives (573c11ff), Socrates means eros in the ordinary sense of love of another human
being (574b12-c5). Of course, Socrates’ subsequent discussion of actual tynants (w
rule cities) seems to suggest that tyrannic rule of the city is the ultmat¢75d8-9),
but in his discussion of actual tyrants, Socrates refrains from mentioningefeosng to
tyrannic rule as the end of the tyrant’s “desires”, and calling the agtaak the one with
the greatest tyrant (not necessarily the tyrant eros) in his soul (575c8-aastbiBd4,
574e2, 575al). Thus Socrates must go to great lengths to assimilate the tyrant’s
treatment of his fatherland and motherland to the model of the tyrannic individual’'s
treatment of his father and mother (cf. 574b12-c5 with 575d3-8). Furthermore, the
dissolute tyrannic individual, ruled by corrupt eros, hardly seems likely to make a
successful tyrant, and in book eight Socrates already gave an account of toprdenel

of a political man into a tyrant which seems far more plausible, and which sudpgésts t
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tyrants must come from “a root of leadership” (565d1ff). Finally, the individuals
corresponding to each regime were not, in the other cases, members of thdassimg c
those regimed’ It thus seems plausible that Socrates grafts political tyranny onto his
description of the tyrannic individual, so that his argument for the wretchednéss of t
most corrupt individuals will apply to the perpetrators of the greatest igusi&boff).

Thus we take the eros of the tyrannic individual to be love of another human
being, but although this eros guides the tyrannic man, it is not his sole motivation, for
eros unleashes and is accompanied by a variety of desires (572e6-573al). Tiesse des
seem to be for a variety of decadent pleasures—Socrates mentions “eatss parties,
and courtesans” (573d2-3)—and these pleasures may further serve to create an
environment conducive to the easy satisfaction of erotic desire (if on the lexsdst |
Eros’ leadership of these desires presumably then consists in ordering oluieich @nd
subordinating them to the attainment of the erotic object. Feasts, revels, @eaudie
courtesans are enjoyed but also used to help enable erotic satisfaction.

In addition to guiding these desires, eros is also guarded by them (573e7). In his
description of the tyrannic man’s genesis, Socrates had assigned thebadiggiard to
madness (573a8), and in his concluding description of the tyrannic man’s corruption he
assigns the role to opinions (574d728)Both madness and opinions seem to “guard”

eros by directing the tyrannic man’s mind away from opposing beliefs (573b1-4, 574d5-

** See Bloom (1968, 419); Benardete (1989, 194).

5| here take the pronouméi” to refer to opinions (574d7), as there is no othebstantive in the context
which makes sense. Should tie be meant more ambiguously, it is not a mistakedde opinions
within its meaning, for Socrates has already ingidahat corruption involves a change of both @éssind
opinions (573b1-3).
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7)2° ltis therefore likely that the tyrannic man’s desires, noisy, painful, rehsive as
they may be (573d10-574al, 572e6-573al), serve as a bodyguard for eros, not only by
making erotic satisfaction easier, but also by diverting attention to thelinfetit and
away from any concerns the tyrannic man may have about their or his goodness (cf
573e7-al, 574a3-4). Finally, Socrates calls these desires “idle” whestimeentions
them, despite their great demands and activity (572e6), and, considering theblapossi
hopes entailed by the madness which also guards eros, it is likely that thesidienes
these desires is to be interpreted as we have interpreted it elsésdeepages 27, 54-56
above), as indicating the failure to consider what is possible. That is, the desires
associated with eros depend upon illusions about what is possible.

The tyrannic man’s eros needs a bodyguard, it therefore seems, because it is a
risk of attack from moral and rational considerations. Socrates’ altersatygestions
that madness, then desire, and then opinion serve as the bodyguard could suggest a
development in the course of corruption: first, in a frenzy, one turns away from one’s
upbringing; this permits the arousal and intensification of desires whichrftinthe
corruption, culminating ultimately in the tyrannic man’s actually belietag his
actions are good. Yet, even if opinions only change at the conclusion of the corruption,
Socrates does not indicate that the process can be simply completed, forthe says

change of opinions occurs “throughout all these” [crimes], suggesting that tigeedba

%% This is especially well evidenced if we follow thetter attested reading at 574d@a, dikas
poioumenagsrather than Burnet’s preferréaks dikaias poioumenator in this case, the target of eros’
bodyguard is those opinions which act as judges Béeom 1968, 469-470 n.4): eros needs to be gdarde
from beliefs which condemn it.
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constantly occurring’ The moral opinions need to be continually mastered and
remastered, and this in turn explains why the soul’s purgation of moral belieffirat its
corruption, in the course of which Socrates says any moral opinions are slain (573b1-3),
needs to be repeated and also why a “bodyguard” for eros continues to be neddssary
necessary incompleteness of the tyrannic man’s corruption may be regdlyed if

the corrupt opinions themselves depend upon or presume lawful beliefs, as madness,
which like opinion serves as a bodyguard, must depend on some belief in the gods in
order to hope to rule over them.

The corrupt opinions’ dependence on lawful ones is suggested by Socrates’
explanation of them. The opinions which prevail in the tyrannic man are those formerly
repressed except in dreams (574d8-e2), and these opinions must therefore be the
accompaniment to the desires admitted in dreams, which Socrates discussedtstethe
of book nine. These desires constitute a class of the unnecessary desires which are
hostile to law paranomoj (571b4-5). These desires are repressed except in dreams,
when the other parts of the soul rest, but these desires emerge especially veasttiie
part of the soul has been strengthened by overfeeding, and thus they do not seem to be
merely a response to excessive repression (571c3-7). This wild part of the soul now
“dares to do everything” (571c7-8) and “leaves out no folly or shamelessness” &71d3-
and Socrates indicates no purpose or overall aim which would limit the acts dared.
Socrates does, however, make some of the acts explicit: incest or intercilii@eyane

else, including gods, any murder, and any food (571c9-d3). The reference to food seems

" See also 577e2-3, where Socrates says the tysmffsvill always be full confusion and regret.
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impossible to understand as anything but a euphemism for cannibalism, and, in the
context, the reference to murder seems to point to parfitideat is, Socrates specifies
desires for acts which place one on an equal footing with the gods, an equal @incest)
superior (parricide) level to one’s parents, and which lower the rest of humamatgtbe

one to the status of food. Such acts seem to be hostile to law not merely in the sense of
violating some law but by attacking the very foundations of law. Cannibalisndwoul
undermine the sense of equality with other men in light of which it makes sensewo foll
universally applicable laws. Undermining the superior status of parents wmddee

the primary source of lawful rearing as indicated throughout book eight. Finatiyygla
oneself on a level with the gods reverses the order of lawful behavior aeSqresents

it at the end of book nine (589c7-d2). These acts do not seem to be desired merely for
their own sake; rather, the desires seem to be precisely for acts whicmunediére

revered foundations of law. The dreamer wishes to place himself, at least in his
imagination, or “as he supposes” (571d1), above the law, but to desire this means to
retain some sense of the law’s worthiness or high rank, for otherwise itsé&ssisg

would not elevate.

A slight change Socrates makes in the conclusion to this opening discussion of
dreams further supports the suggestion that the desires unleashed in dreams aretdepende
upon belief in the worthiness of law. Whereas Socrates began his discussion of these
desires by referring to them as both unnecessary and “hostile toplas&hpmo)

(571b4-5), he concludes saying only that some “lawlessdrfion form of desires is in

8 See Adam (1902, 319-320); Benardete (1989, 206jnig (2007, 229): and Scott (2007, 139).
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everyone (572b4-5). Now the unnecessary desires were said to admit of removal (571b6
8), and this is a requirement for a desire to be classified as unnecessasy, (B58hich

case Socrates cannot be sure that these hostile-to-law desires arganeevéf Socrates

has in fact indicated in the intervening discussion that some lawless @gsines

everyone, then it would seem that even with the removal of those desires which are
hostile to law, lawless desires of another sort remain. This, in turn, would be thie case i
the desires hostile to law were dependent upon law such that they present a constant
temptation to all who have some belief in the law’s exalted status (which explains

they are so widespread), for, in this case, the removal of such hostility tolad entail
freedom from the law?

Returning to the tyrannic man and his eros, the opinions associated with the
desires released in dreams take hold of his soul in waking life (574d5-e3). Whereas
Socrates had earlier suggested no purpose which would limit or qualify the dedmes of t
dreamer, here Socrates says the tyrannic man will stop at nothing which noarishes
supports threpse) his eros, limiting the scope of criminality to the needs of eros. The
acts specifically attributed to dreamers however, would be of little usenns of
providing wealth for the tyrannic lover’s exploits, unlike his previous crimes (cf. 574a3
d5). This is perhaps the reason Socrates does not mention desire so much as opinion in
this context, for, along with the opinion of the goodness of the acts desired, the tyrannic
man would also have opinions about himself as the sort of man who could commit such

acts, and it is perhaps these opinions, rather than the desire to commit such acts which

*9 Note that reason is ultimately necessary, in @ftib better desires and legal restraint, for reémpthe
desires hostile to law (571b6-7).
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most serves as a bodyguard for eros. Recalling that madness too had served as a
bodyguard, we may suggest that it is the belief in one’s superiority to law which makes
these opinions a good bodyguard. Madness brought with it the hope to be able to rule
over gods, and, if we follow Socrates’ corrected suggestion from the end of book nine,
that noble lawful things cause obedience to the divine (589c7-d2), hostility to law the
appears as a necessary manifestation of the attempt to convince oneséeff abitibeto

rule over gods. Of course such violations of the law, real or imagined, prepare one to rule
gods only in one’s imagination, but by referring us to the opinions and desiregdaitisfi
dreams, Socrates has indicated precisely the propensity to take satisfanterely
imagined achievements. We therefore need not believe that the tyrannic maousbynsc
affirms, with a clear understanding of what he affirms, his ability togods; rather, it
seems that the tyrannic individual may live in something of a dreamlike siate, t
pleasure of which consists in his feeling as if he could rule gods, yetmakarg the

hopes implied by this feeling entirely explicit to himself.

Socrates’ description of the tyrannic man’s corruption by eros thus concludes by
pointing us towards his eros’ need for complete hostility to law as a bodyguard, a
bodyguard which could protect eros by helping maintain the mad hope to be able to rule
gods, which eros both unleashed and needs for protection. Why should eros need such
protection? In our interpretation of book five’'s sexual legislation, we saw thabthefe
decent men comes with the more or less explicit hope for divine assistantéofdéa
was linked to the decent men’s sense of the worthiness of the law or virtue (seé4age

56 above) and thus to the devotion to virtue on the part of the decent. In a man raised by
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a democratic father, such devotion to virtue must be extremely weak (for bBny ful
conscious admission of it would entail awareness of its opposition to the democratic
equality of desires). When eros is aroused in such a man, his ability to support his eros
with hopes for divine assistance based on devotion to virtue must be extremely
attenuated. While the notion of meriting the needed assistance through dessgemay
incredible to one so removed from serious and consistent concern with virtue, he
apparently retains deeply buried beliefs in virtue and §basd the lover may thus be
driven to seek the needed assistance by rule over the god&®eptkelicthus leads us to
the link between divine hopes and eros in two kinds of lover: the decent man whose
devotion to virtue permits him to hope for divine aid and the tyrannic man who madly
seeks to take it. An account of eros which further clarifies the way faflitoye is
intertwined with divine hopes may have to wait for the fuller treatments éftthedrus

andSymposiumbut we turn to these works bearing in mindRepublic’ssuggestion.

Chapter One Conclusion: Eros, Pleasure, and Painlessness

Some further confirmation of the connection between eros and religious hopes is
provided by turning now to Socrates’ final argument against the unjust life in book nine,
an argument which criticizes the lives of all non-philosophers alike (583b3-5, 584e7-9,

586e4-587al) and which Socrates says is most decisive (583b6-7). Here, Socrates

%01n this connection, see also 578a10-12 , wherea$exindicates that no one mourns more than the
tyrannic man.
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indicates a desire shared by all non-philosophers, law-abiding and tyrakejcnddich
renders hope for divine assistance necessary, and he connects this desireTtoeeros
basic contention of this argument is that the pleasures of the non-philosopherseare fal
pleasures (583b3-6). Itis unclear to Glaucon (583b8), however, and probably also to us,
what the application of falsity to pleasure might mean, and Socrates’ exphaisat
largely misleading. Socrates alleges that what the non-philosophers beleve
pleasure is false in that it is not pleasure at all, but he points more subtketbéefs
on which these pleasures depend.

Socrates responds to Glaucon’s question as to what it means for the non-
philosophers to have false pleasures by saying, “you answeringes®&eking at the
same time| will find out” (583c1). Socrates thus suggests that his interrogation of
Glaucon itself shows the meaning of the falsity of the non-philosopher’s pleasure
Glaucon’s ready acceptance at the conclusion of the discussion of the claim that the
superior pleasures are those connected with unchanging things (585b12-e5), and his
willingness to disparage pleasures mixed with pains (586b7-8 with ¢6), may thus provide
a dramatic portrayal of a non-philosopher’s desires. This possibility igmaafiby
analysis of the argument.

Socrates begins by attaining Glaucon’s agreement that plehsd@g is the
opposite of pain and that there is a state of repose between enjoghaergi) and pain,
which is neither of the two (583c3-9). Socrates does not here claim that reposehalthoug
not enjoyment, is not pleasahiedong, and in his subsequent remarks he allows a

difference between pleasure and enjoyment, at least in thought, by notirgp#eaivho
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are suffering call repose from pain rather than enjoynedraiein) most pleasant

(hediston (583d7-9). Thus, Socrates’ conclusion that those who affirm the pleasantness
of repose err (583e7-8, 584a4-10), a conclusion upon which his claim that the non-
philosophers’ pleasures are simply false would seem to depend, is invalid, as his
alternation ohedoneandchaireinindicates. Before drawing this unfounded conclusion,
Socrates calls attention to the tendency of those suffering to claim that fepagain

is most pleasant (583c13-d11), and he further suggests that the repose from pleasure
would be painful (583e1-2). While Glaucon readily agrees to the former suggestion
(583d2, 5, 10-11), he responds with doubt to the later (583e3), and Socrates seems to
share this doubt as his failure to offer examples or claim that this would se¢m mos
painful suggests (contrast 583e1-2 with 583c13-d1, d3-4, 6-9). Itis then these indications
of the great pleasure found in the relief from pain and the relative lack of pain in the
cessation of pleasure, rather than his explicit conclusion, that seem to besSeeraias
point in this first argument.

Socrates then adds a second argument, saying that the pleasant and painful ar
both kinds of motion in the soul, but “what is neither painful nor pleasant” is repose, and
therefore it is neither pleasant nor painful (583e9-584a6). Socrates thus presents the
argument in such a way as to prove nothing, for Socrates assumes what he needs to
prove, beginning with a state that is neither painful nor pleasant, then clag#ifyistate
as repose, only to conclude that it is neither painful nor pleasant. On the other hand,
calling pleasure and pain movements in the soul seems to mean that both involve a

change in one’s awareness, in which case the cessation of pain is just as namngea ch
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as being in pain, as also the repeated recollection of a past state of pairebypesdnee
of that pain would be. Thus, while appearing to argue for the opposite conclusion,
Socrates helps indicate precisely how what is a state of repose in one magpéct
include the pleasant awareness of change in another respect. Furthanuqerhaps
most fundamentally, Socrates’ suggestion that pleasure is a “motion” puts igunesti
later suggestion that the truest pleasures are those connected with andnawshat
changes (585b12-e4, see especially c¥-3).

Socrates has therefore not shown that relief from pain is not a pleasunghéed,
it is true that he goes on to affirm the existence of some pleasures which do mot depe
on previous pains, the only example he offers, and he indicates it is an exerapéang c
that of pleasant smells (584b5-6). Such pleasures seem trivial when compalietl to re
from great pains, and Socrates notes this in the sequel, saying “yet the most and the
greatest of the so-called pleasures stretching through the body to theeswiuhés form:
they are deliverances from pain” (584c4-7). There is no suggestion thatgdhtoresf
pleasure is equally painful. More importantly, Socrates has here chaedtteuman life
as one in which suffering must be sufficiently widespread and intense to make people
seek relief as their primary pleasure. Socrates then adds that thetgaettgatory

pleasuresnd painsare those of the expectation of the cessation of their opposite (584c9-

®1 This suggestion is suspect for other reasons Hs $ecrates introduces here the idea of an imahort
soul or mind with no prior preparation (585b12-c&)d with no explanation of how a mind, which beszau
of its connection with what is always the same nitsstf be always the same (585c4-5), can charwe &
state of ignorance to knowledge. Furthermore, &est argument includes the odd and apparently
unnecessary claim that “the being of what is alwthgssame” shares in “being no more than in
knowledge” (585c7-8), which implies that if no suaiichanging being is known, it does not exist.
Regarding this last point, contrast Ferrari (20@&xrari, assuming that the “undisputed aim of the
argument at 585b-e is to show that satisfactiahe@foul is superior to bodily satisfaction,” finldgnself
forced to emend the text, because otherwise, orehding, the sentence in question is “simply not
relevant” (2002, 384).
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11), and here Socrates has dropped the pretense of calling these “so-legmdefa)
pleasures (contrast 584c5 with ¢10). Pain so pervades our lives that what delights us
most in anticipation is the thought of its relief. Furthermore, among thepandic/
pains, the expectation of the cessation of pleasure is greatest, whemsaadheessation
is not so painful. With this consideration it becomes clearer why reief frain must be
so widely sought, for, regardless of our circumstances, we all must ateticipamost
complete and seemingly inescapable cessation of our pleasures in tipatonof
death® By Socrates’ account, awareness of our mortality must be a verygieaand,
for this reason, hopes which provide some relief from this pain will be very sagmtifi
pleasures.

Socrates now offers an image for the mistake the non-philosophers make
regarding what they consider pleasant, and his interpretation of the impgedfirm
the above analysis. Socrates compares the popular attitude towards pleastiad o tha
man from the bottom of the world who is brought to the middle, which he mistakes, out
of lack of experience, for the top (584d1-e5). This image by itself suggestseSocrat
misleading claim that the non-philosophers mistake a repose from pain, whichasmetw
pleasure and pain, for the true pleasures, but in Socrates’ explanation of thb@émage
makes some changes and offers a new image. First, when a man is brought from pain to

relief, Socrates says he supposes only that he is nearing fulfillment, tio¢ thas

82 |f Socrates’ suggestion that the greatest anticiggpains arise from the cessation of pleasur®igo be
taken strictly, which his indication that the adtoassation of pleasure is not so painful may ssigdpeit
rather as pointing to anticipation of the end @ittbn which all our pleasures depend, i.e., lifrates
would also point to a desire for life apart fronyaonsideration of its pleasantness. Such a desivtd in
turn explain why death is not typically desirecaa®lief from what Socrates’ describes as a fundatig
painful condition.
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achieved it (585a2-3). The man does not simply mistake his relief for perés=tipio

doubt in part because pains must still linger due to his doubts about the future—, rather
he takes his relief to indicate the approach to bliss, which approach it would in fact be
according to the first image. Secondly, Socrates says such men, out of imegefie
pleasure, look from pain to the painless, as if out of inexperience of white they looked
from gray to black (585a3-5). Black is not an intermediate between grey and white, and
thus the man is mistaken in his belief that in his repose he is nearing fulfillnoanisie

he is looking in the wrong direction. When the non-philosophers look from their painful
condition to a state of painlessness they are looking towards an extreme s$éée, a s
opposite to that sought by the philosophers, and one whose spurious attractiveness entails
denial of the necessity that pleasures be accompanied by pains (not lpast thfe
anticipating death). The pleasure of the non-philosophers thus differs froaf that
philosophers in that the former find pleasure in the hope for relief from ai,pahereas

the philosophers accept pain’s necessity. In this case, the pleasures of the non-
philosophers could be said to be false in light of their dependence upon false hopes and
beliefs.

Finally, Socrates connects these false pleasures to eros. He pirhfgsof the
non-philosophers as a perpetual struggle, full of dissatisfaction (586b1-4), in which the
pleasures, by contrast with pains, produce “raging losedd9 of themselves” (586c¢1-

3). Socrates likens the objects of such love to phantoms of Helen, i.e., false images of
beauty (586c4-5, cPhdr. 243a5-b1), and therefore the falsity of these pleasures seems

to lie in particular in the loves they produce. Socrates’ suggestion seems torbariisa
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painful situation leads him to imbue these pleasures with a false beauty, which, in
accordance with the above interpretation, is false in the hope that accompaniep#

which requires the assistance of the gods.

Book nine’s contrast between the pleasures of the philosophers and everyone else,
by suggesting that the non-philosophers seek a state free of pains and byirgtimect
wish to eros, confirms the suggestion we drew from our studies of the treatment of the
eros of the decent in book five and that of the tyrannic individual in book ten that eros
entails false religious beliefs, beliefs in gods who may provide one aid, sbirlea
providing for one’s immortality. The deepest aim of the communism of the famaily t
Socrates proposes is not the unity of the city, as he alleges, but the destruction of the
family. The destruction of the family is then consistent with Socratd&rea
endorsement of the guardians’ self-sufficiency, for this self-saffey implied their
independence from one another. But the guardians’ self-sufficiency, in turn, is ot soug
to promote their virtue, as Socrates suggests, but rather it is sought fdeelod sa
destroying those attachments among the guardians that prevent their holtiag t
theology necessary for philosophic rule, i.e., the rule of reason. Socratesetreat
the eros in the tyrannic individual, in a different way, points to the same basic ¢omnect
between eros and irrational religious belief. The tyrannic individual’'sleads and is
protected by a state of madness in which he hopes to rule over gods. Now, while book
nine’s indication of the relentless suffering caused by anticipation of dehtiates

something of the need for religious belief, it does not explain how such beliefs@come t
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be. Furthermore, the most we have seen by way of explanation for the connection
between eros and religious belief would seem to be the suggestion that thesenme
concern one feels for beloveds and children, the most common product of eros, is such as
to provoke mourning in which religious hopes are felt. But this is not to explain why
there is necessarily such a connection between eros and religious belddiléat may
be clear that those with religious beliefs will be given occasion to resamttthereby
strengthen those beliefs in times of mourning for lost loved ones, it is not yewtig

all lovers have such beliefs. That is, it is not yet clear why, as Sosestess to think,
the removal of eros and the family that goes with it would free the guarfdams
irrational religious belief. For this would seem to suggest not only that ezogtstens
irrational religious belief through mourning, but also that eros is an importanesafurc
such belief. Our studies of tiaedrusandSymposiunbelow will go some way toward

explaining how and why eros is so connected to such religious belief.
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Ch2: ThePhaedrus’Praise and Blame of Eros

In thePhaedrus Socrates makes two opposed speeches concerning eros. The first
speech suggests that a beloved should gratify a non-lover rather than adbthex a
second suggests that a lover should be preferred (cf. 243e-244a). Our primaryotask is
understand the teaching of each of these speeches about eros and to understand their
relation to one another. Here, our theme is finally love proper; we are treated to
numerous depictions of the experience of falling in love and the hopes and fears, both
noble and base, which attend this experience. The eros depicted, despite beinlg primar
pederastic eros, will remind us of romantic love as we see and feel it ttay, the
reflections of chapter one regarding the conditions necessary for philosoplandutee
perverse eros of the tyrannic individual are nowhere near the surfacePbiatbeérus
Nevertheless, through understanding Socrates’ treatment of eros in thisieljalegcan
begin to answer the questions raised at the conclusion of chapter one regarding the

connection between eros and religious hopes.

Part One: Lysias’ Speech

While our study of th&haedrusconcerns Socrates’ praise and blame of eros, we
must first turn to a speech which Phaedrus reads, Lyspagch, which precedes both of
Socrates’ speeches. That Lysias’ speech occurs in this dialogue, whemnedhpe of
logographic necessity, according to which there should be some necesstig that t

speeches on eros begin with that of Lysias, is most clearly articulateB{@by}lmore
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than suffices to justify beginning with Lysias, so as to ascertain the camigkich
Socrates presents his speeches. That Socrates himself, in this dialoguelsdemtize
artful rhetorician that he tailor his speech to his listener’s soul (271d2-2724a8); tha
Socrates’ speeches should therefore be tailored to Phaedrus’ soul; and thatsHredsdr
Lysias’ speech so appealing (227d6-228a4, 234c¢6-7, d3-4, 235b1-5), heightens the
demand to begin with Lysias. For only in this way can we discern that in Phaedrus’ soul
which is so delighted by Lysias’ defense of a nonlover. To understand the way Lysi
can attract Phaedrus to a nonlover and render lovers unattractive is to understand
something of what Phaedrus desires and fears with regard to love. By underdtasding
persuasive power of Lysias’ speech, we thereby understand something of Phagdrus’
view of eros, and it is by understanding this that we can assess how Sockabesvena
tailored his speeches to suit Phaedrus’ soul.

Close scrutiny of Lysias’ speech could seem to be rendered unnecessary by
Socrates’ denigrations of the speech: he suggests both the insufficiency of m$ andte
its form (235a1-8, 262d8ff.). Yet, strictly read, Socrates’ remarks actunalliyate a
closer study of Lysias’ speech, not only because Socrates expliciimmeends such an
examination (264e5-6), but also because Socrates’ careful qualificationofitisms
suggest the possibility that Lysias’ speech has an important hidden stri#barates
admits that Lysias’ speech has “many patterns” which one would benefit from
examining, and thus he seems to contradict his earlier suggestion that the speech lacks
order (264b3-4). It is true that Socrates adds here that one would benefit by ihebt ent

undertaking to imitate” Lysias’ patterns, but this hardly constitutes aleterejection
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of Lysias’ rhetoric, and it may be readily explained by Socrates’ stiggehat not even
Lysias himself should continue his way of life writing such speeches in condemafat
eros (257b1-6, cf. 278b7-d1).

In Socrates’ later and more sustained criticism of the speeeliirst appears to
fault Lysias for failing to define eros at the beginning of his speech (263dbif.jhen,
by forcing Phaedrus to repeat the opening lines of Lysias’ speech whiihg axhe:
further line (cf. 262e1-4 with 263e6-264a3), Socrates shows that Lysias did “compel us
to assume Eros is some one of the beings which he wished” (263t8aetgly, the
desire for another human being coupled with beneficence (cf. 264aZ8).reason
such a definition as accords with the common understanding of love is better left tacit
becomes clear through reflection on Socrates’ second criticism of Lygeech, that
Lysias begins by discussing the end of the affair (264a4-b2), for during dlivetladf
lover does offer benefits, to which Lysias would hardly wish to call attenyionaking
this defining quality of love prominent in his attack on lovers. Finally, Socraté&sna
his third criticism, that there is no apparent order in the speech, only whilgyiggali
himself as incompetent and leaving it up to Phaedrus to decide the matter (264b3-8).
Socrates thus allows that there is an order to Lysias’ speech whick théierthe order
of his own first speech by virtue of being concealed from all but those competent |

rhetoric. Whereas a perfectly clear order of argumentation followingiciée

! For Socrates’ qualification of his earlier critioi see 234e9-235a1, 235a3-4. As he also does latéi
criticism, Socrates’ leaves it up to Phaedrus termeine the adequacy of Socrates’ remarks; by deinge
can better gauge Phaedrus’ attachment to the spsexhvhole (cf. 235b1-5 with 234c6-7), and encgeira
Phaedrus to reexamine the speech.

% Note also that with this formulation Socratesas clearly asking for an explicit definition ancatthe
leaves the question without explicit answer.

% See Seth Benardete (1991, 176); Ronna BYf@80, 78).
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definition may be of great value in teaching, as Socrates soon suggests {pa&13-
usefulness for a rhetorical speech which seeks to persuade through false oringgkxa
claims is doubtful, for by its clarity it would expose its own weaknessesouldw
therefore seem to be for this reason that Socrates’ criticisms osLgpeech occur in
that part of thé’>haedrus’treatment of the art of speaking (262c5ff) which turns out to
concern the principles of dialectic and not rhetoric (266b8-d2).

Socrates’ first criticism is of the opening of Lysias’ speech and hduckaschis
criticism by suggesting to Phaedrus that the opening and closing of his speech ar
interchangeable (264e1-2). Yet, if we compare the opening and closing antiéfer
emerges: the beginning of the speech refers only to the mutual benefit the balbved a
nonlover can receive from the affair (230e7), but the conclusion first exhorts tvedbel
to avoid all harm and then refers to mutual benefit (234c3-4). That Lysias turnaifrom a
appeal to benefits to an emphasis on the avoidance of harm makes sense, for, &s we shal
see, his speech proves much more capable of drawing attention to the dangersithat atte
affairs with lovers than showing the positive benefits to come from afféins w
nonlovers. Following this introduction, Lysias then disguises his argument, and/thereb
his lack of arguments for the benefit of the affair, by presenting it througjlagw
apparently unconnected points or arguménte following is my attempt to present a

plausible account of the order of these arguments.

* See Burger (1980, 23), where she notes Lysiasbfisgerely mechanical connectives to structure his
speech, which allow its easy division into sepapatiats (at 231a6, b7, c7, e3, 232a6, b5, €3, 23%4
d5). Burger agrees with my claim that the speehehconcealed structure, but she seems to cotisaler
large central portion of the speech a “loose enati@” (ibid.).

89



The first two arguments belong together as they both contrast the formés love
view of the benefactions given during the affair with that of the nonlover. Accamling
the first argument, lovers repent the benefactions they have given (231a2), awbtitk s
says they consider that they have adequately repaid the beloved with thiEctens
(231b1-2). In both cases, the lover is inclined to stop giving to the beloved, but there is a
tension between the two arguments, for the lovers of the first argumenthvagrey
given, whereas those of the second consider their gifts to have been justly diien. T
tension suggests the possibility of two groups of lovers, one more decent than the other,
and therefore of one group which Lysias would not wish to make explicit but would
rather leave in the shadow of the less decent. Lysias would still wish to make an
argument against the beneficence of the more decent group, as the belixedgtis be
more or less aware of such decent lovers, and therefore, presenting only the first
argument would be less completely persuasive.

While these first two arguments seem to argue for the superiority of the nonlove
based on the material benefits he would offer, reading them together subgesteir
force lies rather in the beloved’s desire that the affection for him contifnehe first
place, both arguments indicate that the nonlover will give to the beloved only what is in
his own interest to give (231a5, b6-7). To the question of how much he is likely to want
to give, the second argument makes clear that it will not be anything thahicosts

much—indeed, this is the very reason he will not consider that he has paid back the

® Throughout my interpretation of Lysias’ speectefer to its intended listener as the “beloved’piesthe
fact that he is allegedly not loved by the nonlowisregarding the fact that the nonlover, if haas
altogether a liar, seems to be merely a rathembake and calculating lover, the term “beloved” is
appropriate, because the target of the speechatett at least as if he has lovers (whom he ooglafjéct).

90



beloved (231b2-5). Furthermore, if the beloved were simply interested in being
benefited, why would it be much of a deterrent that the former lovers willr&gest
their gifts? There is no indication that they would try to take them back. Isseem
therefore that Lysias’ apparent appeal to benefit in fact relies uponltvedis desire to
continue to be loved.

Lysias’ third argument, that, if lovers are most friendly to their belovedsnw
they move on to a new beloved they will be more friendly to another (231b7-c5),
continues to work on the beloved’s desire for lasting love but now it is clear that this is
also the desire to be loved exclusively or preeminently. The pain the beloveat thels
prospect of his lover now loving another is heightened by the argument’s conclusion,
that, since the lover, due to his surpassing friendliness, is most willing to be yated b
others on behalf of his beloved, he will be willing to harm his former beloved if his new
beloved wishes (231c2-7). Such willingness to harm, apart from the harm actually done
is likely quite painful as it reinforces the point that one is no longer loved. Furtleermo
the desire on the part of the new beloved to harm the previous beloved is relevant only if
it is rooted in the former beloved’s having been loved by the new beloved’s lover. The
new beloved is likely to have such a desire, and such a desire is likely to beiloteeitig
the beloved to whom Lysias speaks, if, out of the desire to know that the lover loves him
exclusively, the beloved is inclined to insist on his lover’'s harming past loversign
of the end of his affection for them.

Of course, it is not as if the nonlover can offer stronger, more exclusive@&ffecti

for the beloved; the nonlover must rather, and perhaps above all, lessen the beloved’s
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desire for such affection as lovers offer, for such affection is the disgrmiintribution
of love regardless of the lover’s capacity to offer other benefits. Such an attack on the
beloved’s desire for affection only begins with the third argument, which arouses the
beloved's fear at the painful prospect of losing his lover to another. By arousing the
beloved’s fear regarding the consequences of love, Lysias prepares or pegmaps e
inclines the beloved to hear the criticism offered of the character of the laffexcton
in the next argument. This fourth argument seems a mere repetition of therdustg
that, after the affair, the lover will regret his actions (231c7-d6), but thithfadds the
reason for this regret, by claiming that the former lover, thinking weihagall now
view his love as misfortune, sickness, immoderation, and poor thinking (231d1-6). After
arousing the beloved’s fear regarding the end of his lover’s affection, lp@ittays the
affection itself as sickness and vice. To present love as such is to lesgeadtiveness,
but this implies that the beloved does not want such affection from the lover as comes at
the expense of the mental health or virtue of the lover; that is, the beloved wants his
lover’s love to be good, for himself as well as for the lover. This fourth argument thus
seeks to detach the beloved from his desire for being loved by relying on the kseloved’
concern for his lover, i.e., by relying on the beloved’s concern for something raare th
mere personal benefit, a concern implied by his desire to be loved.

Thus it is only now, in the fifth argument, that Lysias argues that thereéateg
chance of finding one worthy of friendship among nonlovers (because there araf more
them), and asks the beloved himself to seek someone to whom he may offer his favors

without regard to the recipient’s having professed a desire for the favors otahedye
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but only based on the potential friend’s merit (231d6-e2). This merit is not explained in
terms of benefits for the beloved. The criticism of the vice of the lover preparesy

for the appeal to the virtue or worth of the nonlover, which appeal makes at least some
demand that the beloved be willing to give something of himself or put himsek,atris
the very least of rejection, for the sake of friendship with one who deservesst. Thi
appeal has been facilitated by the previous argument’s making the belovechsdmew
aware both of his desire for virtuous healthy attachment and of what is implies in t
desire, some concern of his own that puts aside his narrow self-interest.

The speech has thus progressed from arousing the beloved’s fear of the end of his
lover’s affection to a criticism of the affection itself to a recommendatat the beloved
himself seek a nonlover to gratify, but the speech has yet to make any argurbehtlf
of the speaker in particular. Such an appeal is coming (233a4-5), but we turn first to the
beloved’s concern with reputation, a concern which makes a fitting beginning for a
argument leading up to the claim that the beloved should gratify one specific person,
since gratifying all seemingly “worthy” nonlovers would necessaripaige the
beloved’s reputation, as the speaker ultimately makes explicit (234c2). Furtbgamor
turn to the beloved’s concern for reputation is especially needed at this point, ibeause
fifth argument has just made the highly paradoxical and potentially risky sioggést
the beloved should seek someone among the nonlovers to gratify, and Lysias therefore
now needs to show that the lovers are more risky for his reputation.

Thus the sixth and seventh arguments concern the nonlovers’ superiority for the

beloved’s reputation. Like the first and second arguments which both pertain to the same
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issue but which seem to treat different groups of lovers, these two arguments paoD
different problems lovers pose for their beloved’s reputation: the firstatgaewhereas
nonlovers prefer what is best over reputation, lovers desire honor and will brag about
their erotic successes (232al-6); the second argument, which would be superfluous if all
lovers were such braggarts, argues that many will see the lover with thedhaose
having heard the lovers previously proclaim their love, will assume the cdagiaese
recently been or be about to be engaged in their (sexual) desire (232a6-b2%, aysn
the first two arguments, seems to wish to point out the danger that attends coupling eve
with decent lovers without calling attention to the existence of such lovers.

Having aroused the beloved's fear for his reputdtibysias now turns back to
the question of lasting friendship, but this time he draws attention to the beloved’s
concern that the relationship last especially due to his having given awayuas se
favors (232b5-c2). The beloved desires in particular that he not give up his favors for a
mere fling. In turning to the beloved’s concern with reputation, Lysias dttention to
the beloved's fear of having his sexual activity found out; awareness of thibdsar
prepares the beloved to confront his fear of engaging in sexual activity itaslhot
that the beloved is opposed to sex—he makes most or (plectstou poie) of his favors,
i.e., he takes great pride in them—but he desires the limitation of his sexualtéavors
lasting affairs and believes himself to have suffered a great losy dtbenot so limited.

One prominent reason that the beloved would believe he has lost much through

® That fear on behalf of his reputation is not likeit least in Lysias’ view, to be an adequate eyt
against the beloved’s gratifying a lover is alsdidgated in that, however much beloveds are likelswn
caring about their reputation, Lysias also beligbheas the nonlover’s preference for what is “bestér
reputation will appeal to beloveds (232a4-6).
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promiscuity becomes clear within this very section of the speech, for Lysiasdunges
the lover’s fear that others will receive his beloved’s favors, i.e., the sogterhand for
exclusivity (232c4ff., cf. 234b6-c1), as the reason that friendship with a loverés mor
precarious. The failure of the friendship after providing sex thus leaves the beloved or
his favors degraded in the eyes of potential lovers (234c1). Lysias therefore aga
confronts the beloved’s desire to be loved, this time with the fear of losing hislityva

As becomes clear, however, within this eighth argument, the nonlover does not
place such import on the exclusivity of sexual favors as either the lover or deloee,
for, so far from fearing other associations, the nonlover encourages them, hoping to be
benefited thereby (232d4-7). No argument is made that the nonlovers will know their
partners better and therefore have more solid trust in them. Therefore, the nonlovers
must be at least relatively unafraid of sharing their partners. In #8sit@eems the
lovers offer much more esteem for their beloved’s favors, and Lysias woultbtkere
want to lessen the beloved’s desire to be loved for his favors. Lysias seems tydo so b
criticizing the value of the favors themselves, as he had earlier moved fyosingrthe
beloved's fear regarding the cessation of love to a criticism of love itskei. bEgins to
occur, if tacitly, in the next (ninth) argument.

Here, in again arguing for the greater security of friendship with nonlovesmd.y
argues that lovers often begin with desire for the body, and it is therefoeauwtiether
they will remain friends after their desire passes (232e3-6). Thus, aftéingdb the
danger lovers pose to the worth of the beloved’s favors, Lysias points to the bodily

character of those favors, and thus to their necessarily fleeting @raeacharacter
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which they have in the eyes of the nonlover as well (cf. 234a7-b1), and a charadter whic
he is now better prepared to admit. Lysias then concludes this section argustg that

long as the beloved chooses a nonlover from among his current friends, the cessation of
sexual favors (presumably following the cessation of the nonlover’'s dedirapttharm

the friendship (233al-4).

The ninth argument thus requires that the beloved not be too bothered by the
cessation of the nonlover’s desire for his favors, i.e., by his no longer being found
attractive, and the tenth argument continues this criticism of the worth ovtivs,faow
not by pointing to their fleeting character, but by hinting at their beinggntally worth
less than is believed by lovers while in love. According to this argument, lovers are to be
feared for the false praise and blame they confer, not only out of a desiresotplea
beloved, but also because love makes lovers “when unfortunate, believe grievous what
furnishes no pain to the others, but when fortunate it compels the things not worthy of
pleasure to meet with praise from them” (233a5-b5). Lysias does not ghecibytunes
or misfortunes of lovers, but it is likely that failing to attain and attainindgabars of
their beloveds would be among those pains and pleasures that others do rlot share.
Lysias thus criticizes, if only by intimation, the lover’s delight in his beloved and hi
accompanying praise as false or unmerited. Such a criticism undernarieddied’s
desire to be delightful to his lover. Lysias’ criticism is only effectivbe beloved

desires to be praised truly, but in this case, the praise is for the delight he ptiogides

" Cf. the use of misfortunafuchesa) at the opening of the speech (231a1).
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lover, and thus Lysias works on the beloved’s desire to be genuinely delightful to another
by arguing that the delight of lovers is false.

In the place of such unmerited flattering and therefore potentially harmful
treatment as the lover offers, Lysias now refers to the benefit which meeyfoom a
nonlover (233a4-5). Itis notably only here that the speaker refers directly tdfhimse
within the speech (233a5, b6-c5). This turn to the first person is prepared by the ninth
argument’s limitation of the choice to one from among the beloved’s current friends
More importantly, however, Lysias’ purpose is not to persuade the beloved to seek all
nonlovers but only one in particular, and therefore it is not surprising that itis at t
point, where Lysias actually indicates a specific advantage thatonas from gratifying
this nonlover, true evaluations, that the nonlover refers to himself as the one capable of
offering it® Beneficial as it may be to consort with one who offers truthful evaluations,
Lysias evidently does not consider this benefit terribly attractive to tbedsklfor,
within this very section of the speech, he turns from this benefit, which he never even
makes entirely explicit, to praise of the nonlover’s self-mastery and viot@ylove, his
patience, and the promise these provide for steady friendship (233b6-c6). Thus, in this

argument, where the speaker refers to himself and the one benefit he cleas|yhaffe

8 Note the ambiguity in the speech’s other refersiiedenefits as to whether the nonlover is corezkta
provide them for himself or for his partner (2318%:6-7, 233c1). 234a2-3 is an exception, butragai
indication is given of what goods the nonlover cffeand 234b4-5 quickly returns us to the selfish
nonlover.
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appeal is also to the virtue which facilitates this benefit and the strengbrolvides for
friendship?

Having now completed his criticisms of the love offered by lovers and the delight
they take in their beloveds, those qualities with which a nonlover can least compete,
Lysias has presented the nonlover as superior in terms of virtue and the endurance o
friendship he offers. Precisely because the lover’s attachment to the belobedhae
criticized, some question may have arisen regarding the strength of fremdsbin the
nonlover can offer. This would in part explain Lysias’ turn in his eleventh argument to
examples of strong friendship without love (233c6-d4). Yet the beloved is likely ito reta
some doubt regarding the strength of friendship the nonlover may offer. The nonlover is
already an associate or friend of some kind, but not a close friend, and the previous
criticism of the lovers as well as the examples of friends—espedaatiyyf members—
who do not desire sex would hardly give the beloved the impression that gratifying the
nonlover will make that friendship strond®falthough he may be asked to believe that
gratification will not harm the friendship, which may then grow stronger for other
reasons). Thus, the eleventh argument makes a rather weak case. Perhapsfaris al
this reason that Lysias only presents it after he has made his cest laga, for then,
frightened of lovers and somewhat disappointed in his hope to be the object of a good
love, the beloved may be especially willing to look elsewhere for that stremgl$hip

which had been among his attractions to love (cf. 231b7-c2).

° At this point we should note that the previousrfarguments each appeal to the nonlover’s virtuous
character (232a5), his friendship (232b3-4, 233abdboth (232d4-5 with d7-e2). See especiaky th
claim of argument eight that the nonlovers attaixusl favors “through virtue” (232d4-5).

19 Note also the third argument’s complete omissibeven the pretense on the part of nonlovers teroff
strong friendship (cf. 231c1-2).
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Lysias then makes one final argument in conclusion, which turns into something
of a summing up of his whole argument. Lovers are compared to the poor, as those
“most in need” of the beloved’s favors (233d5-8). Lysias admits that the lovers would be
the most grateful recipients of the beloved’s favors but also the least capablengf pay
them back (233d8, e4, 6-7). Such a poverty on the part of the lovers, which is not
restricted to the time after the affair, only makes sense if the beloveddeaseacLysias’
previous attempt to portray love as a mental iliness, for in this case the loest’'esme
love for the beloved is, as with material poverty, the very source of his inability to pay
back his debts. The distance the speech has thereby traversed becomes sdsiled@hat
by contrasting this final argument, which prominently admits the gratitutig@dwill
of lovers for the beloved (233e5), with the begrudging image of lovers presented in the
first argument. Lysias’ rhetoric, if it has worked, allows him to portraygtieel and
attractive attributes of lovers as the mere consequence of their badriasssésor vice).

The argument then concludes, turning from the lover’s poverty and the nonlover’s
resources to a list juxtaposing the qualities of the lover to those of the nonlover,
reiterating the main points of the speech (233e7-234b1). With the exception ofrthe cla
that nonlovers “will give a share of their good things to him when he becomes older
(234a2-3), the qualities of the nonlover mentioned indicate his relative safét for
beloved’s reputation, the enduring friendship he promises, and, ultimately, his virtue.
This list then seems to confirm that the speech renders the nonlover atinattive
primarily through appealing to the beloved’s mere self-interest, but iagregpealing to

his desire for friendship and his admiration of virtue. Lysias then adds one further
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remark, which confirms this suggestion, before making his concluding requesls he te

the beloved to “lay to heareiithumo that friends admonish lovers that the practice is a
bad one, whereas for nonlovers no one of their kin has ever blamed them for deliberating
badly about themselves” (234b2-5). Lysias expects the goodness of non-love for the
nonlover and the badness of love, which primarily means, because the friend of the lover
would be primarily concerned with his friend’s interest, the badness of love favire |

to be a compelling reason for the beloved’s preference for the nonlover. It isghen t
beloved’s concern with the interest of others, his concern that his friendships bé#ymutua
rewarding, and his desire to be with or even reward the virtuous (cf. especially®32d4-

to which Lysias appeals in his argument for the nonlover.

Lysias’ speech appeals to the beloved’s self-interest as well as to hesrctorc
friendship and his admiration of virtue. The above analysis suggests an order behind
these seemingly haphazard appeals: Lysias masks an appeal to the belovedsfoonc
others with an appeal to the beloved’s self-interest. The necessity which would compe
such speech writing (cf. 264b7) would then be rooted in the beloved’s desire to be loved,
which Lysias must attack in order to endorse an affair with a nonlover. Lysiasaoes
wish to attack the desire to be loved directly, without preparation, and he therefose beg
by appealing to the beloved’s interest, especially his fear of thethatrmay come from
lovers, and only subsequently subjects love itself to criticism. The criticisoneftself
depends on the beloved’s desire that love be good for both lover and beloved. By
arguing that love cannot be mutually beneficial, Lysias weakens the bed@e=ife to

be loved which must be left unfulfilled by the nonlover. Now merely criticizing love and
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offering steady friendship would not suffice to explain why the beloved shoultydheti
nonlover. Thus we see the second advantage of drawing attention to the beloved’s desire
that his lover’'s love be good, for this implies the beloved’s concern for his lover, and, by
arousing some awareness of his concern for others, Lysias prepares the beloaed to he
the call to gratify the lover for his virtue. Lysias’ praise of the nonlover makéerhim
the object of something like the beloved's love if it is to have the desired effdct, a
praise of the nonlover’s virtue is used to achieve this effeEinally, noting Lysias’
need to present the nonlover as virtuous, we see a second advantage to masking the
argument with an appeal to self-interest. By beginning only with an ajopbe t
beloved’s self-interest, Lysias permits himself to present the nonloveosaia
selfishness as a good or at least neutral quality which he may subseqgbemnibyh t
contrast with the immoderation of love, present as the virtue of moderation or self-
mastery, and thus as something worthy of gratification.

The central theme or problem of Lysias’ speech may then be said to bettieat of
relation between self-interest and concern for virtue or others. Lys&sKing of an
appeal based on the beloved’s concern for virtue and other human beings in an appeal to
self-interest shows that the appeal of self-interest, on its own, is insnfftoi attract a
beloved to a non-lover. In our study of Socrates’ speeches below, especially his
palinode, we shall see much that helps explain why a beloved, or anyone elseysvoul

attracted by something more than his self-interest. But the fact thaipteal &o virtue

Y perhaps this, that Lysias’ defense of a nonloiras at turning the nonlover into a beloved, is what
Socrates means when he suggests that the eavi@epdets, who praised their beloveds, surpasseidd.ys
(235c¢2-d3). See Benardete (1991, 118). Cf. 255e@here Socrates describes the desire to recifgroca
love as nearly the same as love.
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and concern for others may be successfully masked, at least when Phaedrus is the
audience, with an appeal to self-interest, shows also that we are not singehedtby

the concern for virtue and the good of others; something in us may be attracted to a
speech which appears to endorse concerning ourselves only with our self-interes
Furthermore, even though we are motivated by more than our own interest, there is an
appeal to thinking our motivation is solely self-interest. As we shall see in our
interpretation of Socrates’ first speech below, Phaedrus’ concern aboutrosatay
require of him, even if he is the beloved, is an important source of the appeal sf Lysia
speech; Phaedrus is attracted by a view which permits him to overlook oenmpihtis

concern with something more than his own self-interest.
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Part Two: Socrates’ First Speech

Turning now to Socrates’ first speech, the contrast between Socratesicaepic
the lover, which emphasizes above all his lack of goodwill for the beloved (239al-2, 4-7,
e3-5, especially 241d1), and that of Lysias’, which begins by conceding the lover’'s
goodwill *?is glaring. By arguing that the lover’'s immoderation has the effect of
thoroughly eliminating goodwill (238e2-239a2), Socrates can offer a much more
thorough condemnation of lovers than could Lysias. Yet, as | have argued, Lysias’
rhetorical purpose is served by his initial admission of the lover's goodwill henefore
we expect Socrates to a pay a rhetorical price for his harsher depidimerst It seems
that he pays such a price. As Phaedrus points out (241d4-6), Socrates can offer no praise
for the nonlover such as to inspire a beloved’s attraction, whereas Lysias, loygpoirit
the lover’s goodwill and its defects, arouses the beloved’s desire for such gaouiralh
awareness of his own goodwill towards potential suitors, which in turn prepares the
beloved to feel love or some approximation of it for the nonlover. Indeed, to judge by
Phaedrus’ responses—and after all he is the audience—Socrates’ first speech i
rhetorically the least successful of the dialogue (contrast 227d6-228a4, 234c6-7, d3-4,
235b1-5 with 241d4-6 and 257c1-4).

Socrates’ rhetorical failing, however, need not be taken as a failing gdesh,
unless we assume that it is Socrates’ purpose merely to surpass Lyse&ercah

artistry or persuade Phaedrus of a perverse thesis. That Socrates has pa oitenti

12 Recall also that Socrates’ will draw attentiorptecisely this aspect of Lysias’ speech in whaasles
Phaedrus to reread (cf. 262e1-4 with 263e6-264d3aB8 above).
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competing is suggested by his comment, at the outset of the speech, that the $peech wi
make Phaedrus’ comrade, who earlier seemed wise to Phaedrus, now seem more so
(237a10-b1), for Lysias seemed wise to Phaedrus in terms of his rhetoricatecepe
(228al-2), and Socrates’ rhetorical failure would only serve to heighten tharappe

of competence. What then is Socrates’ intention? Socrates’ denial of the lover’s
goodwill amounts to denying what had been the implied distinction of the lover
according to Lysias, and thus Socrates’ condemnation of the lover amounts to a
condemnation of Lysias’ nonlover as a nonlover. That is, the basic claim of'Lysias
speech had been that sex was preferable with one who lacks eros, because tas|acks e
and eros was distinguished by goodwill; now, Socrates shows that sex with ong lacki
goodwill (a Lysian nonlover) means sex with a dangerous predator (cf. Z41dhis,

rather than competing with Lysias in the task of persuasion, Socrates etkgolasic

error of Lysias’ position.

In this way, we can understand not only Socrates’ failure to offer praise of the
nonlover, but also his suggestion of the disgusting unpleasantness of sexuallygratify
an older man (240d4-e2)—which undermines the nonlover’s chances of success as much
as those of the lover—as well as his treatment of friendship and Yirfeiéendship had
been among the chief concerns of the beloved upon which Lysias relied, but Socrates

now first reduces the status of friendship to that of a possession (239e2-240a2), thus

'3 The predatory aspect of the nonlover is of commederated in Lysias’ speech, because the speech is
given by something of a friend who offers friengsland Lysias’ speech is, today, all too easilygmed
as coming from a relatively unerotic but sexuatlyaeted friend who would limit the harm he inféabn

his partner. But insofar as such a friend feelsdgall along with his sexual attraction he blurs th
distinction between himself and the lover and te &xtent deviates from the speech’s defense of the
nonlover.

14 See also Griswold (1986, 57-58); Benardete (1290).
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ignoring the role of the beloved’s goodwill in friendshi@nd then Socrates claims that
friendship belongs only to those of the same age (240c1-3), thus rendering an appeal to
friendship with the nonlover impossible. Regarding the virtue of the nonlover, the
opening of Socrates’ speech follows Lysias’ in appealing to his moderation (2B7e2-

but the second part then appeals primarily to manly virtues (238d8, 239a2-3, a7-b3, c5-
d7), which may characterize lovers (239c1-2), notably omitting moderation (cf. 239a2-
3).!° Finally, the preface Socrates provides for his first speech—the story ofeat=hc
lover speaking to his beloved (237b1-6)—may be taken as confirmation that Socrates
does not aim at offering a persuasive speech but rather seeks to show the es@saf Ly
For through this preface Socrates not only distances himself from his spaeghigent,

but also presents the truth, that Lysias’ nonlover is some kind of concealed lover. We
may then understand Socrates’ later comment, according to which Lysiabhés Gathe
speech” (257b2), as highlighting Lysias’ responsibility for the corrupt vigve

Socrates now articulates.

Socrates’ suggestion of Lysias’ influence on the speech is, however,
overshadowed by his attribution of the speech to Phaedrus, whom Socrates not only
credits for influencing (238d5, 241e4) and compelling his speech (238a9, 242d4-5), but
also twice simply credits as its author, calling it “Phaedrus’ spe@di2d( 1, 244al),
spoken by Phaedrus through Socrates’ mouth (242el). Socrates wishes to show the error

of Lysias’ speech, but he does this primarily for Phaedrus’ sake, and thus hig/primar

!> Note, however, that the second of three qualittegbuted to friendship is unsurpassed goodwill
(eunoustaton(239e4): the speech quietly indicates what igaiarent overlooks.

1% See Benardete (1991, 124), Burger (1980, 37)ra%es: treatment of moderation in this speech will
receive further discussion below.
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goal is to instruct Phaedrus. Such a goal may be facilitated by a speech adratie S
suggests is an expression of Phaedrus, if Socrates wishes to show Phaedrusgsomethi
about himself. Having seen that Socrates’ first speech, despite its aggaeament

with Lysias’, contains the tacit rejection of Lysias’ argument, we @xpat Socrates

will present those views of Phaedrus which led to his attraction to Lysiaghspesuch

a way as to indicate their shortcomings.

Socrates begins by veiling himself (237a4-5) and invoking the Muses (237a7),
thereby further distancing himself from the substance of his speech. Sosetite
concealment, which leaves his words emanating without an apparent source, and his
invocation of the Muses give the impression that the speech is divinely inSpiBerd.
the very act of veiling himself, as an expression of his shame (237a5), a shaime whi
Socrates will explain after the fact as rooted in his awareness of tho'spladse
presentation of love (243b4-%),betrays his self-possession in giving the spé&ch.
Furthermore, while Socrates attributes divine influence over the speechrto othe
divinities, as we shall have to discuss below, he never credits the Muses, sudbasting
he does not take his invocation to be effective. Socrates’ subsequent remarks about the
Muses, according to which they are the divine source of poetic madness (245al-5,
265b4), makes their invocation a fitting preparation for the stoot{o3 Socrates will
now tell (237a9), but Socrates most sustained discussion of the Muses suggests that his

invocation of them here is also something of a warning.

" See Griswold (1986, 55). Cf. Socrates’ later ssgjgn that the first prophetic speeches came &rom
oak tree (275b5-6).

18 See Sallis (1975, 123).

19 See Griswold (1986, 56).
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That is, in his most sustained treatment of the Muses, Socrates tells atmther
that of the cicadas, in which the Muses have the effect of turning those who mgst enj
their music into cicadas (258e6-259d8)When the Muses and music came to be, some
were so stricken with pleasure that they lost concern for eating and drinkingeagtalyth
died without noticing their death (259b7-¢2)The Muses’ song thus offers great
pleasure, including that of freedom from the painful concern with one’s mortality, but
this pleasure comes at the price of distracting one from taking caresaflicsaued
ultimately death. The Muses then, as compensation for their first victima,dedvthem
by turning them into cicadas who could sing their whole lives without need of
nourishment and then, upon dying, report to the Muses those humans who honor them
(259c2-6). The cicadas, the servants of the Muses, also sing a bewitching sedg (258
259a3)?? and this song again indicates the dangerous character of music inspiration, for
Socrates indicates that it is by resisting its bewitchment that onerlgrbpaors the
Muses (259a6-b1, d7-8J. In his invocation of the Muses, Socrates suggests that they
may have received their name for the clarity of their song but he |dasestopen
qguestion (237b7-9); considering his later story of cicadas and the manifegtatlar
presentation of the speech (cf. 265d6-7), Socrates’ invocation of the muses mag serve

warning, above all to Phaedrus, who as Socrates notes is a music lover (259b5), not to be

2 Burger notes the “anti-erotic” character of thedds, describing them as those “who punish their own
lovers with death and grant favors only to those wh not succumb to their charms” (1980, 35).

2 socrates tells this story in response to Phaednggestion that life should be lived for pleaswrihout
preceding pains (258e1-5); cf. pgs. 78-83 above.

“2 The bewitchment depends on “idleness of thoug®&963-4); cf. my treatment of Socrates’ view of
idleness in th&epubli¢c especially pages 27, 54-56, 72-73 above.

% 3ocrates here includes among the Muses, Musesmmitboth with erotic matters and philosophy
(259d1-7), whereas he later gives the Muses coadijtfor poetry, attributing erotic madness to Aqdite
and Eros (265b4-5). Perhaps Socrates only meanktiesand the speeches of philosophy (cf. 259d6)
offer the same dangerous bewitchment as music prope
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seduced by the speech’s clear surface but to attentively look beneath iof dhusse
presumes that Socrates expects or hopes that Phaedrus will reconsider tbpatayiss,
just as he instructs Phaedrus to do regarding Lysias’ speech (se@p&§easbove).

The speech’s apparent clarity is on display as soon as Socrates has put it in the
mouth of a concealed lover, who begins with a reflection on the order the speech is to
follow. The concealed lover asserts that there is one proper beginning @rcuk {or
deliberation, namely, to know first what the deliberation is about (237b7-c1). Such
advice could seem too obvious to need stating, but the speaker indicates its necessity by
noting that “the many” begin their deliberations without such knowledge and, unaware of
its lack, proceed to disagree with each other and themselves (237c2-5). That is, the
members of “the many” hold opinions which contradict those of others as wellras thei
own, and they are unaware of holding such contradictory opinions. The speech thus
begins by suggesting an approach which is called for due to the problematmsétat
opinions, thus presenting in advance a cautionary notice for its subsequent reliance upon
opinion in its defense of moderation (cf. 237d6-c4). Furthermore, the many are unaware
of the ignorance implied by their self-contradictions, and this observation tsen thae
guestion, which the speech nowhere explicitly takes up, of the source of the many’s
ignorance. In the dialogue’s later discussion of the rhetorical art, Soassss that to
speak by art one must “first” grasp the character of those things in reganctcho“ivis
necessary” that the many contradict themselves (263b6-9), and only subsequengly doe
artful speaker turn to defining (263c3ff.). To grasp the character of the clissgsf

about which it is necessary that the many contradict themselves implies andiexgthe

108



cause of their ignorance (otherwise the necessity would be unknown), and thus we may
expect the concealed lover’s failure to answer this question to lead to a faituse i
definition, as the definition may proceed without adequate attention to contradictory
understandings of the definition’s terms. Indeed, as the concealed lover furtlseospel

the procedure, he indicates that in order to decide their question, whether lover or
nonlover should be chosen, they will first define love, and then discern its benefit or harm
(237c6-d3). The speaker thus tacitly assumes that whereas love is in need dlan initi
investigation, the good is sufficiently clear, but the good is, at the leashipesg

among the terms about which the many contradict themselves (cf. 263a9-11), and, as we
shall see, the failure to first investigate the good renders the attemptie ldek

inadequate.

Before turning to the attempt to define love, we should note one further feature of
the opening discussion of procedure, which further suggests the inadequacy of the speech
to come while indicating a reason for such inadequacy. The concealed lover lyegins b
noting the need for “knowledge” of what is to be discussed (237c1), but then, having
linked knowledge to agreement by noting the disagreements attending the many’s
ignorance (237c2-5), he concludes by suggesting only that he and his beloved come to an
agreement, setting down a definition of love (237c¢8-d1). As Socrates will note later,
however, following an agreed upon definition allows one to “make clear what one wishes
to teach about,” speaking clearly and consistently, without necessarilyrgpéakitruth
(265d4-7). If the speech begins with an inadequate definition, one set down by

agreement but not known to be true, what will it clearly teach? The consequences
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following from the initial agreement—i.e., the speech will articulate tHe ful
consequences of the opinions of those who agree with its beginning. Now, despite the
emphasis on coming to an agreement, the concealed lover engages in no dialogue with
the beloved, and therefore we cannot rely on the speech to indicate the character of the
beloved whose views are thus expressed. If then, we take Phaedrus, as the audience, to
stand for the beloved, as Socrates later implies he does (243e4-6), theetbloaesals
emphasis on agreement can be taken to indicate that the view articulated is that of
Phaedrus. Socrates presents as consistently as possible Phaedrus’ vieweschdibmt

its inadequacy. We may then in this way understand more precisely the mannehin whic
and the reason for which he presents what he will call the speech of Phaedrugdsee pa
105-106 above).

The attempt to define love begins by noting that love belongs to the class of
desires and linking love to the desire for beautiful things or human beings, but the
speaker then notes that nonlovers also desire these beauties (237d3-5). If one allows
beauty or the beautiful thing&( kabn) their full range of meanings and takes love or
eros in its ordinary sense as pertaining to a kind of sexual desire, the distbetiveen
love in particular and desire for beautiful things in general is obvious, but the @mhceal
lover’'s whole argument requires that he imply the more questionable clainotiiavers
desire beautiful human bodi&s.The more likely distinction would have been between

eros andaphrodisia(mere sexual lust) (cf. 254a%),but by making this distinction, the

24 One may wonder whether sexual desire divorced finyneros would include any care for beauty (cf.
Sym 206b7-e5 and 209b2-3 with 207¢9-208b9 where lyednaps out of the account of eros, and Socrates
is dissatisfied).

% Benardete draws attention to this distinction mgla somewhat different point (1991, 122).
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concealed lover would show the baseness of the nonlover’s desire. He thus leaves it at
both lovers and nonlovers desiring beauty and seeks a further criterion by which to
differentiate lovers. He does so by arguing that in addition to natural desipedsure,

we are also moved by acquired opinions which aim at the best (237d6-9), and he will
distinguish love by arguing that it is desire for beauty in a distinct relatiopition
(238b7-c4). To do so, however, is to define love by its relation to what guides us towards
the good, and therefore we can already see that the concealed lover willdad e cd

defining love without asserting something about its goodness.

The concealed lover indicates four possible relations between opinion and desire:
they can agree or be likeminddw(onoeito)y they can struggle against one another in
faction; one can master the other; and the other can master the first (237d9-e2). The
agreement of the two is called likeness of mind, which therefore implies thatas st
faction we are of multiple minds, and thus the concealed lover would seem to hint that
desires are not simply divorced from thoughts (or mmealg and that the conflict in the
opinions of the many may have its root in conflicts between opinions of the good and
desires. The latter two relations, in which one or the other maktatsi)the other,
would seem to be versions of factious struggle, for like-mindedness would not seem to
admit or require one ruling the other. Now the rule of opinion will be called moderation
(237e2-3), which serves the speaker as a standard against which to condemn eros, but if
moderation is only one version of strife, it would seem inferior to a higher stboida
like-mindedness. On the other hand, the concealed lover may mean or allow that when

one ruling principle masters the other it does so so thoroughly that the ruledtoomes
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agree: i.e., opinion educates desire so one desires the good, or desire so deludes opinion
that one believes bad pleasures to be good. The concealed lover would seem to leave this
ambiguous, thus leaving the status of moderation unclear; we shall see thate¢here

grounds for supposing the speech to consider two different forms of moderation.

However this may be, the triumph of opinion is called moderation and that of
desire is hubris (237e2-238al). Gluttony, excess with regard to wine, and love are
presented as three forms of hubris which are condemned as immoderate (238a6-c4)
Phaedrus’ concern for health (cf. 227a4-6, 268a8-9), as well as the disdain for bodily
pleasures which accompanies his desire for pleasures without pain (258e2-%), surel
opposes gluttony, and, as we know from Slyenposiumit opposed excessive drinking
(Sym 176d5-7). We can see then here how Socrates articulates Phaedrus’ view, which
had found the moderate nonlover of Lysias’ speech so attractive. Difficultesg@&m
however, if we examine the speech more closely.

Moderation is not simply defined as the rule of opinion but rather that of rational
opinion doxes logaileading towards the best (237e2-3). Hubris, we are told, has many
names because it has many limbs and many forms (238a2-3). The speaker’s emphasis i
on the diversity of hubris; he suggests not only that there are multiple kinds of hubris but
also limbs?® which implies each kind of hubris is part of one unified opposition to
rational opinion. It is for this reason that he then says, “whichever class happens t
become conspicuous” supplies the name for the one who has it (238a3-4), for this implies

that the hubristic man has the other forms of hubris as well, but one in particular is

% Or parts, depending on which text one follows;heice is betweepolumelesandpolumeresbut
either one implies a unified hubris which has theor limbs.
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especially noticeable. The concealed lover thus points to hubris as the basic sdwce of t
many’s ignorance, but he seems to leave its aim obscure. That is, what isisought i
opposition to reason or the source of dissatisfaction with the goods offered byl rationa
opinion is unclear, but it is unclear, it would seem, above all, because the concealed love
leaves the good, or the aim of rational opinion itself unclear.

The speaker does, however, quietly intimate his awareness of this failimgn W
providing different examples of hubris, the concealed lover names gluttony but then
refers to excessive drinking without naming it, but calling some attention to iksiom
by saying its name is clear (238a6-b3). Shortly thereafter, he says,Hasbeen said is
altogether clearer than what has not been said” (238 we must ask therefore why
he left the name for excessive drinking unclear. The word for glutt@asyrimargia
contains the word for stomadlgster and thereby points to the standard, bodily health,
according to which one should eat, but excessive (wine) drinking is surely ned telat
thirst as gluttony is to eating, and while excessive drinkers may bereasyheto point
out for practical purposes, it is much harder to say at what one should aim in consuming
wine?® The speaker’s omission of a name for excessive drinking thus points us towards
the obscurity of the standard by which it is judged. As questionable as the standard is f
proper drinking, that for the pursuit of beauty is surely as or more obscure, and the
concealed lover quietly intimates this. Whereas the definition of gluttowydezt easily

with that of moderation in that gluttonous desire was said to oppose the “reasoned

% |f one takes the alternate reading, “what has Iseghis somehow clearer than what has not bedri sai
the statement still raises the question of whatwadeen said.
2 Cf. Benardete (1991, 122).

113



account” (ogou) of the best (238a7), love is only said to oppose correct opide$
epi to orthon—there is no claim that such correct opinion or orthodoxy is rational
(238b7-8)*° The speaker thus quietly allows that such moderation as Phaedrus admires
which opposes the erotic desire for beauty is not rational, although he certahdyg vas
give the impression that eros is immoderate. In other words, moderation seems to be
presented ambiguously: on the one hand there is a moderation whose rationality is
uncertain which condemns eros as an excessive pursuit of pleasure; on the other hand
moderation may be taken as rational, in which case its relation to eros is.unclear

There is a further difficulty with the definition of eros, which again points to the
speech’s failure to adequately analyze the good, or the aim of reason.s lsaig tio be
for the pleasure of beauty (238c1), but the speaker had just mentioned beauty a&g a quali
which the name one receives for hubris will lack (238353uch a use of the term
“beauty” places it on the side of moderation against the hubristic desire farrpkkaand
it therefore raises the questions of whether beauty is intrinsically goddtlsat its
pursuit cannot be immoderate, and also of whether it is properly understood as kind or
source of pleasure. The second part of the speech will offer further reasonsei sugg
that beauty is not properly understood as a source of pleasure. In this case jonoderat

too must be put in question, not only as to its standard and whether it in fact opposes eros,

# |t is true that the definition of love refers tai a desire without reason, but this does natssitate that

the opinion opposed to love be rational (I shajugrthat Socrates presents in this speech botioaak

and an irrational opposition to love). Furthermarviat is said to be without reason does not seem

perfectly clear in the Greek. That is, the “withoeason” &neu logo) which would seem to modify desire

is placed immediately before the reference to ebwpinion, thus readingaheu logou doxes” (238b7-

8). I know of no rule in Greek according to whigtithout reason” could be proved not to modify

“opinion”, and its placement immediately before thention of correct opinion then certainly raies

guestion of the rationality of correct opinion. méoof this is to deny that the concealed lovemidseon the

%Jrface to imply that it is desire which lacks m@aand that the opinion opposed to this desirecderate.
Cf. 237Db7.
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but also as to whether it is best understood in terms of the opposition between opinions of
the good and desires for pleasure. The answers to such questions would again require
what the concealed lover omitted, a prior investigation of the good and its relation to
beauty and pleasure.

The definition of love thus presents eros as the desire for the pleasure of beauty
which opposes correct opinion, being mightily strengthened by dominant desires for
beautiful bodies (238a7-c4). If one regards the condemnation of eros as immoderate as
guestionable and qualifies the emphasis on pleasure, the definition looks like a tolerable
definition of love:*! a strong desire for beauty coupled with and strengthened by desires
for bodily beauty. There is one further difficulty, however, to which Socrates calls
attention after offering this definition. After defining eros, Socratesnmpts the speech
to call attention to his having suffered something divine (238c5-6). Phaedrus agrees,
interpreting Socrates’ divine suffering to be his “unusual fluency” (238c7-@&rafes
does not correct this interpretation, and if we look at the preceding, Socrates’ unusual
fluency would seem to have been exhibited above all in the playful etymologizing by
which eros is associated with forcefulness (238c2-4). Socrates, however, dessnmot
to regard his divine suffering as unqualifiedly good, for he suggests he may soon be
possessed by nymphs, and he seems to hope this may be avoided by the prompt
completion of the speech (238d1-7). Indeed after, the speech, Socrates givessan a r

that he did not complete his assignment and praise the nonlover his fear of being

31 Consider Socrates’ later emphasis on this onaidefi for his speech about love, where he is ingat
both speeches together as one (263d2-3 in context).
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possessed by nymphs (241e3-5). Playful as his remarks about the nymphs’may be,
Socrates thus seems to indicate by them that we ought not to trust the nynpéstenf
on the speech, and that his etymological connection of love with force may be
problematic.

After the interruption, Socrates turns to the formal evaluation of the lover. This
evaluation was to be based on the definition, but as the definition said nothing about the
character of beauty, by which it specified the pleasures which love seeks,itiitedes
of little direct value in the evaluation. Furthermore, the principles of human behavior
outlined in the first part of the speech are nowhere used to establish the various benefit
or harms which may come from the lover. The evaluative portion of the speechrtherefo
does not seem to be deduced from the prior definition. This further suggests that the
process of definition was primarily a means for Socrates to raise quesbiaumsthe
character of moderation and its relation to eros, and furthermore, it suggests that
Socrates’ interruption served to conceal the absence of a necessary connagéen bet
the definition and the evaluation of love. Finally, the one point from the definition which
seems to be carried over to the condemnation of love is the association of love wjth force
which Socrates established through his playful etymologies and called into question
through his reference to nymphic possession. The association of love with force turns up
in the evaluative part, as the concealed lover argues: that one ruled by dadoeesss

must do everything to make the beloved as pleasant as possible; that the |okearsdsi

32 Socrates refers both to the place and the nympliseasource of his divine suffering, and we may
perhaps explain this by saying Socrates spenddayé an unusual place, taking time off from risial
conversations (230c6-d5), and under such relaxifigences, responding to Phaedrus (cf. 238d5), who
appreciates such stylistic flourishes, Socratésigo speak in an unusual manner.
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to the sick the weaker is always more pleasant; that therefore the Ithamays seek

to make the beloved weaker and worse (238e2-239a2). The lover is thus portrayed as
compelled to seek nothing but domination of his beloVetihe difficulty with such a
characterization of love comes out most clearly in the palinode, where erosaggubrtr

not only as spurring lovers on towards their beloveds but also restraining thait ands
giving them goodwill towards their beloveds (254b5-255a1), but even in this firghspee
the inadequacy of suggesting that lover’s merely wish to dominate their beloviéds, wi
become apparent as we proceed.

Because lovers are alleged to seek to make their beloveds as defectivalds pos
(239a2), the lovers will seek to deprive their beloveds of all goods, and the speech
therefore proceeds to detail the damage that would be done thereby. The various kinds of
harm from lovers are clearly divided and the order of presentation isttleaoncealed
lover indicates first the harm done to the intellect (239a2-c1); then he treatsohthe
body (239¢3-d7); and then harm to external possessions (239d8-240a9). The concealed
lover next treats the unpleasantness of the lover, which, while strictly sgpeakievant
to a consideration of his harmfulness, surely renders the lover more unattraodves
relative unimportance determines its placement after considerations of2dfyaiQ-e7).
Finally, he turns to the harmfulness of lovers (for their beloveds) afteddkeihas
ceased (240e8-241c1l), a point which Lysias had made primary but which is now put in its
proper place as secondary to the harmful effects of love itself. Of the goodxbftiae

lover will deprive the beloved three seem to be emphasized: philosophy (239b3-4),

3 Cf. Benardete (1991, 124-125).
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manliness (239a3, b2, c¢7, d4-7), and friendship (239e3-6). The speech gives no explicit
indication of why these goods are emphasized or even why they are considered goods,
but upon scrutiny it seems that they are goods especially problematiof@r &éeking

to tyrannize his belovelf,and, at the same time, their status as goods implies a critique

of such moderation as Phaedrus seems to admire, the moderation of the speechs first pa
whose rationality was questionable.

The coincidence of these two features of the goods in question is explained when
we note that moderation, or one version of it, is compatible with the desires of the lover.
In detailing the excellences or virtues of intellect of which the lovérdeprive the
beloved, the concealed lover names four: wisdom, courage, rhetorical skill, and wit
(239a2-4). In such a listing of four virtues we might have expected justice and
moderation in addition to wisdom and courdybut apparently moderation and justice,
or at least such moderation and justice as are separable from wisdom and coairage, a
necessarily troublesome to the lover. Indeed, looking ahead to the description of the
unpleasantness of lovers and their deeds after the affair, it becomebaiearaccept
such a lover a beloved would need to have a sort of moderation of his desires for

pleasure, insofar as he would have to endure unpleasantness for the (false) promise of

3 Cf. Symposiuni82b7-c4, where Pausanias notes that tyranniessegghilosophy, eros, and exercise,
because they fear proud thoughts and strong frigpsls See also Benardete (1991, 124-126); the
following account is much indebted to his obsenvatiregarding the opposition between moderation and
manliness, although | do not necessarily followrk&soning, nor do | interpret the speech as baogt
politics as he seems to do.

% See Burger (1980, 37); Benardete (1991, 124).
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future rewards (cf. 240e9-241a%) The beloved must be moderate in the sense of ruling
his desires by opinions, although these opinions are evidently unreasonable; we shall call
such moderation vulgar moderation, in light of its reliance upon mere opinion.

We must examine the details of what amounts to a criticism of vulgar moderation
more closely. It is striking that the virtues of which the lover would deprive tbedztl
are now said to pertain to “intellectli@noia) as opposed soul, as will later be suggested
(contrast 239a5 and c1 with 241c5), especially since this has the consequence of
presenting courage as an intellectual virtue. To speak of soul as opposed to speaking of
intellect by itself would seem to mean treating intellect as bound togetlmedesire (cf.
246a6-7). Thus, the failure to mention soul here seems to accord with the prior denial of
any connection between desire for beauty and the good of the intellect, for an
understanding of beauty as something bound to the good of the intellect would
presumably require an account of some interdependence of intellect and dedire. Tha
courage, which presumably pertains to the willingness or desire to facadgaesented
as a virtue of intellect alone and not as a disposition of intellect together with clats
our attention to the inadequacy of the earlier dichotomy of opinion and desire on which
the speech’s view of moderation is based.

Taking manliness as akin to courage (cf. 239c7-d1 with d4-7), the next portion of
the treatment of harm to intellect, which focuses on the beloved’s loss of aesgciat

from which he might most become a “maahér), again calls our attention to the point

% To see the lover’s need for the beloved's “justicempare the beloved’s expectation that loverspke
(harmful) oaths, an expectation on which he basegrhatification, with the view of oaths of the fioer
lover who has intelligence (240€9-241b6).
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made in the preceding paragraph regarding the restriction of such harm tolkbet inte
while also explaining the lover’s need to oppose such virtues. The concealed lover
argues that the lover’s jealousy will lead to his depriving the beloved of many
associations, especially those beneficial ones which promote manliness, test gfeat
which is that from which he would become most thoughghtdnimotato} divine
philosophy (239a7-b4). Philosophy is thus linked to manliness, and, although this
paradoxical’ link is not explained, it seems connected to what the concealed lover next
notes: that philosophy would lead to the lover’s being despised, while the lover wishes
the beloved to be ignorant and thus to “look toward” the lover in all matters (239b5-7).
That is, wisdom is the key to independence and is at least in this sense mariyermhe
however, seeks complete obedience and thus must at all costs prevent the beloved’s
pursuit of wisdom. Such moderation then as would blindly obey acquired opinions is
thus tacitly criticized in light of the standard of wisdom and courage or manliness

If there is still some doubt that Phaedrus is here being criticized, the nieat par
the speech, detailing harm to the beloved’s body, should put an end to it as clearly as
could be desired. This section of the speech is conspicuously abbreviated, for the
concealed lover claims that the harmful activities of the beloved areacléarot worth
detailing (239d3), and he begins the next section saying “one must let this [previous
subject] goasclear” (239d8), implying that the matter has not in fact been fully cldrifie
The speaker’s conspicuous abbreviation points to his failure to name specifitegaiivi

the beloved, but if we ask why it is the activities of the beloved and not the loverethat ar

37 Cf. Gorgias485d3ff.;Republic487d3-5.
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primarily in question, we are directed to an even greater omission: the conogaled |
here speaks only of the harmful bodily conditions of the beloved which attract the lover
(239c¢5) and nowhere indicates explicitly how the lover harms the beloved. To pe sure
we must take it as implied that the lover will encourage and seek to perpetuate the
beloved’s harmful activities, but the omission of this point means that this section is
primarily an indictment of the beloved.

If we look then at the character of the indictment, its criticism of Phaedrus
becomes unmistakabf. That is, in describing the beloved’s softness and avoidance of
manly toils, the concealed lover says the beloved will be “reared not in pure sunlight but
under mixed shade” (239c6-8)Phaedrus’ desire for shade has already been indicated
(229b1), and his concern for shade together with his avoidance of bright sunlight will
become conspicuous shortly after the speech (242a3-6), just as his |lateti@udjoeis
life should be lived for pleasures free from pains (258e1-4) confirms that hseaksio
avoid manly toils which surely involve pain (239¢7-8, d4-7). There is no contradiction
between the suggestion that Phaedrus is soft and seeks to avoid pains and the suggestion
that he believes in and exhibits a vulgar moderation which requires the acceptance of
some pains, for as Phaedrus’ very formulation of his desire for pleasures witimsut pa
indicates, he is aware of painful bodily needs, and it is the pleasures aslsodiatbese
needs that he disparages (258e1-5). Phaedrus’ desire to avoid pain leads him, under the

guidance of medical professionals, to moderate his desires, thus exhibiting some

3 Burger (1980, 37); Benardete (1991, 125).

% The beloved is also described as adorned with albidors and adornments (239d1-2); this could be a
reference to Phaedrus’ carrying a book, which Sesrelaims renders him attractive (227d2-5, 2282)6-e
Cf. 275a4, where books are described as “alien imgsK
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resistance to pain, so as to render life as painless as possible; he wiskedldbavoid
living for, or viewing as highest, pleasures that are inseparable from [Songtes,

here, with his appeals to manliness and criticisms of softness tries to arobsednus a
greater appreciation for toughness, while he omits here specific detailsbeldhed’s
activities so as to avoid too direct and therefore offensive a criticism ofliRisae
Recalling the earlier indication of a connection between manliness and philosophy, i
would seem that Socrates here implies that Phaedrus would need greater taalghness
he were to turn towards philosophy. Philosophy’s need for such toughness may be
explained if one considers the pain one would need to undergo to free oneself from
opinions and attain the independence of wisdom.

The speech’s appeal to manliness thus accords with its praise of philosophy and a
criticism of Phaedrus with regard to both, but the appeal to manliness alspexitic
Phaedrus’ view of friendship. Much of Lysias’ speech appealed to the belowad&ric
for friendship, and Phaedrus appeared to share this concern (cf. 234e2). Now, Socrates
will speak in glowing terms of friendship (239e3-4), but only after first indigatie
need for manliness on the part of the good friend. Socrates concludes his treatment
bodily harm, saying that the beloved will have such a body as in times of war or other
great distress gives enemies confidence and friends fear (239d4-7). Aigoddifust
be manly in body if he is to help his friends, but, more importantly, if a friend is to be
“most good-willed” €unoustatontowards his friends, as Socrates indicates he should be

(239e4), he must have courage or the willingness to hazard great dangers and pains on hi

0 Consider also the lesson of the story of the @sadccording to which one must resist their enimgn
offer which includes a painless death (see pagésl08 above).
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friend’s behalf in times of distress. Thus, the conclusion of the treatment of the body
prepares the turn to the treatment of friendship (as the primary point of the idisafss
external possessions), and Socrates’ criticism of Phaedrus’ unmanly oodeftation
implies a further criticism of his capacity for friendship. In extremsumstances,
Phaedrus’ aversion to pain is at odds with his appreciation of friendship; Socrdies wis
to strengthen the later while weakening the former, and, as we have sdgpgste

doing Socrates may also bring Phaedrus closer to philosophy.

Phaedrus has now been criticized from the point of view of philosophy,
manliness, and friendship, and the vulgar moderation to which he is attracted has been
exposed as encouraging these deficiencies. Such deficiencies render Phaedrus
susceptible to Lysias’ rhetoric, which, by masking its appeal to his corfoerns
friendship and virtue with an appeal to self-interest that denies the needriiicesac
would permit Phaedrus to ignore the dangers to himself that are implied by hesnconc
for virtue and others. More generally, vulgar moderation in a beloved is conducive to a
concealed lover’s success. Thus the moderation by which love was condemned turns out
to be a means to love’s success, in which case vulgar moderation hardly seems an
adequate standard by which to condemn love. Thus the speech now turns from a
criticism of the moderation by which love was condemned to a quiet criticigme of t
initial characterization of lovers, which is called for now that the moderatmchw
condemned eros has been shown to be deficient.

At the conclusion of his discussion of the lover’s harm to property, the concealed

lover notes that the lover will seek to deprive his beloved of wife, child, and household

123



for as long as possible, so as to have the beloved for himself as long as possible (240a6-
8). Thus the concealed lover tacitly admits that lovers seek unending possessian of thei
beloved, in which case it appears that love aims at more than mere bodily beauty. Nex
in the discussion of the painfulness of lovers, it becomes clear that the lover’s pursuit of
beauty is hardly well understood as a simple pursuit of pleasure. The concealed lover
argues that what is compulsory is painful for all involved, and his explicit poinihere

that the lover’'s compulsion to be with the beloved is unpleasant for the beloved
(240c4ff.), but it is the lover here, as throughout the whole speech (238e3, 239a7, 239c4-
5, 240a4), who is primarily under compulsion, and thus love, the alleged pursuit of
pleasure, turns out to be an allegedly painful compulsion. Furthermore and more
fundamentally, this painful compulsion is not simply painful but precisely where its
pleasantness is indicated it seems to aim at something more than pleastine. |dvar,

as the concealed lover now admits, perhaps counting on the repulsive picture he presents
of an older man’s sexual gratification to conceal the admission, is driven [3sitecet

only to pleasurably perceive his beloved in every way, but also constantly, with gleasur
“to serve him closely” (240c6-d4). That is, the lover’s desire for beauty dsrmise

constant service of the beloved; it is true that this service is pleasant, bilgahizeans

that the lover pursues more than his own pleasure. It is now finally obvious that the
lover’'s immoderate desire for beauty cannot require or permit the lover to seekkenwe

his beloved in all respects so as to make him easier to possess, for the lovagsas Lys
also admitted, seeks to benefit the beloved. We see here again the consequence of the

initial failure to consider the relation between the attraction to the hdaanid the
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concern for the good, most immediately, in this case the connection between beauty and
the good of the beautiful beloved.

The speech has thus far presented both Phaedrus’ view of moderation so as to
subject it to criticism for its reliance on mere opinion and its related lasisdbm,
manliness, and due consideration of what is required by friendship, deficiencezsiroot
Phaedrus’ avoidance of pain, and it has indicated the deficiency of the spegiath’s ini
view of love, which was condemned by the standard of vulgar moderation. We may then
connect Phaedrus’ defective moderation to his defective view of love and beauty, for the
desire for beauty is more than a mere desire for pleasure, as it eartadse $0 another,
and therefore, while such service is pleasant, it is certainly a mixeshpeancluding, at
the least, the risk of some, perhaps very great, pains. As a pleasant compulsiofitto bene
another, love is a mixed or impure pleasure which, like philosophy, manliness, and
friendship, requires the acceptance of pains as inextricably linked todtle gought (cf.
pages 107-108 and note 40 above). To show that love, like philosophy, manliness, and
friendship is tied to pain in this way and that it is not adequately condemned by the
standard of opinion is not, however, to show that love is in fact good. On this point the
speech seems above all to leave Phaedrus or the reader with the question diaihe rela
between beauty and the good as a question to ask of the teaching of the palinode.

Yet the speech’s conclusion itself offers a disconcerting and unexplaineerans
love is not simply good. After having quietly revised its presentation of lovers and
accordingly now replacing the earlier mentions of harm to intellect with hathe

“education of soul” (241c5), the speech presents the former lover as bettea offsast
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of his no longer loving. Once the lover has “desisted from love” (240e8), i.e., not merely
when the lover has fallen in love with a new beloved (cf. 241b1-3), the former lover has a
new leader, intelligencex¢u9 and moderation instead of love and madness (241a3).
Intelligence or rationality is now coupled with moderation, and thus we have & t@tur
moderation as the speech originally defined it (cf. 237e2-3). This moderation seems t
stand higher than the vulgar moderation which has been criticized, and the former lover
regards it as such a gain that he is “compelled” to violate his past oaths tmiesibe
lest, by “doing the same things” as he did before,” irrationally servingdlmwed, as we
may infer, he may go back to being a lover (241a7*b4jhe speaker could have
rendered the former lover more unattractive by presenting him betrayingrhesr for
beloved for a new one, as Lysias had done. Thus it seems the speaker has turned away
from the attempt merely to condemn love as harshly as possible, and yet iheeems
wishes to maintain a condemnation of lovers.

Perhaps, however, the condemnation has been softened, and love is no longer
presented as simply bad; perhaps love, while itself mindless, has prepared #re form
lover for his acquisition of intelligence. The speaker claims that lovers areclessity

mindless (241b7), but he makes no claim that all nonlovers have intelligence, saying only

“I Note that the speech now introduces madness ehefdzubris in its treatment of love. Perhaps the
presentation of love here is meant somehow to dogtih or prepare that of the palinode; perhapgsisu
is not so opposed to intelligence as madness is.

*2The lover is said also to be influenced by sha?dd6-7). Out of shame he will not dare to sajdme
become other nor to uphold his past oaths, bufaihge to uphold his oaths is explained subsedyerst
the result of a rational calculation (241b1-3), &mas the shame seems to apply especially to devirgy
he “has become other.” It does not say that he doedare to admit he was once a lover, but thartch
longer is one. It seems that the former lover |evhodt considering love simply good, is aware sfibower
and feels shame at condemning it, as Socrates Ifisabsequently professes to do (243b4-7, d3-4).
Socrates’ shame, in any event, is linked to hisramess of the divinity of Love, and thus we musit wa
until this divinity has been explained before wa offer an explanation of the shame.
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that the nonlover who als&d]) has intelligence should be preferred (241cl), yet he does
presume that the former lover has intelligence (241a3-4, b1). That one who loved has
been freed from the grip of eros evidently is evidence enough that he has acquired
intelligence, although we should note that the former lover is also not simplydnee f
love—he must vigilantly guard against acting in such a way as to become adauer
(241b1-3). Since there may be other nonlovers who lack intelligence, we may wonder
whether having loved offers some peculiar advantage for its attainment. Thedbelove
themselves seem to be examples of nonlovers who lack intelligence, as icedidg

their incomprehension of their former lover’s intelligence and moderation (241a4-6, b5-
cl). If we then look to Phaedrus as the example of or the stand-in for a beloved, we s
someone opposed to love, a nonlover, whose lack of eros permits him to leave the
character of beauty unexamined, and whose ignorance of his deficiencies iagityilos
manliness, and friendship, could perhaps be remedied by an improved awareness of
beauty. We may contrast Phaedrus then with a former lover, who would presumably
have a much greater awareness of beauty’s character and who is assexted to ha
intelligence. The former lover would be aware of beauty, and we may wonder fiirthe
it is because he has also somehow become aware of beauty’s relation to thetdood tha
is able to be a former lover. In this case, he would have had to carry out what we
indicated was missing from the concealed lover’s approach at the outset, ais afialys
the standard, i.e., the good, and its relation to beauty. Having carried out such an
analysis, the former lover would be prepared also to understand the “hubris” or

“madness” which opposes the good aimed at by reason, which seemed to be the source of
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the many’s self-contradictions, and the awareness of which seemed to bergdoessa
rising above self-contradiction. In this way, finally, we may understand ehfptmer
lover, as a result of loving and ceasing to love has acquired intelligent or rational
moderation. The speech therefore concludes by raising the possibility thagente
moderation is accessible only or especially to former lovers, preciselydeeof their

having loved, in which case love would be rational and a good, not unqualifiedly, but as
the means to a higher, post-erotic moderation.

It is difficult to determine at this point how to assess the indications about eros
that we have discerned in this first speech of Socrates, for he is about to take back his
blame of eros and offer a much longer, more beautiful praise, as we shals tisloyg
(cf. 257aff.). Exercising caution, we take only some questions which we shall apply to
the palinode. Above all, we wish to understand the stance taken in the palinode on the
relation between beauty and the human good: does the lover attain something truly good
or even enter into the best way of life in virtue of his eros? Does the palinodengffer a
support for the suggestion with which we concluded our study of the first spedch, tha
while eros is superior to vulgar moderation, philosophy, or the life of the intelingan,
is higher than eros? And if the palinode does support this suggestion, what good does it
suggest eros offers over vulgar moderation? That we are inclined to raise sticmsjues
after a close study of Socrates’ first speech perhaps suggests sgnoéthis ultimate
purpose in making it, or Plato’s purpose in having him make it: by prefacing what is his
greatest praise of love with a harsh blame of love, he prepares the red®leddrus if

he thinks back on the speech) to look more critically at the subsequent praise, $sgardle
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of the fact that Socrates will disavow the first speech in the interim. Byptktecing

the praise with the blame of eros that he would have his Socrates take backn&kato
it easier for readers still enchanted by eros to indulge their eros, and loehaoa

wished to do this precisely if he thought eros superior to the lack of eros for the non-

philosophers.
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Part Three: Socrates’ Palinode

Turning now to the palinode, and taking a preliminary glance at its suggestion of
the connection between love, beauty, and the human good or philosophy (cf. especially
249¢1-250c6), our interpretation of the conclusion of Socrates’ first speech Iittekes
sense. For according to that interpretation eros may be considered quaihed lyut
inferior to rational moderation, and is not the heart of the palinode’s teaching that the
divinely inspired philosopher is led by his erotic longing for beauty to recall e
truly intelligible beings, the contemplation of which constitutes the blessedhiges
Does not Socrates show there not only that the moderation and friendship which
Phaedrus has been seen to admire can only reach their perfection through wetldmanag
eros (cf. especially 254b5-256e2), but also that a philosophic life too entails such eros?
There can be no doubt that Socrates’ palinode does suggest a connection between eros
and philosophy, but, as it seems to me, the palinode can hardly be said to explain the
connection in an immediately clear or straightforward manner. Furtherhuwever
highly erotic love for another person may be praised, there can be no doubt that in
Socrates’ view its rank, as the means to philosophy, is lower than that of philosophy, jus
as beauty is somehow a means for the recollection of the intelligible beiagshade.

Indeed, since Socrates takes philosophy to be the peak of human life, it would seem that
he could only offer the fullest possible praise of eros by somehow connecting it to
philosophy (cf. 257a3-4). The question, then, is only whether eros is merely a

preliminary means to a philosophic life as the conclusion of Socrates’p@stis
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suggests or whether eros remains as the indispensible inspiration for philogpphizi
Even if the overwhelming impression given by this most beautiful piece of Socrati
rhetoric opposes it, we do ourselves no harm by bearing in mind the former possbility a
we turn to the interpretation of the palinode; we are inclined thereby only tanszuti

more carefully the connection indicated between philosophy and eros.

The Interlude between Socrates’ First and Second Speech

Before offering his palinode, Socrates engages in a brief conversaton w
Phaedrus, introducing a number of important themes which he will develop in the
palinode. First, after Phaedrus asks Socrates why he has not thoroughly praised the
nonlover in his previous speech (241d4-7), Socrates, threatening to leave, indicates that
their time together is at a critical junction (242al1-2). In asking at thid ppéthaedrus
has not noticed that he had already gone from dithyrambs to epic verse in hiis apdec
that he therefore would be unable to continue to the praise Phaedrus requested (241e1-3),
Socrates calls our attention to his previous speech’s concluding line, which Wwas in t
epic dactylic hexametéF. In this line, he portrays the lovers as wolves chasing lambs
(241d1), thus reversing his previous rehabilitation of lovers (see pages 125-128 above).
Socrates thus seems to note that Phaedrus’ question shows his misunderstanding of the
whole speech, and, perhaps more importantly, that Phaedrus shows no repugnance at
such a portrayal of lovers. It is then perhaps this defect of Phaedrus which inclines

Socrates to leave.

3 See Nichols (1998, 43 note 70).
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Phaedrus asks Socrates to stay, suggesting they converse about the speeches
(242a3-6), perhaps showing that Phaedrus is still open to some education. While
Socrates will stay, he uncharacteristically chooses to offer a second,angeh $peech
rather than discuss the content of the speeth8scrates indicates two reasons for this
choice, both stemming from his sense of the inadequacy of his first speech. The first
speech was both simpleminded and impious; Socrates must purify himself for these
offenses (242d7, 243b3-7, d3-5). There is reason to doubt Socrates is in need of such
purification, for he seems to have been aware of the misleading content of toaprevi
speech from the start, as is indicated both by his covering himself out of shaneethefor
speech (237a4-5, cf. 242c7-8, 243b4-7), his self-interruption in the speech’s middle
(238c5ff.), and the details of the speech which show Socrates’ disagreemerg with it
apparent teaching. In this case, it is more likely that Phaedrus is the one in need of
purification. The speech’s simplemindedness, which consists in its maintairiisg a f
thesis merely to gain reputation among “little men” (242e5-243a2), renders tloh spee
contemptible to men of more noble breeding with experience of love (243c2-d1). Thisis
already of some concern to Phaedrus (243d2), as Socrates notes (243c1-2). On the other
hand, the speech’s impiety is of somewhat less concern to Phaedrus (242d10, 243b8-9).
Thus it seems Socrates is especially concerned with Phaedrus’ impietyheloric of
Socrates’ palinode is therefore meant to lead Phaedrus’ soul towards pidthetan

enchanting speech.

4 See Griswold (1986, 71); Benardete (1991, 127).
“> Consider also his attribution of the speech toelihzs (242d11-el, 243e9-244a1l).
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Phaedrus’ doubts about the gods, as well as some concern with piety, were
indicated near the dialogue’s beginning, as Socrates reminds us now by refehigg
speech’s impiety as “terribletiéinon (242d4-7; cf. 236d10-e1l), for this was the term
Socrates had used earlier to describe the impious sophists (229d4). There, Phaedrus,
expressing some interest in Socrates’ own views, asked whether Sociatesdltale
myth of Boreas’ possession of Oreithyia was true (229c4-5). Socrates respynde
indicating that, unlike the sophists with whom Phaedrus is known to have associated (cf.
Protagoras315c, cf.Phaedrus266d5ff.), he is not satisfied by replacing myths relying
on divine beings with accounts relying on natural causes (229c7-d1). For he regards such
a task as incapable of completion (229d2-e4) and, in any event, as secondary to his need
for self-knowledge, in the absence of which the Delphic injunction compels him to
investigate himself (229e4-230al). Socrates gives Phaedrus no chance to respond to his
account (230a6-7), and, given the brevity of Socrates’ statement, Phaedrush$yproba
still unsure of what Socrates believes about the gods. The palinode will offeara full
account.

Prior to the palinode, and even prior to indicating his first speech’s impiety,
Socrates already begins to hint at his view of the gods. After indicating thakridhhas
caused him to give another speech (242b4-5), Socrates attributes this decision to his
daimonion (242b8-c3¥ and indicates that, in his own way, he engages in prophecy,

purifications, and poetry, the three forms of divine madness which he will disdhss at

% For more extensive discussion of the daimonionStesuss (1983, 45-47); Bruell (1999, 48,112).
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beginning of his palinode (cf. 244a8-24548)The soul too is somehow prophetic, as
Socrates’ soul divines his error (242c¢3-9); Socrates will imitatechtasis’ method of
purification (243a3-b5, cf. 244a2); and he has already invoked the Muses to begin his
first speech (237a7-b1l). Yet Socrates’ own versions of the traditional &rangne
madness are highly unconventional: it is unclear whether he regards his ficst apee
genuinely inspired, but he regards its content in any event as impious; his prophecy and
purification are the work of his own soul, and he does not attribute them to any god. We
shall have to wait for the palinode to further assess Socrates’ relationdmgedtree
traditional forms of divine madness.

Finally, we should note that when Socrates says he will imitate Stassthor
method of purification, he indicates that he will do so by modeling his own palinode on
that of Stesichorus, from whose speech Socrates’ takes its name (243a3-b5, 244a2, cf.
257a4). Stesichorus, like Homer, lost his sight due to his evil speaking regarding Helen
(243a3-6), which evidently means that these poets committed an impiety in iatgribut
the horrors of the Trojan War to the beautiful Helen and the love she inspired. Thus,
Stesichorus wrote, “this speech is not genuine, she did not go on well-benched ships, nor
did she come to Pergamon of Troy” (243a8-b1l). By so writing, Stesichorus no longer
attributes the war to Helen, but he accomplishes this only by also denying tlstethe
Paris, was gratified. Socrates will follow this pattern, for he willarfpr the goodness

of beauty, but only by denying that the lover should be gratified (cf. 2565%-c6).

47 Cf. Sallis (1975, 134-135); Burger (1980, 46);8mld (1986, 76-77), Benardete (1991, 133).
“8 Cf. Benardete (1991, 130).
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Divine Madness

Socrates makes the question of the connection between the gods and eros thematic
from the outset of his palinode. He does this first by attributing his speectsichStas,
whom he refers to as the son of Euphemus (244a2), thus suggesting the pious character of
the forthcoming speecfi,and then by indicating that the precise failure of the previous
speech was the failure to see the divine character of some madness, whothats S
will argue, includes erotic madness. That is, the thesis that one should prefer amonlove
to a lover due to the lover’'s madness would be kaéo§, if madness were simply bad,
but in fact the greatest goodsgathor) come to be through divinely given madness
(244a4-8). Therefore, before turning to his argument that eros is sent by thefgods (
245b7-c4), Socrates offers more general evidence that madness is not simply bad,
adducing examples of madness which are widely accepted as divine. By a@dimgn
to the broad acceptance of the divinity of these forms of madness, Socratesassgs|
some doubt about the condemnation of madness, thus preparing his audience to consider
eros’ connection to the divine. At the same time, however, as Phaedrus’ question and
Socrates’ response near the outset of the dialogue indicate (229c4ff.), tharoeof
the divinity of these forms of madness, though widespread, is not simply unibgrsal;
tying his thesis about eros to these forms of madness, Socrates necessaslihe
guestion, for some people (including Phaedrus), of whether the connection between eros
and the gods is not as dubious as that of the other forms of madness. Furthermore,

Socrates’ introductory suggestion of the divinity of these other forms of mageEsss

9 Euphamosneans uttering words of good omen or maintainingligious silence.
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all the more out of place when compared with his subsequent ranking of human lives, for
the relatively low ranking of the lives characterized by such madnesy haotirds with
his initial praise (248d7-e2). There, the lives are ranked in accordance withatwetam
of truth a soul has seen (248d2), and Socrates therefore implies that however divine these
forms of madness may be, their awareness of the principles of their igspoati
madness is deficient. Since these forms of madness are taken to be sent from the
conventionally accepted gods (cf. 265b2-4), Socrates’ indication would seem to be that
they entail mistaken views of the gods. Socrates therefore seems tohie fgfinode
by quietly calling attention to the generally pervasive misunderstanding obdise g
which permits the widespread acceptance of the divinity of these forms ofgeadne

Of the three forms of non-erotic divine madness, Socrates speaks first and at
greatest length of prophecy. Whereas Socrates claimed that divine madmgs$hieri
greatest goods, he now asserts that the prophets at Delphi and Dodona have accomplished
many beautiful thingsk@la) when mad, while accomplishing nothing when moderate
(244a8-b3Y° One might suggest Socrates is using beauty and goodness interchangeably
here, but this seems unlikely in a speech dedicated to the precise undersiabdangy.
The suspicion that, in Socrates’ view, whatever goodness may derive from prophecy is
not derived directly but via its beauty is perhaps further strengthened by hisreaddi
note that the Sibyl and other prophets have “guided armfitsar) many (244b3-5),

given the ambiguity of his earlier usemthos(see pages 113-114 above).

* Furthermore, these are accomplished for Greecaainuecessarily for the prophets or the individual
who have consulted them, despite the fact thateegindicates that the prophets have been subject
both private and public consultation (244a8-b3he Tsreek communities may be more directly beadtifie
by these prophets and the general piety their poeseultivates than are the individuals who corthdn.
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To embellish his praise of prophecy, Socrates engages in some playful
etymologizing, which, while supporting the praise of prophecy, first places teecdife
between all the forms of divine madness on the one hand and human thought on the other
in the starkest light, and then playfully puts in question the superiority of such madness.
Socrates claims that propheegdntikg, was originally named “the art of madness”
(manikg, for the ancients believed divine madness beautiful, but “those now,”
inexperienced in beautgeirokalo3, add a tau to the name (244c-5). Prophecy,
therefore, in the ancient view, was not distinguished from other forms of madaess,
Socrates’ next etymology helps explain this apparent conflation. Socrates ttlat the
ancients named the (non-divine) inquiry into the future by means of birds and others
signs “the art of understanding-thought-informaticoidoistiken), since it “provides
intelligence floun and informationlistorian) from thinking @ianoia) for human
understandinganthropinei oiesg|” whereas “the young” today make the name for this
merely human art more solemn, lengthening the omicron to an omega, naming it “bird
augury” Eionistiker) (244c5-d1). Socrates thus contrasts all human thodgimq(a),
including that of philosophers (cf. 249¢4-5), with madriésghile the two arts in
guestion are directly concerned only with the future (244c1, 244c6), the human ayt, at an
rate, makes predictions based on its understanding of the past and present. Therefore
prophecy implies the rejection of one’s merely human understanding, not only of the
future but of all things, in favor of an understanding given by the gods. Thus, the ancient

conflation of all the forms of divine madness into prophecy implies that the defining

*1 The madness of ritual purification is also saidpmphesy” propheteusaga244d7).
%2 Cf. Burger (1980, 49).
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feature of divine madness is that one’s understanding is taken to be given by tlee gods,
characteristic that would hold of poetic inspiration and ritual purifications. difteast
between divine madness and human thought raises the question of whether one should
guide oneself by human thought alone or whether one’s thought should rely on the gods.
Socrates then concludes his etymologizing by rendering his apparen¢pcefér the
divine questionable, saying, “by as much as prophean(ike is more perfect and
honored than bird augurgipnistiker), bothin nameand in deed, by so much do the
ancients testify that madness from god is more beautiful than human moderation”
(244d2-5). Socrates uses the modern names, in which prophecy has been named
gracelessly and bird augury has been solemnized, and then suggests a coroptres
two names, in order to rank the two arts. Socrates’ later ranking of the philosophic life
far above the prophetic would then seem to remove any doubt as to which he regards as
superior (248d2ff.).

Socrates turns next to the madnesses of ritual purifications and poetry. Here,
while praising each form of madness as divine, he quietly notes their longatihe
purifying madness comes to those “for whom it was needful” and discovers paiagers
rituals to release those in need from the sicknesses and toils of ancie(@4gidb-el).
Socrates indicates that this madness had to arise for these people, and hos anessy
god who provides it suggests that it is the inevitable result of the sickness of ttiose w
go mad>® Furthermore, Socrates suggests that the purifying rituals make their

practitioner safe for the present and future but immediately adds thegl#ase from

3 Of course, since he wishes to praise divine magrBmcrates also for this reason cannot trace this
sickness, which stems from” ancient guilt”, to troas.
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present evils in particular that is found (244e2-4). The release from evils theildesinc

with the state of madness rather than resulting from the prayers ansl discvered in

a state of madness (cf. 244e1-2). Socrates allows or implies that thengumiytness

itself consists in a self-forgetting state, in which one’s awareneagslb¥anishes, and

after which one may live regarding oneself as guilt-ffe€inally, Socrates addresses the
madness of poets who, however much they may be aided in their work by inspiration

from the Muses and so “educate posterity” (245a1-5), do not also educate themselves, for
Socrates here omits mention of the poet’s self-education, and he elsewhesdatdeni

outright (cf.Apology22b-c,Protagoras 247e, andRepublic601a)>> The cost of poetic
inspiration seems to be self-ignorance.

We must note, however, that despite his doubts about the conventionally accepted
forms of divine madness, Socrates still goes out of his way to make his deferse of er
depend upon its being given by the gods. That is, as Socrates turns from his introductory
discussion of other forms of divine madness to his defense of eros, he states what he mus
prove, binding his defense of eros to its divine origin. Whereas it would seem that a
defense of eros only requires showing that love is good, Socrates says that sleomust
that eros is given by the gods for the greatest good fortune, just as his opporient mus
show not only that eros is harmful, but that it is not sent to the lover and beloved from the
gods for their benefit (245b4-c1). It could seem that Socrates unnecassaghses the

difficulty of his task by demanding that he prove the divine origin of eros, but then we

>4 Cf. Burger (1980, 49).
%5 Cf. Burger (ibid.). Consider also 268c-269a inteaty where Socrates attributes the poetic art to
Euripides and Sophocles and does not suggest osiegain inspiration from the Muses to attain this a
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must also note the great difficulty Socrates supplies to his opponent, the moderate ma
who wishes to be chosen as a friend instead of the lover (2Z5tethely, that he must
disprove the divinity of eros. Such rationalizations of myths as Socrates e#niberted

to the sophists do not seem to satisfy Socrates’ demand for such a proof (cf. 229c6ft.).
Thus, when Socrates goes on to say that his “demonstragipodéixis will be
untrustworthy to the clevedéinoig, using the term by which he characterized the
sophists (229d4, cf. 242d4-7), the limitation Socrates admits to his speech’s
persuasiveness seems to indicate the defective character of the soplasthaatany
theoretical superiority they may possess. Socrates can therefore add sipatech will

be trustworthy to the wise (245c2). With this addition, however, Socrates suggests a
change from the stance towards myth that he previously claimed to hold, far, earlie
however ironically, Socrates also attributed the distrust of myth to the wise (22@t6)
claimed that he himself set aside questions of the truth of myth, accepted theacyistom
beliefs, and tried only to know himself (229e4-23042Now, Socrates separates the
wise from the merely clever and indicates that he cannot avoid an investigation of the

gods; such an investigation is necessary for self-knowledge in any eratic bei

The Immortality and Idea of Soul

The beginning of Socrates’ demonstration takes the form of a proof of the soul’s

immortality. Itis true, as Griswold notes, that “no one maintains that theogdals

% Socrates has now changed the contest over whobetbeed should gratify to one over whom the
beloved should befriend (cf. 243e5-6, 244a4-5% ihin keeping with Socrates’ later suggestion tha
gratification (in its usual meaning) should be abeai for the sake of philosophic friendship (256&)-c
>’ Compare, however, 252e5-253al; see pages 169eldw.b
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argument for immortality...is sound” (1986, 144). Yet Socrates’ subsequent myth
presupposes the immortality of incorporeal human s8ualsd his depiction of the erotic
experience then relies on that myth. To save Socrates from the logical bigraferi
which his proof seems to render him guilty, one is tempted to interpret the soul’s
“immortality” here, as Griswold does, allegorically. He writes:
“Immortality” expresses...the thesis that a person can in principle trashsoe
obstacles posed by the dimensions of time and space to which a soul is...bound.
The transcendence, again, occurs not by a slel'ally leaving this life via the
gates of death but by meanskabwledge “Immortality” is a way of expressing
the primordial connection between the soul and Being. (1986, 145)
That is, by saying the soul is immortal, Socrates only means the soul can gaiedgew
of eternal truths. Now, as Griswold further notes (1986, 147), this allegorical
interpretation raises the question of why Socrates did not just speakyitenallto his
credit, Griswold undertakes to answer this question (1986, 147-151). In his answer,
Griswold does not discuss “immortality” in particular but rather Socratesoirsnythic
language” in general; he notes that Socrates’ mythic language adigpmuited to the
experience of lovers: “Phenomenologically speaking, the lover may indeelddetid
beloved is godlike...” (1986, 148). The beloved’s being “godlike,” however, to say
nothing of his being worshiped as a god or his motivating a lover to investigate the nature
of a god (251a6, 253e5ff.), presupposes the belief in gods, whose immortality surely

consists in more than their access to “BeitfgFurthermore, the belief in the gods

presupposes also a belief in one’s own immortality at least insofar as, ateSocr

%8 Thus, while the “proof” of the soul’s immortalitould seem to refer to some non-individuated “ali¥s
(245c5h), the meaning of the subsequent myth cleartygests that the immortality of individual soisls
presumed to have been proven.

9 Thus the gods only occasionally view the beingsatrother times have other activities (246e4-2%7a8
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account of lovers, it is a belief in those gods whom one follows as an immortal soul. In
other words, Griswold would seem to admit that the erotic experience which Socrate
describes does depend on a belief in literal immortality. This fact then poiotshes t
fundamental problem with the attempt to allegorize immortality: transoeed# the
obstacles posed by space and time means more to us than the possibility of knowledge; i
particular, it means, as we shall discuss below, that freedom from bodily spisjaly
death, the yearning for which Socrates so beautifully expresses in the pé&tihode
especially 250c1-6). This is to say that the erotic experience, in Soa@tesnt, entails
belief in an immortality which, going far beyond merely permitting ourdisi access to
“Being”, means the personal immortality of the soul. In ruling out the allsgor
interpretation of immortality, however, we have also come across a possildaatiqi
of Socrates’ failed attempt to prove its existence. Belief in immagstaitmortality in
the full sense of transcending death, is a belief characteristic of londrSparates’
failure may thus indicate not his own error, but his wish to indicate quietly thationis
of the erotic experience while offering it his highest praise. ltanaknse in particular
to ascribe such an intention to Socrates given his desire both to raise Phaedrus’
appreciation of eros and to turn Lysias, to whom Phaedrus will attempt to relate the
speech, to philosophy (257b3-6, 243d5-e1, cf. 228a5ff.). Further scrutiny of the speech
will support this interpretation.

Unsound as his proof may be, Socrates presumably offers this particular @rgume
for the soul’'s immortality for some reason. The argument’s basic strustaseollows:

that which is always moving is immortal; only the self-moving is alwageging, and the
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soul is self-moving and hence immortal (245c5%83)Vhile Socrates presents the first

two steps rather straightforwardly, the third is more complicated. Byt8stazcount,

what is self-moving must also be a source for all other moved beings, for a sostce m
never come into being, but whatever comes into being must come from a source (245c8-
d2)®! This source must also be indestructible, for otherwise the heaven and generation
would collapse with its destruction (245d7-e2). With so much then depending on the
soul, and its own immortality at stake, Socrates now asserts that one “would not be
ashamed” to affirm that the soul is what is self-moving (245e2-4). In this wagt&oc
makes the soul’s immortality depend upon its being self-moving, and he makes the
affirmation of this dependent on shame, giving no reason for it, thus rendering this
premise especially questionable. Suspicion that the soul might not be self-mowag in t
required sense is heightened when we look back to Socrates’ earlier statenfertahat
moves another and is moved by another” is mortal (245c6-7). For while it should only be
a thing’'s being moved by another, or its dependence on another, which renders a thing
mortal, Socrates there adds also what moves another, which is the very thingsSocrate
says soul does for body (245e4-6). But then the question may become whether soul, as a

self-mover that moves another is not also such as to be rffoard,in raising this

%0 See Sallis for a much more detailed and exceptioaear presentation of the argument (1975, 135-
140).

®1 Socrates thus also asserts the principle of céygathe course of his proof, and his argumemisents
soul as the principle on which all movement depemikthus as the foundation of the intelligibilitfthe
cosmos. Perhaps this is also the meaning of S=tiater indication that incorporeal soul manaies
cosmos and takes care of everything without sot6l§B-c1). In this case, Socrates’ myth presents a
cosmos whose intelligibility is grounded in the immal soul, thus providing a foundation for philpbg.
The failure of the proof then leaves open the doesif whether the cosmos is intelligible, unldss t
unmoved hypouranian beings, to which even the goglsubordinate, are meant to replace the immortal
soul in this respect.

62 Cf. Sallis (1975, 139-140)
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guestion we cannot help but recall Socrates’ reference to the lover as the ong “havin
been moved”Kekinemenaguimmediately prior to his “proof”. The lover’s “having been
moved” may refer to the growth of his soul’'s wings as it absorbs the particles of the
beloved’s beauty (251c5-d1); his soul's mad dash after the beloved, at whose sudden
conclusion the soul’s horses stop moving entirely at the sight of the beloved’s beauty and
moderation (254b5-c2); or his soul’s past motion around the hupouranian beings, to
which love somehow recalls him, where the soul itself “stands fast” and is moveel by t
heavenly rotation, (247b7-cl1). In any event, eros or our erotic experience sdenibe
preeminent evidence for the soul’s being moved, and Socrates’ proof therdfore fai
precisely so as to point to eros as the marker of morfality.this way, we can then
understand more easily Socrates’ statement at his proof's conclusidsodglto which
[being moved] comes from within itself is ensouled, since this is the nature of soul”
(245e4-6). For this suggests that the soul’s nature is bound to the way in which a certain
kind of body is moved, and this would seem to make soul somehow dependent on body,
which, as we shall see, means mortal.

Socrates turns from his conditional conclusion of the soul’'s immortality (245e6-
al) to its ideaiflea) (246a3), or what sort it is (246a4), or what it is like (246a5). The
very order of the argument highlights the difficulty of beginning with souliaantality:
must one not first know what soul is in order then to determine whether it is such as to be

immortal? Furthermore, Socrates indicates that it is beyond his power tangageount

% To the objection that I have just asserted thi¢bi@ immortality belongs to eros, only now toggest
that eros is a sign of mortality, it may be tha tlery awareness of mortality that underlies tldier
experience spurs one towards the hope for immtyrtatiich accompanies that experience, and that
reflection on that hope then makes one more despéyre of the problem which it was to address.
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of what sort soul is, both due to the length but also the divinity of such an account
(246a4-6), and he thereby highlights his account’s limitation to a merely human
perspective, thus raising the question of whether what we know of soul through our
embodied experience of it is compatible with immortality. At first sightr&es’

likeness of soul, as a charioteer with two winged horses (24646&&@ms designed to

fulfill the requirement that soul be self-moving. Socrates, however, prekergsul as a
composite, each part of which seems to be derivative; the parts of the godsieouls a

“from the good” (246a7-8), and those of humans have a mixed ancestry (246b1).
Recalling that Socrates linked the soul’s self-movement to its being a source of

everything else which itself had no source, we see that Socrates’ image faflsdhis
requirement. Regarding the parts of the soul, both the gods and humans have two winged
horses, and while the human horses are of mixed quality, one being good and beautiful,
and one opposite to this (246b2-3), the gods’ horses are both good and therefore seem to
be indistinguishabl&® Socrates seems to model the gods’ souls on the human as their
perfection®® But the human soul includes a bad horse, and the meaning of this horse’
badness seems to be intelligible only in terms of embodied human experience. That is, as
Socrates later admits (253c¢7-d3), the virtue and badness of the horses is ong@xpla

regard to the erotic experience, and in this experience, the horse’s badnegsmisabis

% Socrates omits reference to the chariot which demify the soul (Sallis 1975, 141n.22; Burger 1980
54; Griswold 1986, 93; Benardete 1991, 136). Ty reflect the fact that the aim of each partrse®
be different (cf. 247d1-2 with e4-6). Since thaims are different, it is no surprise that the @antion
between desire and thought, on which Socrateshdefef eros is based, is so difficult to recogmizd
that so many lovers accordingly go astray.

% The gods horses are not said to be beautiful:eashall see, beauty has a special significanckuoran
beings.

°See Burger (1980, 54).
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from bodily sexual desif¥. Thus Socrates’ image of soul, which is supposed to be
incorporeal, attributes to soul corporeal attributes; our experience ofdifieegice soul
seems to limit our account of soul to one of corporeal souls.

After presenting his image of the soul, Socrates attempts 8 baw a living
being or animalZoor) came to be called both mortal and immortal (246b5-6). The task
is ambiguous: having argued for soul’'s immortality, Socrates may be askibhgavha
still be understood by death, but he may also be asking how we came to speak of humans
and gods as mortal and immortal living beings respectively. In any event, bationgies
are addressed. Mortality and animality or life are the result of the spabsdiment
which itself follows from the soul’s loss of wings, animals being the comgasitsoul
and body, and death being the subsequent separation of soul from body (246c2-6, cf.
256d4-5). Our embodiment implies our mortality. Regarding immortal living heings
Socrates says, “immortal is not from any reasoned-out acdogou(lelogismenay but
we fashion plattomer) god without seeing or sufficiently understandihtkénos
noesantesas some immortal living being, having a soul and body naturally grown
together for all time” (246¢6-d2). It is unclear how to take these lines: gantheate
that gods are merely a human fabrication? Or are they merely a mrititihie
conventional attribution of bodies to gods? At the least, Socrates indicates tiat livi
beings or animals have bodies and that the idea of an immortal ensouled body is

unreasonable, presumably because bodies are moveable and hence destructible. This

67 See especially 254a4, where the black horse ‘mgeld heeds the charioteer’s goads after the sifjht
the beloved, implying that the black horse only esrimto his own with sexual arousal.

%t is only in this section of the myth that Soemindicates he can make only an “attempt”. Hivla
account of how eros leads a lover to see his bdlagea god may in part be regarded as the completio
this attempt to say how an animal comes to bedathenortal.
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implies that the gods are not animals or living beings. Life is incompatilite wit
immortality®® The gods are not as “we fashion” them or as they are conventionally taken
to be, and having ruled out this possibility, Socrates reverently allows thesetthivegs

and be said “as is dear to the god” (246d2-3).

Wing Loss and the Heavenly Journey

Since embodiment, or the mark of our mortality, is caused by the loss of wings,
Socrates turns next to the cause of wing loss. First, he explains the function,of wing
which is to raise the “weighty'efnbrithe$ up to where the gods dwell (246d6-7). It now
appears that human souls are heavy, which seems to imply, again, that our souls are
bodily. Socrates later indicates that it is the horse with badness which ys(Bé@ki3-

4), but given the especially close connection between the bad horse and bodily desire
indicated above, the attribution of weight to the bad horse seems to point again to the
bodily attributes of soul. In any event, immediately after implyinggsbats are heavy,
Socrates refers to soul (according to the manuscripts) or the wings of soudlfagto
Plutarch and the editors) as “pertaining to the bopgti(to somj(246d8)’° Now the
account of wing loss is to explain embodiment and hence our mortality as immattal s
but if the soul is always bodily and hence mortal, as Socrates seems to shggesich

an account is senseless. It may then be for this reason that Socrates’ acatnmt of

loss, despite its many interesting details, leaves the loss of wing unexipla a

% Socrates only mentions life in his proof of thel&immortality to indicate that those beings whic
cease moving cease living; he avoids saying tleasallvays moving is always living (245c5-7).
0 Cf. De Vries (1969, 130).

147



fundamental and notable sense. Itis true that Socrates explains wing |ldesdnceeto
the human soul’s inability to view the hupouranian beings, which nourish the wings
(248c5-8), but this inability is ultimately rooted in the difficulty of manggime bad
horse, a difficulty which is itself unexplained (248alff, cf. 247b2-5, 246b4).
Furthermore, the necessity that wings be lost when the beings are notlséesvis
unclear that Socrates must introduce, with no explanation, the “ordinance of rRgitaste
which determines by decree that those souls who have seen any of the beingiaimay
their wings while those that fail enter human bodies (248cZ*dS)milarly, no
explanation is given for souls’ regaining their wings after a certain nuofitberman

lives (249a1l); wings certainly cannot return because they have been nourishetoasce
by the beings, for the sight of the beings depends on already having wings.

If, then, embodiment and mortality are simply the conditions of the human soul,
what can we make of the extended discussion of wing loss? As indicated above, and as |
shall try to explain below, Socrates presents the immortal life of the soul to bsgmpr
the erotic experience, which includes belief in some such life. Yet, giveridbe w
variety of beliefs about the afterlife and given the highly unconventional depicti
Socrates offers here, it is hardly clear that the presentation of theestjticence
requires just this myth. The unconventional character of Socrates’ myth isnaagest
at the climax of the myth, at the depiction of the hupouranian realm and the divine
banquet. It is this realm which all souls strive to view (247d1-3, 248b5-c2), and therefore

it is the contemplation of this realm, containing as it does the true, i.e., inarpore

L Cf. Burger (1980, 58).
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unchanging beings with which true knowledge is concerned (247c5-e2), which
constitutes the highest activity of all souls. Thus we may say Socrates timakester

of his myth an activity similar but superior to philosophy (cf. 249¢1-6). This not only
allows Socrates to offer a simple account of the superiority of philosophy, l&e the
which most fulfills the longing of all embodied souls, but it also allows him to iredicat
the connection between eros and philosophy, a connection by no means obvious, in a
remarkably straightforward manner. That is, Socrates’ myth permitsohpnesent
rhetorically the truth, which he will only explain more subtly, that the end of eros is
philosophy’? By the above account, the details of the myth can be fully explained only
by reference to Socrates’ later description of the erotic experience, brg hahing to

that description, let us turn back to where we left off and prepare ourselves by
highlighting the myth’s main points.

The wings’ power takes the soul to the dwelling place of the gods, but their
nourishment is the divine, which is beautiful, wise, and good and everything of that sort
(246d6-e1Y? As Socrates later clarifies, these are the hupouranian beings (248c1-2)
Hence, wings alone do not suffice to take a soul to the beings, and Socrates must add a
discussion of the gods, for it is by following them that human souls reach the beings

(247a6-b, 248a1-6). Socrates’ turn to the gods here, including the names and number of

2 30crates’ subtlety in explaining the connectiotwieen eros and philosophy, the best way of lifemits
him the subtlety in indicating the limitations abs, for which purpose, as we have already seealsoe
uses his mythic discussion: the myth serves bopgrduide the beliefs which support eros and rhesdiy
connect eros to philosophy and also to indicatéhetisher truths in light of which eros may be nfoily
understood.

3 Socrates adds that the ugly, bad and other ciegrdestroy the wings (246e3-4), omitting mentién o
ignorance or the opposite to wisdom. Perhaps Sxthereby indicates that wings, being other than
mind, are not so directly opposed by ignorance.
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the traditional gods (246e4-247a#f)yet occurring as it does shortly after he professed
ignorance of the gods or denied their conventionally accepted character R2UBIS); is
striking. It would seem that Socrates allows that the gods who lead a wingeal thaul t
beings retain something of the character conventionally attributed todth¥et.the

activity of the gods is quite unconventional. Zeus, the god Socrates will indicate
philosophers followed (252e2-3), is the leader in the heaven and he orders his army or
chorug® putting the gods in their ranks (246e4-247a4). Hestia, however, remains at
home (247al-2), allowing that one may follow one goddess, namely the one associated
with the home and thus one’s own things, perfectly and still see nothing of the Heings.
Socrates tells us little of what the gods do: Zeus takes care of all thilgH{(a), but it

is unclear toward what end, and the gods maintain the station assigned to each, seeing
many happy sights (247a2-4). Zeus evidently orders the gods well givingsthiable
stations, and their activity, as far as Socrates tells us, is thebnaioang the sights of

the heavens. Socrates does, however, add two details describing the way in which the
gods act: each does his own thingsafton hekastos autdminding his own business
(247a6), or practicing justice in the sense ofRlepublic(cf. Republic433a8-b1)? and

the gods, not being envious, permit whoever is willing and able to follow them (247a6-7).

The gods’ freedom from envy accords with their justice, for, minding their own bsisines

" See Burger (1980, 55), cf. De Vries (1969, 131)132

5 Cf. Benardete (1991, 136, 148).

5 Cf. 246e6-247al with 247a7, 250b6, 252d1: onlymidhescribing Zeus’ leadership does Socrates refer
to the divine arrangement as an army; the divitizides subsequently seem more peaceful than thbse
an army and the ordering therefore perhaps lessesgjve or demanding.

7 Cf. Burger (1980, 55-56)

8 See Burger (1980, 56).
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they do not begrudge the success of others or compel those able but unwilling to follow
them, although this latter group would naturally miss the divine banquet.

It is this banquet which Socrates describes next, indicating that the gtithe,se
calledimmortal” as Socrates now refers to thEtperiodically ascend to the peak of the
heavens to nourish their minds by viewing the things outside the heavens (247a8ff.). The
clear indication of this passage is that the gods’ minds, except that of Hestia, have
unmediated access to the truth, free of the body and change which limits human thought
(247¢c6-7, d7-el). Thus the banquet allows gods to be wise, and allows humans to have
greater or lesser, but, once embodied, only mediated or partial access to such wisdom
Beyond this, one may get the impression from Socrates’ description of this reglm tha
rather than explaining the precise character of what is truly intedi¢iblgods), he
engages in a rhetorical flourish to beautify the mythic activity which philosigpéaid to
imitate. Socrates begins his description saying no poet has ever hymnédwemi
hymn the hupouranian realm worthily (247c3-4); he then adds that he must dare to say
the truth, especially when speaking of the truth (247c4-6). But would it not have been
more truthful of Socrates to admit his ignorance of this realm, instead of degadt#
Socrates next describes the beings with which true knowledge is concerned),(Bdvc
in his description these are so purified of any connection with the bodily world and
relational characteristics (247d6-el), that, at the least, one cannot seefypasping
the unity of a manifold of perceptions, humans are recalling such beings, agSateat

asserts (249b6-c3). However this may be, Socrates indicates that it is biimeuatis

9 Cf. 247b5-6 with 248a1l: Socrates no longer esalls human souls immortal.
80 Cf. Griswold (1986, 104).
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from these beings that the gods maintain their divinity (cf. 249¢5-6), and he singles out
justice, moderation, and scien@pistem® indicating that a soul should guide itself by
the true view of science and moralffty.

After describing the gods’ experience of the banquet, Socrates dedoebes t
human, and the clearest contrast emerges. Whereas the gods are carriechdround a
peacefully have their fill (247c1-2, 247e2-4), human souls at best, by likening thesnselve
to a god, manage to get their heads into the heavenly rotation while being thrown into
confusion by their horses (248a2-5). Other souls may get a glimpse of one or ahother
the beings but their view is very incomplete (248a5-6), but what is most striking in
contrast to the divine chorus is what happens to souls who remain below the surface,
who, as such, are at risk of becoming human beings. Hardly free otthege souls
enter into a self-destructive competition with one another, trampling one another and
breaking wings (248a6-b3). These souls all long to see the beings and try totiellow t
gods (248a6-7), and it therefore makes sense that they are frustrateds baclear why
such frustration results in competition. Socrates suggests the badness ofitiveechar
at the root of this misguided contest (248b2-3); it is the charioteer’s job to maeage t
horses so as to liken the soul to that of a god, and it is clear that these compet#ive soul
are bad at imitating the just gods. Sense can then be made of the competitionulsthe s
striving to be first are doing so out of a specific misunderstanding of the gods iand the

justice; that is, if the souls are striving to be first in their attempt kowdhe gods, so as

81 Courage is conspicuously absent from this lisictyhtaking science to imply wisdom, otherwise psin
to the four traditional virtues. This lowering @furage follows from Socrates’ description of tleaven in
general: a life such as the gods lead would natiregourage.

82 Cf. Benardete (1991, 143)

8 See Sinaiko (1965, 71).
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to win the affection of their god and thereby receive divine assistance towactse
the beings, failing to see that the gods’ justice entails minding their own &sfine
Socrates thus seems to indicate that a misunderstanding of justice and theagods is
common impediment among humans in their ascent to the beings (cf. 250a2-4).

The souls which failed to see the beings may then suffer some accident (cf
248c6), lose their wings, and be implanted in a human body, in accordance with
Adrasteia’s decree. These embodied souls now live lives arranged hiedardiased
on how much of the truth they have seen (248d1-e3), suggesting that one’s view of
science and morality determines the character of one’¥ |ifédne listing of lives is
notoriously difficult to explaiff® there is a ranking of nine classes of lives, and while it
may make sense that the philosopher is at the top of the list and the tyrant abtine bott
the reason for the order of the intervening ranks, e.g. why the lover of exangmsses
prophets and poets, is less clear. Furthermore, whether one should regard the “or’s”
within each rank as disjunctive, as the contrast with the use of “ands” within the list
would seem to imply, is also unclear; if one takes the or’s as disjunctive, kindslare
set apart from warlike kings as makes sense (248d4-5), but then one must alshaccept t

philosophers’ separation from the lover of beauty and the musical erotic man (248d2).

8 Cf. Benardete (1991, 142).

% See Benardete (1991, 143).

8 Cf. Burger (1980, 58), Griswold (1986, 102). Rwwving and modifying the speculations of these
authors, | hazard the very tentative suggestiontbigaranking can begin to be understood by seipartie
first rank, which, includes philosophers who Soesatuggests stand apart from all the others (229a1-
and then viewing ranks 10-6 as the defective vassaf ranks 2-5. Thus tyrants are juxtaposedrgsi
pointing to the best and worst care for the cimagogues and sophists are juxtaposed with statesnae
businessmen, pointing to those possessing a peraacstrue art of managing the private and public;
craftsmen and farmers are juxtaposed to lovergafoise and doctors, pointing to the vulgar andthga
treatment of the body; and poets are paired witiplpets, evidently indicating the superiority of the
prophets with respect to piety. That the treatneéihe gods should be ranked lower than that ottityeor
even the body confirms Socrates’ harsh view otthreventional religious beliefs.
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However this may be, the subsequent account of the afterlife of the souls before they
receive wings, which allows philosophers to be re-winged after three thouesansd y

while all others must wait ten thousand, clearly indicates that the fundamiergein of

the human lives is between philosophers and non-philosoph@tse view of the city

seems to enter into the ranking of the lower lives, with the best regimes at thel the a
worst at the bottorfi® perhaps Socrates indicates thereby that once opinion has entered to
replace knowledge (248b5), the view of the city classifies human lives whilengpio
knowledge of the beings. After death, a soul is punished or rewarded based on how justly
it has lived its allotted life, and after one thousand years of such punishmenauad itew

may choose a new life (248e3-249b3). The punishments and rewards are, in keeping
with divine justice, not administered by the gods, and there is reason to wonder how
effective such punishments and rewards are at helping the souls, as Socraitssindic
some choose subhuman lives after receiving their punishments or rewards,dailing t
recognize the connection between thought and the human body (249bBépwblic

619b7-d1)*°

Philosophy and the Erotic Experience

Having indicated that the fundamental division of humans is between
philosophers and everyone else, Socrates now indicates something of the cbhracter

philosophy. The philosopher is presented as the peak of the human, which is defined by

87 See Griswold (1986, 103)
8 See Benardete (1991, 143); Burger (1980, 57).
8 See Benardete (1991, 144).
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its ability to use speech or reason, or, in mythic terms, by its “recolledfdwhat
really is,” and it is philosophers who are most capable of such recollection (249d6-c6).
As indicated above, it is unclear why or how the understanding or speaking of perceptible
beings as members of a class, which, as a class, would seem to be in some wantepend
upon the particular beings, amounts to recollection of the hupouranian beings, but it does
not seem to be Socrates’ intention here to offer a complete theory of being and
knowledge? Rather, Socrates emphasizes the philosophers’ connection to the gods,
saying that the philosopher’s thought (not his soul) is winged and that to the best of his
power he is in memory near those things “by being near which god is divine” (249¢5-6).
That is, the philosopher is here presented as the one who most knows the sources or
principles of the gods’ divinity. The passage then concludes by noting the consequence
for the philosophers: coming to be near the divine, they stand apart from matters of
human seriousness and are rebuked by the many, who see them not as inspired, but as
disturbed (249c8-d3).

With this description of philosophy, Socrates turns, finally, to erotic madness,
indicating that the whole speech has arrived now (explicitly) at the suljbowhich it
has been concerned throughout (249d¥-8)d he seems thereby to indicate the identity
of the philosopher and the lover. The lover also has “no care” for the things below but
recalls true beauty and longs for the things above (249d5-8), and, as the philosopher is
inspired (249d2), the lover also partakes of the best inspiration (249e1l). Yet, the

inspiration of the philosopher leads him to the divine, i.e., the principles of the gods’

9 Cf. Sallis (1975, 145-146).
! Thus Socrates confirms that his myth has beeoréailto the description of eros.
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divinity, whereas the inspiration of the lover comes from the gods (249e1-2), and
Socrates does not refer to the philosopher's madnessid but only to that of the lover.
Whereas philosophers were near the beings with winged thought, the lovers, with their
souls beginning to grow wings, long to fly up but lack the power (249d6-7), and the
experience of lovers later seems to be essentially one of confusion, for vdsoh reis

a state of madness (cf. especially 251a6-7, d7-8), but philosophy would seem ® requir
the possibility self-knowledge and knowledge of the other beings. Finally, the
philosophic activity is characterized by the correct use of reason or speech (BA9b6-c
but erotic madness is characterized especially by vision (249d5, 250d2-3, 251a3, b2ff.).
There can be no doubt that Socrates indicates a role for eros in a philosopher’s life, but,
as it seems to me, it is his rhetorical presentation of eros that tendsakgpece, to

make it seem as if the two were identical or as if philosophy were simpbe#téorm of
erotic madness.

After introducing erotic madness, Socrates turns to the difficulty, eslydoir
philosophy, which eros addresses. Repeating that every human soul has by nature beheld
the beings, Socrates adds now that they are difficult to recollect (249e4-250a®).
difficulties render recollection impossible for some souls: an inadequate visioa of t
beings in heaven, which seems to mean a lack of intellectual capacity, and unjitgt ac
on earth (250a2-5). On earth as in heaven justice is essential to one’satueiuth.
Furthermore, even those souls without these handicaps do not recall the truth with ease

encountering some image of the beings, they lose possession of themselves and are

92 Earlier this seemed to be due to Adrasteia’s amtie rather than nature (248c8ff.).
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perplexed (250a6-b1). Such perplexity then spurs only a few souls to discover the truth

of these images (250b4-5). In particular, Socrates indicates that jusiaeration and

“the other things honored by souls” have no splendor here and as such are hard to see, or,
more precisely, to understand, for they are understood, unlike beauty which is seen (cf.
250d2-3), through “dim organs,” presumably the &abs; hearing speeches (250b1-5).

While Socrates does grant that some few are able to proceed from the imaggseof jus

and moderation here to the truth without any mention of eros or beauty and thus does not
exclude the possibility of an unerotic philosoptene presents the task of philosophy as

one which in general is impeded by our limited access to these beings.

One expects Socrates to turn now to beauty and explain how it can assist with this
difficulty, as he soon will, but while he does now turn to beauty, he turns to beauty as it
was seen in heaven (250b5-6). Perhaps he must do so now as he had not mentioned
beauty in his earlier account of the hupouranian beings, and here he also emphasizes tha
beauty was bright to see in heaven, preparing us for the brightness chai@oferist
beauty on earth (250¢8-d3). Yet with such thoughts of beauty Socrates seems to get
carried away, as he soon admits (250c7-8), to a recollection of the soul's heavenly
journey. It would seem that Socrates offers a dramatic presentation ofetibeaoky
may play for philosophy, moving from a thought of beauty to a recollection of thesbeing
were it not for the fact that Socrates does not now offer any philosophic readominng a

the beings, but rather simply speaks of their souls’ past heavenly bliss. In poegara

% See Griswold (1986, 114).
9 Cf. Symposium 212b2-4, where Socrates indica@sitlould not be easy to find a better helper for
human nature (whose end is philosophy) than eaighat there could be no other helper.
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his later claims that philosophers are those who followed Zeus (252e2-3) and ttsat love
choose a beloved who followed the same god as themselves (252d1), Socrates now
suggests that “we” (i.e., he and Phaedrus) were followers of Zeus (250b7ateStlcen
describes the heavenly journey, but, beautiful as his myth may have been, he seems to
beautify it further her€ He describes them as having been complete and perfect
initiates there (250b8-c1), omitting the troubles even the best had managingdheir ba
horses, and he adds that they were then inexperienced of the evils which awaited the
(250c2), although immortal souls would have been embodied infinitely many times
before. Socrates then concludes his transport recalling especially denfréem a

body, or the mark of his mortality (250c5%).

When Socrates finishes this recollection of heavenly bliss, he grants that he has
gone on at perhaps too great a length, and suggests that his speech be taken a®a tribute
memory (250c7-8). The speech certainly beautifies the objects of memonycdmnnaot
strictly speaking be the product of memory if there is no immortal soul or evenefis
one and its experiences were accurately described in the earbanac@hus Socrates
adds that it was said “in yearning for the things of that time” (250c7), sugg#singis
yearning which may inform such “memories” or hopes. Noting that the thingsatf “t
time” were not so perfect even in Socrates’ earlier myth as he has getiad them
highlights what Socrates seems to emphasize in this latest passagerthieg for

freedom from evils, especially those marked by the body or mortality, which is

% Contrast Socrates’ reference here to the “riteishwit is right to say(themis legeipare most blessed”
(250b8-c1) with his depiction of philosophers “algaompleting perfect rites” (249c7-8).

% As Nichols notes, Socrates useasématoin this context further points to mortality, asemamay refer
to a tomb or burial marker (1998, 55 n.109).
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apparently aroused by the thought of beauty, and which motivates Socrates’ @&xtende
speech, whose theme he has indicated is erotic madness. Thus, before specifying the
particular power of beauty on earth, Socrates suggests a connection between@gs, bea

and a yearning for, above all, immortality.

Eros, Beauty, and Wing

This is not to suggest that eros simply is the desire for immortality. Sebtiate
already indicated that the object of eros is beauty (249e3-4), and it is the distincti
character of beauty that Socrates now addresses. Whereas the likendesethef
beings have no splendor, appearing as they do to dull organs, beauty seems to be nothing
if not splendid, as “the most brightly glistening thing” perceived by our bsgktnse
(250d2-3)?" When Socrates referred to the other beings’ lack of splendor, he referred to
“justice, moderation, antthe other beings honored by sdui249b1-2), and beauty’s
splendor therefore seems to imply that beauty is of peculiar import to embodieft&ouls
note 65 above). The connection between beauty and body is again brought out by the
link Socrates now suggests between beauty’s appearanbeddyssense and its being
most loveable, for whereas prudenpbrpnesi$ would produce terrible loves if it could

SO appear, it cannot, and beauty is therefore most manifest and most loveable (250d4-el)

" The superiority of what is seen to what is heaay fiie in the trust people are more inclined toiput
sight: whereas many are skeptical of justice whely hear about it and are disinclined to pursuie,
mere sight of beauty seems sufficient to elevateadtnact the soul. Cf. 273b3-c4 in context, whesible
bodily strength is convincing but arguments abaritig are not; cf. Benardete (1991, 186).
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Beauty's lovability is thus first linked to its manner of appearance, but Sgicrate
statement about prudence implies that the content of what appears also deiesmines
loveliness; it hardly makes sense that a thing would be loved regardless d@figshat
merely for its appearing brightR. Beauty, as appearing to sight, must be bodily beauty,
and accordingly it is to the attractiveness and loveliness of beautiful (humae$ bwati
Socrates now turns, not by defining beauty or the loveable but by describing thefeffec
beauty.

Socrates begins by contrasting the erotic response to beauty with that of someone
who is “not a new initiate or has been corrupted” (250e1). In distinguishing between the
corrupt and those who are not new initiates, Socrates allows that one may have been
initiated some time ago, remain uncorrupted, and no longer be erotically inspitesl by t
sight of the beautiful. The old initiate and the corrupt may be attracted by beatuty
they will have to forgo those experiences which Socrates indicates anetoistof eros.
Without shame or awe or recollection of the beautiful, and with hubris, they will seek
pleasure in the manner of a beast, contrary to nature, trying to procreate 2338¢é) -
Socrates’ reference to procreation here seems out of place, given theymimac
homosexual eros in the discussion and the fact that many corrupt responses to beauty
surely do not involve the attempt to procreate; rather paired as the mention cdifpwacre

is with the indication that such a response to beauty is unnatural, Socrates segstms to w

% Although one who wishes above all to know wouldosee a sight regardless of its content, merely for
its clear appearance, for through this he may kibosurely bodily beauty, the beauty which attrdoteers,
is not loved for its intelligibility.
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to highlight how paradoxical his account of ero¥’iszor Socrates will now argue that
eros implies such fear and awe before the beauty of the beloved as restvagtisaa
provokes sexual desire (cf. 254b5-c2), and which, in the best case leads one to a
philosophic friendship without sexual gratification (256a7-c5). Such a responseityp bea
may be considered natural not for its freedom from dependence on conventions (cf.
254b1), but for most fulfilling human nature.

In contrast to those who simply seek sexual gratification from beautiful bodies
Socrates now depicts what he will call “the erotic experience” (252bZ23hisl
experience, the lover undergoes something of a religious transformatidmeaattraction
of beauty consists not in sexual arousal but in the essential role it plays in the growth of
the soul's wings, which, as we recall, lead a soul to the gods. Thus, Socrates could seem
to present the erotic experience without reference to sexual desire. t&feprasenting
what he calls the erotic experience, Socrates presents several moresagttalimg in
love, and sexual desire eventually becomes prominent (cf. 25483&n)d within the
present account of the erotic experience, with his description of the sweltimg of
wing’'s shaft and the tickling and throbbing associated with wing growth (251b4-6, c3,
d4)1°* Socrates shows a clear awareness of the sexual component of eros. What is
striking then in the present description of the erotic experience is that Squesgests

sexual arousal as a part of what lovers experience as their growth ofamchgscent to

% Alternatively, Socrates may mean by these linastthe homosexual pursuit of intercourse is coptrar
nature, which he explains by contrast to the pratgva of heterosexual intercourse among the bethsts:
end of heterosexual eros may be children but horuaseros should end in philosophy (chws837b-d).
10 There are three or four accounts in total, dependn whether one includes the account of the
beloved’s reciprocation of his lover’s love (cf.5B with d8-e2).

101 cf. Burger (1980, 60-61, 140 notes 41 and 42).
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the divine; the distinctive aim of sexual desire is secondary, and the role itptah
an experience is only explained later.

The “new initiate’s” experience begins upon his seeing “a godlike fadeeg or t
look (idea) of some body?? which imitates beauty well” (251a1-3). Socrates indicates
two successive effects of this sight. The order is clear: “first, ] shivers and
something of the dreadful things of that time come over him; next, beholding, he feels
awe as before a god” (251a3-4). The lover’s initial response to beauty. isfedrave
not heard of these “dreadful things” befofébut they are surely not the “happy
appearances” which Socrates just so fondly recalled (250c3). “That time” marstimee
time when the incorporeal soul saw beauty, and thus Socrates now seems to refer to the
great struggle and distress attending the soul’s attempt to see the Béifins-3,
248a1ff.). This struggle was rooted in the soul’s concern both for what is best and the
nourishment of its wings, i.e., the desire to avoid embodiment or mortality (248b5-c2)
The sight of beauty arouses the lover’s fear of imperfection, including hislityorta
Such a fear could seem to be dependent on awe at the beautiful boy’s seemingmerfecti
which, contrasting with and therefore highlighting the lover’s imperfection esdus
fear; Socrates could seem to support this interpretation by his subsequent incheation t
potential lovers live with a view to the gods prior to falling in love (252d1-5), and by
later articulating the response of fear and awe at the sight of beauspoimewhat less

unambiguous order (254b7-8). Yet the order here is clear, and Socrates rejagatg it

192 50crates’ reference to tieaof the beloved’s body as well as his reference“goallike” face indicate
that it is not simply bodily beauty that attradis tover: something of the lover’s soul may be dadris
body.

103 Cf. DeVries (1969, 154).
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that, as the lover looks, unaccustomed heat “such as arises from shivers” comesupon hi
(251a7-b1, cfRepublic387c4-5), for this heat implies that hope as the opposite of fear
arises from the soul’s response to fear, and these would be hopes such as onenfeels in a
before a god. The experience of awe is therefore dependent on a prior erpafrieac
for one’s self, one’s good and one’s life, which is aroused by the sight of beautyldt w
be hard to see how hope and awe could arise merely from a terrifying thought, and
Socrates does not say that they do, for he adds that the continued flow of beauty heats the
soul as the wing begins to grow (251b1-3); awe and its attendant hope are thus dependent
on fear but also on the sight of beauty which nourishes them.

In his initial experience of awe, the lover, desiring to sacrifice to theabdo a
statue and a god, is restrained by fear for his reputation (251a5-7), and thus Socrates
indicates that this is the beginning of a development at whose conclusion the lover
despises all conventions and is ready to serve his beloved as a slave (252a4-6). This
development is the result of the growth of wings, which we were told take us to the gods
(246d6-7), and thus the wing seems to be the soul’'s awe before and hope for the gods,
that is, such awe and hope as permit complete dedication to the beloved. As we shall
discuss below, Socrates leaves it ambiguous whether a lover must regard his lgeloved a
literally being a god, or whether his beloved only inspires him with belief in gtids,
but in either case, Socrates here confirms that eros leads to religi@is beli

The sight of the beloved’s beauty nourishes the wings, and they grow in its
presence (251b1-7). This is not, however, a simply pleasant experience; Sd@ases li

it to the cutting of teeth (251c1-5), and the pain in the soul accordingly implies/érat
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in this new initiate’s soul there is something resisting the growth of winghéfrmore,
whenever the lover is apart from his beloved, his wing’s passageways begin to close
painfully (251d1-6). Memory of the beloved offers some resistance to this pain (251d6-
7), but it is insufficient, for the lover is constantly driven to seek the sight of lusdukl
(251d7-e3). The growth of wing is painful, but the cessation of its growth is evea,wor
for Socrates indicates that the relief accompanying the lover’s regaigimgof his

beloved is the “sweetest pleasure” (251e3-252a1l).

What in the soul opposes the wings? The wing leads the lover to serve slavishly
his beloved as a god (cf. 255al), and, in light of his awe inspiring beloved, he neglects
his other attachments, family, friends, and property (252a2-4). It makedisenseat
his soul, attached to these as it initially is, resists his love. Furthermovantphgrowth
painfully ceases in the beloved’s absence, suggesting that the lover’'s hope amehawe t
wavers. That memory of his beloved offers some resistance to this waveygests
that it is doubts about what he has seen that cause the wavering, doubts which may be
partially remedied by memory: is the beloved truly so beautiful, so wortbgreice?

When the beloved returns to sight, his beauty manifest, the lover is reassured, and he
consequently finds the sweetest pleasure in the assurance of his belovedig divinit

Now, when Socrates says that the lover is ready to serve the beloved as a slave, he
explains that this is because, “in addition to feeling awe at the beautiful ones, foeiha
him to be the only doctor for the greatest troubles” (252a7-b1). The only troubles we
have seen for the lover, however, are the sacrifices demanded by his love (ar the pa

attending his soul’s acceptance of such sacrifices). The beloved would seem to be the
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only doctor for these sacrifices, because, in his service, they are renderedhierthw

This could seem to make the beloved a poor doctor, providing his patient with great
troubles and “healing” him only by making these troubles seem worthwhile, but this is to
overlook the fact that the lover who is prepared to sacrifice everything forlbietde

would seem to have been freed thereby from his concern for those evils whiténthrea
his other concerns (cf. 252a3-4), including, therefore, his mortality.

That “sweetest pleasure” which accompanies the growth of wing is the delight
having found something worthy of complete dedication (251e3-252al). This delight
consists in the first place in the pleasure of being with and benefitingpeerbeautiful;
Socrates indicates that those who are neither old initiates nor corruptactedtto this
service. Secondly, Socrates’ indication that the lover’s pleasure isygreatiased as
his dedication reaches the point of complete disregard of his own things suggehts that
pleasure in finding someone worthy of complete dedication is compounded by the relief
it brings, relief that is of one’s concern for oneself and hence one’s moréalitg -
252b1). But Socrates also indicates that such dedication as lovers have for their beloveds
is incomplete; the dedication is accompanied by hopes for oneself, hopes which may
provide a considerable addition to the pleasure of devotion (251a7-b7). Furthermore, that
wing growth is completed as the lover becomes “fully” dedicated suggesisishihe
erotic dedication itself that gives rise to the lover’s fullest hopes. Hovwhsahd
explained? One finds the “sweetest pleasure” in the relief of forgettinglbimes
dedication to a beloved, but, as the very fact that the lover feels pleasure and tieigef

self-forgetting as opposed to simply feeling concerned for the well-beithg dleloved
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shows, the lover’s self-forgetting and hence devotion are incomplete. The lovler is st
concerned for himself, but this concern has been pushed to the back of his mind by his
concern for the beloved, hence the lover’s feeling of relief. Socrates theatasdihat

the lover’s concern for himself endures in the form of hopes that are aroused. Tisat love
experience such hopes can been shown easily enough: at the same time thdt they fee
themselves completely dedicated to their beloveds, feeling willing sthiat give up their

own good, lovers also believe their love to be surpassingly good, i.e., good also for
themselves (cf. 252a7-b1). Why the lover’s concern for himself endures in thefform
hopes is, however, more obscure, but it would seem to be obscure of necessity, for it is
precisely when the awareness of one’s self-concern is lacking that thedrges and we
therefore never have a clear experience of the arousal of these hopds.ndhts say

that no account could be given, nor that there could not be more and less plausible
accounts, but only that we will not have direct experiential confirmation of atigidar
account. The most we could do, | suppose, is to infer from what we are conscious of in
dedication in particular, and from what we observe about the arousal of hopes in general,
a particular connection between dedication and hopes. Since | have not yet understood
Plato’s understanding of the connection, indeed, since | am not even sure of whether he
tries to explain one (consideaws791b1-2 in context from 790c-791b with 672b-d), |
refrain from offering my own tentative opinion. | regard it as far more itapbthat we

note that in dedication one feels such hopes than that we understand why they are felt.
By becoming aware that there is a connection between dedication and hope, we can

understand that the delighted dedication felt by lovers for their beloveds would provide
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the basis for the hopes characteristic of lovers, hopes which, if made folilgitexvould
entail belief in gods who could fulfill them. And, in this way, we may understand how
the beloved’s beauty causes the growth of the wings that lead the soul to the gods.
Finally, by understanding this, we may understand why the lover finds in the beloved
“the only doctor for the greatest troubles” (252a7-b1l).

We must ask, however, how such devotion and relief as the lover experiences is
connected with philosophy. In particular, is the lover’s devotion to the beloved rooted in
a true discovery of his divinity? Socrates would seem to make this question more
pressing by following his description of the erotic experience, focusedsamithe
lover’s pious awe before his beloved, with two verses juxtaposing the mortal and
immortal views of eros. For he suggests that the immortal view, by which snorsl
be persuaded (252c1), is hubristic (252b%%63and he thus raises a question as to
whether the lover’s pious experience conveys the whole truth. Mortals call Exgesdwi
or flying (potenon, while immortals call him The Winged Onetérotg, because of the
wing-growing necessity (252b8-9). Mortals thus allow that Eros may flypdt@non
may mean winged or flying, while immortals do not attribute flight to him. Wibgs
flying are to take one to the gods, and the immortal view, hubristic as it maypule, w
seem to be justified in doubting whether such flight can take place, not only because
Socrates has ruled out flight (or even a complete return of wings) for martgs be
(249d6-7, 249a1l, 256d4), but also because the god the lover would seem to have

discovered in his beloved is precisely what Socrates has indicated is unreasogatle:

104 Cf. De Vries (1969, 159-160).
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with a body (246c6-d2). The lover, however, may be somewhat aware of this difficulty,
for earlier Socrates indicated his confusion as to the divinity of his beloved to whom he
wished to sacrifice as both a statue and a god (251a6-7). Perhaps the lover caméhen c
to distinguish clearly between his beloved and the god of which he is a reminder, but to
fully understand his experience the lover will have to gain greater cidniyt the gods,
which, as Socrates is about to indicate, the lover will try to do. We will have to see
whether the lover may continue to remain devoted in the manner described as erotic if
has done so.

Socrates also indicates that the immortals refer to the necessityipgrowth,
and immediately after he offers these verses he says he has indicatee leathetiience
and the cause of eros (252c1-2), whereas before he mentioned only the experience
(252b1-2). Thus Socrates implies that immortals especially are abletteeszseise of
eros or the condition of the human soul which makes wing growth necessary, while
mortals tend to overlook it. Socrates here refers to the two views as thoseaofalam
and mortals rather than gods and humans, calling attention to our mortality. Furéiermo
immortals viewing mortals would be especially likely to note human mortalitgreas
many humans, at any rate, may not be so likely to acknowledge it. Finally, the
immortals’ awareness of this cause is paired with their denial of eigi#t, fivhich, in the
terms of the palinode is impossible for humans because of their bodies, i.e., outymortal
It thus seems that Socrates traces the source of eros to mortality, hadeaseen that
eros gives rise to such devotion as may alleviate one’s concern for mongetynay

therefore suggest that the initial fear on which awe depends is fear of dgaltjaular.
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Furthermore, we may suggest that beauty, such beauty as also arouses hope and awe
arouses this fear, because in its presence we may be sufficiently encdaraged
acknowledge our deepest fears, as Socrates’ reference to the mortal wiesviofpdies

we usually are not. In this case, lovers, while not necessarily fullyeayfaine cause of
their experience, despite the experience’s beginning with a fear that foainist least
surpass those so corrupted as to be closed off from the experience, for by so closing
themselves they also foreclose an opportunity for becoming more deeply awaee of
condition to which it is a response. And this is an awareness which many may be
lacking, for it is an awareness which begins with the fear the new initiddeatdbe sight

of beauty, evidently a fear which he avoided confronting until that time, a fear which h
could only acknowledge in the presence of awe-and hope-inspiring beauty, and which,

we may suspect, the corrupt more persistently avoid (cf. 249e4-250a4).

Eros and Education

It is then the education to which eros may lead that Socrates now discusses.
Having indicated the cause of eros, Socrates now turns to a condition and activity of
lovers which precedes their falling in love, although they may not be fully awére
Each of the uncorrupted lives out his life honoring and imitating the god he followed to
the extent of his ability, acting this way towards both beloveds and others (252d1-5).
Socrates seems to mean that each tries to live as seems to him most in kebping wi

demands of the gods, allowing that different kinds of people experience the gods
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differently’®> Socrates limits this life in accord with the divine to one’s first life here, a
long as one remains uncorrupted (252d2-3), implying that one’s memory of the gods is
not sufficient to survive either corruption here or the justice of punishments and rewards
administered in the afterlife, or, if Socrates does not believe in the afténbit an

incorrect view of divine justice may suffice to render one’s imitation of a gpdssible.
Nevertheless, a perfect view of the god is not needed at the outset, for Socresdssndi
that lovers will seek to discover their god’s nature under the influence of loveb(252e
253a2).

Each seeks and picks out from among the beautiful someone of his type, i.e.,
someone who followed the same god as he has (252d5-6, 252e1-2, 253b1-4). Then each
“constructs and adorns” his beloved as god into a statue for himself (252d6-7). This
statue construction means, however, that each lover must seek to educate hisdeloved t
be as like his god as possible (252e4-5). To do so, the lover must himself first learn the
nature of his god, and thus his love “intensely compels” him to investigate the god
(252e5-253a2). Socrates says almost nothing about how such an investigation may be
undertaken, saying only that lovers learn from wherever they can, “takingc¢ke firam
themselvesi¢hneuontes para heautpto discover the nature of their god” (ibid.). What
Socrates emphasizes is that the investigation is made by each lover,motselying
on any authorities. The lover is thus on his own in this investigation. Such an

investigation is possible because the lover, like all men, has seen those knowegse bei

195 That the division of lives according to the amoafhiruth seen, in which there are nine kinds fe li
cannot correspond to the division according togibé followed, in which there are twelve kinds, irepl
that one’s vision of the gods does not strictlyrespond to the amount of truth one has seen; GeBu
(1980, 59).
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on which the divinity of his god depends (249e4-5). This suggests that the thought of a
lover who completes this inquiry must come to be near those beings that are th@fsource
the god’s divinity, i.e., the lover must become a philosopher (cf. 249c4-6). leisheer
that Socrates indicates the connection between eros and philosophy: the lover is
compelled by his desire to perfect his beloved to attend to the likenesses of justice
moderation, and those other beings, for it is only in the light of these that he may
understand true perfection (cf. 249¢c6-Bpve provides the encouragement needed to
attend to those dimmer images of the beings and discover the truth of what they
imitate 1°®

The account of love and education is not, however, without puzzles, especially
when compared to the prior depiction of the erotic experience. Rather than simgly bei
struck by beauty, the lover here, perhaps unbeknownst to himself, is alreadyg seeki
beloved, and while he chooses one from among the beautiful, he looks to qualities of soul
in making his selection (252e1-2). The lover’'s perception of his beloved’s beauty is the
colored by his concern for the beloved’s soul. Yet this concern for the soul stems from
the lover’s previous reverence for a god, whereas in Socrates’ first dapfetiing in
love seemed to be the beginning of reverence. This discrepancy, as welbagitise |
being struck by beauty despite his already seeking a beloved from amdosatitiéul,

can be explained if the lover is not fully aware of his concern for the god prior to his

1% As it is by following the gods that Socrates irdés we view the beings, we may infer that it isardy
the desire to perfect the beloved but also the fudpess attending that desire, a hopefulness stagimi
from the lover’s newly aroused concern for the miyithat encourages his study of the beings . apsrtine
need for hopefulness in such an investigation neaglérified by a contrast with Alcibiades’ failute
complete the investigation of justice (&lcibiades | especially 114eff. with Bruell 1999, 27-30, pasah
9).
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falling in love; it is the sight of beauty and the feelings of fear, hope, and aweaimus
that sight which fully awakens the lover to his concern for the gods. In hi$ $gi of
the beloved’s beauty, the lover, regarding his beloved as both a statue and a god, is still
not free from confusion, and thus the lover’s attempt to fashion his beloved into a statue
of a god, is presumably not an activity of which the lover is fully aware. oMee |
delights in having found something worthy of his dedication, thus becoming aware of his
concern for the gods, yet he also senses the imperfection of the object of hisdlove a
wishes to perfect it. The lover seems disinclined, at least initiallyinot éhe
imperfection of his beloved. This makes sense, for to admit his beloved’s imijparfsct
to raise the question of whether he is truly worthy of such dedication, and, since it is the
beloved’s imperfection which makes the lover’s dedicated service necessaryfaiddene
to the beloved, the question also arises as to whether perfect gods would be such as to
demand such dedication. Therefore, Socrates’ presentation leads us to asktivbethe
lover may distinguish his beloved from the gods in a manner resisted by his motii@l e
experience and still regard his dedication to an imperfect beloved as befittiiig ims
accordance with the gods.

The answer to this question depends on what the lover who discovers the nature
of his god learns. Since such a lover would have become a philosopher and since
Socrates indicates in this context that the philosophers are the followerso(252e2-

3, cf. 253b1-2}?" it seems we should look to them. The question of whether a lover

107 7eus cannot be the philosophic god by virtue efttsiving seen the beings, for all the gods except
Hestia have done so; rather, Zeus was distinguisbetthe other gods by his putting them in thainks
(246e4-247a4), and thus Zeus seems to know theppigce of each god, which again suggests that
philosophers are to be distinguished by their keolge about the gods.
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could gain clarity about his god and remain devoted to his beloved is then not a question
of whether philosophers would continue to serve or educate their beloveds. For Socrates
indicates that after discovering their god’s nature the followers of @erssh the

beloved still more (for aiding in this discovery), and they try to educate him (253a5-b1)
just as Socrates later indicates that lovers who have become philosophensogethier

in philosophic friendship (256a7-b1, cf.256¢7). The question is only whether such
devotion as is characteristic of lovers is compatible with the philosophic view of the

gods. Socrates makes only one rather elusive statement about the distinctigtechbér

the followers of Zeus besides indicating that these are the philosophers. Atstteobut

the passage we are considering, he says that the followers of Zeus miayHeszanier

burden émbrithesteron achthpsf the wing-named one” (252¢3-4%° Socrates does

not say in what the burden of eros consists, but he illustrates it by a conthastose

who are “servants of Ares and went around with him” (252c48yho, when in love

and supposing themselves to have been done an injustice by their beloved are murderous
and ready to sacrifice both themselves and their beloved (252c5-7). The followers of
Ares are incapable of bearing disappointment in love or at least such disappoagment
stems from the apparent injustice of their beloved. The burden of finding someone
worthy of devotion may be too much for them; yet, these lovers do not simply give up on
devotion, for they are still prepared to sacrifice themselves. It is uncledneviihe

followers of Zeus are less troubled by their beloved’s injustice so as to leclessd to

regard injustice as meriting punishment or whether they simply do not regard their

1981t now appears that wing, which was to lead thevigdembrithe} up (246d6), is itself a heavy burden.
199 gee thenen..deat 252¢3-4.
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beloveds’ actions, even when harmful, as unjust. But both cases are supported by
Socrates’ indication that it is these who learn the nature of their god, foresunng
requires at its outset, as we have seen, some understanding of the godsajustiog

such learning, they presumably come to know the gods’ justice. Thus, Socratessndicat
that the followers of Zeus better bear the burden of eros in virtue of theiraypstice,
which means, their superiority in imitating the gods’ justice or minding their ow
business, a superiority which Socrates also indicates here by referieg‘followers”

of Zeus on one hand and the “servants” of Ares on the other. In this case, however, it
does not seem that the philosophers could justly give up all their other concerns in
dedication to their beloveds (cf. 252a5-6). While Socrates then suggests that philosophic
justice prevents specifically erotic dedication, we should also note whatgtesizes:

the philosopher’s justice frees him from the temptation toward such injustice&yas m

harm a beloved®

Eros and Sexual Desire

Socrates has thus argued that the lover’s sight of his beloved is such as to nourish
his wings, facilitating devotion to his beloved and awakening him to his concern for the
gods, which concern, fully thought out, leads one into philosophy. Yet it has remained a
mystery, up to this point, why this response to the beautiful attends human seruality i

particular. That is, humans see beauty in many forms and seek friendships and

10 ¢t 256b1 with c7-d3: non-philosophic lovers regquiledges of trust which are unnecessary for
philosophic friends.
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community besides that of a sexual partner, and we must therefore asksathy isight

of beauty, coupled as it is by eros with sexual attraction, that is the souraggef wi
Therefore, as Socrates finishes his praise of eros, he explains the rodeabidssire, by
turning to the lover’s “capture” of his beloved (253c6), for this possession of the beloved
by the lover is motivated, in the first place, by sexual desire (cf. 253d5ff.).

Socrates begins by recalling his threefold image of the soul and now explains
what he omitted before: the virtue of the good horse and the badness of the bad one
(253c7-d3). Socrates does not, however, tell us which horse is which; it is true that
earlier he called one, the white horse as it now appears (253d4-el), “beautifabdhd g
(246b2-3), while the other had a share of badness (247b3), but his description of each
horse here, while tending to confirm the prior suggestion, is not sufficient to remove all
doubt. For while the black horse is disobedient and hubristic, his snub nose cannot but
remind us of Socrates, whereas the white horse’s love of hiimess(erastésand
companionship with opinion seem dissimilar (253d3%&5)rurthermore, in the
depiction of love to come, the black horse plays an essential role, and without him there
would be no eros. Itis thus not implausible that Socrates begins only ambiguously
chastising the black horse, for if eros is good, so must the black horse be.

Socrates now offers his third account of falling in love, and in this account, as in
the second, Socrates indicates the state of soul preceding love, although thetpisty of

state is no longer the theme. Now, before feeling fear and awe, before ssdialphed

M1 cf. Burger (1980, 65); Benardete (1991, 149-150).
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and recalling true beauty, Socrates says the lover’s soul, upon seeing “theydit?
is heated and filled with the goads and tickling of yearning, as one horssHagle and
the other compels him and the charioteer to proposition the boy for sexual favors (253e5-
254a7). The charioteer and white horse resist the black horse, viewing the desgre for
as “terrible and unlawful” (254a7-b1). The lover is thus conflicted due to his sexual
desire on one hand and his respect for the law and shame on the other as he approaches
the boy. When he comes before the boy, the boy’s face “flashes like lightamaythe
lover recalls the nature of beauty, now together with moderation, “standing ortex chas
pedestal, and seeing he is afraid, and he falls back feeling awe” (254b3s8)o It
surprise that moderation now appears to the lover, driven as he is by what he nndst rega
as immoderate sexual desire, but we need not conclude that his fear is there@dre one
acting immoderately towards the beloved, having already felt awe ataiode Rather,
recalling the priority Socrates indicated of fear to awe, which hetsepks® here, we
must now try to explain the fear on the basis of the new indication that sexual ddsire a
lawful restraint attend the fearsome sight of beauty.

At the sight of beauty, the sexually aroused lover is likely to experience delight a
the contemplation of the act he desires, but, given his lawful beliefs, whitimtetie is
above such acts, he is especially likely also to regard his sexual desiregrsimilar to
Socrates’ earlier description: that is, as seeking pleasure after tinemud a beast

(250e4-5). The thought of a life lived for such pleasures, a beastly life, akpetien

112 By calling the beloved’s eye erotic, Socrates setnpoint to the lover’s desire for his love to be
reciprocated; the eyes are where longing for therlaill eventually enter the beloved (255b5-7)d &y
seeing the beloved's eye, the lover may feel soope tor reciprocation, especially since it seeniseto
above all by the eyes that we judge another’srigsli
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the peak of what that life has to offer appears near to attairtfiéntissatisfying and

may well come with thoughts of the limits of such a life, and therewith the fear of
death'** Sexual desire in an uncorrupted soul, especially when the object of that desire
flashes before one, may be especially likely to remind one of that fear which is a
precondition for the hope and awe of lovers. If the lover also considers the role of sex in
reproduction, as Socrates earlier indicated (250e5), he may be all the morelikely t
consider the natural limits to his own life, as he will be replaced by another.

Awe follows the fear, and as Socrates’ mention of moderation here highlights, the
beloved’s beauty is such as to both arouse and inhibit sexual desire, calling the lover to
devote himself not only to the beloved but also to the virtue of moderation, which he also
may be inclined to do through his increased awareness of his beloved’s moderation or
chastity (cf. 255a4-6). The growth of wing is therefore painful not only because of th
soul’s resistance to wing and the absence of the beloved, but also because the growth of
wing includes both the arousal of sexual desire and the painful opposition to it, for the
black horse is painfully stopped by the charioteer’s response to the sight of beauty
(254b8-c6). The black horse is soon insistent upon sex again, and the lover thus
approaches his beloved again and “suffers the same experience still mor&-¢2p4c
The lover’s feeling of awe thus increases with his increased sexual aduaiticesach
pursuit, the lover becomes more aware of his beloved’s beauty and his own need for

moderation.

113 Cf. 256¢3-5 where sex is called that choice theymagard as “blessedinakaristei.
14 Consider also Phaedrus’ disparagement of the pptiihsures and Socrates’ subsequent indication,
through his myth of the cicadas, of Phaedrus’ etitva to a death which comes unnoticed (258e1-269¢2
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After many such experiences of the beloved’s beauty, the black horse is tamed,
not by giving up sexual desire altogether (cf. 255e4-256al), but by becoming so
frightened at the sight of the beloved as not to act on it (254e5-8). It is at this point tha
the beloved, seeing “that he is served with all service as if equal to a gaddsr
“who has truly experienced this,” accepts the lover's company (255al-bl). The lover’
attainment of moderation permits his wholehearted service of the beloved. Wi i
be the lover’s service or use which leads the beloved to accept his comp2&%#aT), it
is the lover’s goodwill, or his subordination of his own desires for the sake of the
beloved, a subordination made much more manifest through his struggle with sexual
desire, which soon “astounds” the beloved. Through his goodwill, the lover, or “the god-
inspired éntheon friend” as he is now called, surpasses all others in the friendship he
offers (255b3-7). The lover thus seems to have a god wehth€on in virtue of his
goodwill, and, unsurprisingly, it is this goodwill which then renders the lover argaot
his beloved (cf. 256a3).

We may conclude then that the hopefulness which attends the lover’s falling in
love is due in no small measure to the goodwill his love demands of him, for by this
goodwill he may hope to attain both his beloved and some share of divinity. But Socrates
again highlights the limitation of such hope. He describes the beloved’s attragfiog s
that the flow of beauty, which Zeus in love with Ganymede named longing, enters and
fills the lover, so that the excess, as a breeze or echo springing back fromilsgmet

solid**®is borne back into the beloved (255c1-255c7, cf. 251¢6-7). Itis a beautiful

115 Contrast the mythical portrayal of the wind at B28..
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image of love’s reciprocation, but the result of what it describes is a §taiafasion for
the beloved: “then he loves, but he is perplexed as to what he loves” (255d3). Socrates
likens the beloved to one who has caught an eye disease and cannot state the cause, not
noticing that he is seeing himself in a mirror in the lover (255d3-6). The |loaythagl|
is nothing more than the reflection of the beloved’s beauty and what that beautytoneans
the lover*® Furthermore, the lover’s condition is likened to an eye disease, which he
passes to his beloved, which confirms that his own understanding of what he sees in the
beloved is fundamentally inadequate: his awe before the beloved is dependent on a
misunderstanding of the gods, in particular of their justice. It is not hard to se@dtow s
a misunderstanding would also attend his estimate of the goodwill which folloms fr
his awe.

From the point of view of self-knowledge, however, the beloved’s condition is
even worse. He has caught the eye disease, but he cannot name its source, whereas the
lover can surely name his beloved. The beloved is incapable of seeing that what he loves
in the lover is nothing more than his own beauty as reflected in the lover’s goodwill; the
beloved resists seeing that what attracts him to the lover is the lover' itdvenf for
seeing this would debase his own love for the lover—the lover could not then seem
divine. Furthermore, in Socrates’ view, the beloved loves and suffers “the sage thi
in the presence and absence of his lover as the lover does, but the beloved calls and thinks
his feelings for the lover are only those of friendship (255d3,6-8,e1-2). Socrates does

also say that the beloved has “return-loesitérotg, the image of eros, and that he

16 cf. Benardete (1991, 151).
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desires his lover “in nearly the same way but more weakly” (255d8-e3), butdms se

mark a difference in degree between the two, rather than the difference in kind the
beloved believes there to be. The beloved, therefore, unable to see or admit the source of
his attraction, is unaware of how great a change his soul has undergone. Tloistinferi

of the beloved to the lover is ultimately due to the beloved’s never having been struck by
beauty. Socrates then points to the beloved’s relatively weak sexual déis@ée at

conclusion of this passage (cf. 255e5-6 with 256a1-5), and we surmise that the lover’s
greater sexual desire is not an unimportant source of his greater eros ansémient

greater clarity about that eros.

This is not to deny, however, that Socrates endorses only such sexual desire as
occurs among the uncorrupted, that is, such sexual desire as occurs in those who will
moderate it with some measure of chastity, as Socrates indicates@ic¢hesion of his
speech. There, Socrates praises two ways of life, that of lovers who becarsepiters
and that of other lovers/ and in both of these there is to be a minimum of sex: there is
none for the philosophers (256a7-b3), and it should be rare for the others (256c¢1-7).
These other lovers cannot endorse sex whole-heartedly (256¢6-7), and this implies tha
despite their having indulged themselves, they retain the sense that love demands
something higher from them (cf. 256d1-2). The philosophers, on the other hand, display
self-mastery in their constant preference for a chaste relationghipmé another (cf.

256b1 with c6-7), and thus Socrates indicates that the freedom philosophy may offer

17 30crates calls this second way of life “honor hayi (philotimoi), perhaps because of the role he has just
indicated being loved, that is being esteemed optexd in some way, plays in erotic attraction.
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from divine madness is far from the license for the corrupt and brutish pursuit of sexua

pleasure.

The Palinode’s Conclusion

Socrates then concludes his speech again praising the superiority of philosophy
but also praising eros. As for the difference between the two, he says of philosophy only
that neither human moderation nor divine madness can provide a greater good (256b5-7),
while indicating that lovers who choose sex in the proper way carry off a prize for erot
madness (256d5-6). If this contrast were not sufficiently clear, Soaddsshat the
lovers of the later group also stay together in the afterlife (256el)easdre
philosophers’ greater prize contains no such reward (256b3-7). But while we have
emphasized the difference between philosophy and eros in order to counteract the
misleading thrust of Socrates’ rhetoric, we must not overlook the fact that€3oalso
genuinely praises eros, and the reason for such praise is not only the ennoblingftielight
eros that Socrates has described, which from virtually every point of view réowkees
blessing, but it is also the claim lovers may make to a truer awarenessséhes than
those too dissolute to experience love’s charms. For as we saw in the case of the
beloved, whose capacity to reciprocate love marks him as far from the most unértunat
many, perhaps all human beings feel, more or less dimly, the longings @btioé love,
but not all become fully aware of them. Many, perhaps fearing to admit thettrit ex

these longings and thus confront the difficult question of the possibility of their
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fulfillment, never really come to experience them so fully as lovers do, anchiey t

remain in the dark about what they deeply desire.

Chapter Two: Conclusion

We began our study of Socrates’ praise and blame of eroshh#seiruswith a
guestion from our study of tHeepublicas to whether and how eros is related to religious
beliefs, and Socrates’ palinode has gone some distance towards answering tibis. ques
The palinode does this by making the growth of the soul’'s wings, by which the soul is
taken to the gods, central to his depiction of the erotic experience, the expefience
falling in love. Socrates thereby confirms that eros is bound to religioe$ aed
deepens our understanding of this bond by suggesting that eros is in fact a source of
religious belief. By so doing, he makes it easier to understand why he would have
wished to destroy the erotic attachments of the guardians, for by rentlogipgssibility
of forming erotic attachments, Socrates would remove an important foundatiorn of suc
religious belief as would render the guardian’s acceptance of the thedlbgok two,
the theology suited to philosophic rule, impossible.

By noting the connection Socrates suggests between eros and religious belief, we
are also better prepared to understand the relation between Socratesdfgstand
speeches. Both speeches, as we have seen, suggest that there is a life higja¢othan t
lover, the philosophic life, and the irrational religious beliefs to which eros gseeane
the reason that a philosopher must cease to be a lover in the strict senserratioess i

religious beliefs also explain why eros merits both praise and blame. rBeetiné point
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of view of philosophy, eros is deficient; the error in which lovers live cannot be
wholeheartedly affirmed by the philosopher. But still, as the palinode als ek,

the error in which lovers live may be conducive to a philosophic education. The
awareness of mortality that lies at the bottom of the lover’s religiouddedien if it is

not made entirely explicit, brings lovers closer to the truth. Furthermoresi@egrcern

for the gods and their beloveds, together with their awareness of their incomplete
understanding of the gods, may spur them on to an investigation of their own moral and
religious beliefs, at the end of which they may know themselves and the world far bette
than they did before they first fell in love. Finally, with this insight into the gutais
character of love we can better understand why Plato prefaces Sawmvatettements

on love with that of Lysias. Lysias’ criticism of lovers masks an appehétodncern

for virtue and friendship with an appeal to self-interest, which means its ajgpeadds

on the unwillingness of some nonlovers to either admit openly their concern for
something beyond their own interest or to simply pursue their own self-interest.
Therefore, by understanding Lysias’ speech, we understand the defessivérthese
nonlovers whose lack of eros has not been attained through philosophic self-knowledge.
Thus, Lysias’ speech, by pointing to such nonlovers, helps us understand the genuine

superiority of lovers as Socrates presents it in his palinode.
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Chapter Three: Socrates’SymposiumSpeech

Introduction: On the Symposium’sRelation to thePhaedrus

A preliminary reading of Socrates’ speech in 8yeposiunconfirms the
conclusion we drew in our studies of fikaedrusandRepublicthat there is a
connection between eros and religious belief. Eros is classified as one ofrtkefor
divine madness in tHehaedrugPhdr. 244a5-245c1), and its role is to spur the growth of
the soul’'s wingsRhdr. 251bff.), which wings, in turn, carry the soul to the gdeisdf.
246d6-7). In hiSymposiunspeech, Socrates replaces divine madness with the demonic
realm: eros is defined asdlaimon(202d13, 203a7-8), and its function is to facilitate all
interaction between gods and human beings (202e2ff); it is thataigioneghat the
whole art of the priests, prophecy, and sorcery take place, as well aalatien and
conversation from gods to human beings (202e7-203a3). It is true that, just as in the
Phaedruswhere eros is considered one of a variety of forms of divine madness, the
Symposiumefers to manglaimonesbut eros is the onlgaimonever mentioned, and we
are therefore entitled to suspect that it has the same privileged placeis &tabunt of
the origins of religious belief here as it does inPh@edruswhere eros’ capacity to spur
wing growth is the source of such religious belief as provides a basis fohérdarns
of divine madness.

While confirming thePhaedrusteaching regarding the connection between
religion and eros, thBymposiunms considerably more open than Plgaedrusabout the

limits of such religious hopes as eros may arouse. This greater openness of the
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Symposiunaccords with an even more obvious difference between it arfthtelrus

in the Symposiunthe soul’s immortality is implicitly denied (cf. 208a7-d2As we saw

in the palinode, Socrates professed to believe in the soul’'s immortality so asetat pre

the experience and view of lovers, including especially their religiousfb¢iee pages
140-142 above); in thBymposiumwhere Socrates professes no belief in the soul's
immortality, we accordingly find greater openness about the limitatioredigiobus

beliefs. Thus, Socrates makes the climax of his speech, i.e., the ladder of lonbedes
the purification of erotic beliefs, and at the peak of this purification he inditaé one

who sees beauty truly will no longer imagine this divine beauty to partake, imagnpf

a bodily shape (212a5, 211c8-d1, 211a5-7), therefore implying that all lovers who do not
see true beauty do so imagine it. In other words, Socrates indicates that with the
purification of eros and the sight of true beauty comes the cessation of ibétiefgods

as they are conventionally understood Rtfdr. 246b5-d2). More open and perhaps

more fundamental is tHeymposium’srgument that eros is not a god, a position Socrates
refrained from stating in thehaedrugcf. Phdr. 242d9, e2). Eros cannot be a god,
because his lack of beauty and goodness, which follows from his desire for beanatiful
good things, does not accord with the happiness or self-sufficiency characudrike

gods (200e2-201b10, 202a6-202d5). This argument is explicitly made only about eros,
but, as Socrates’ mention of Agathon’s suggestion that “matters wergextay the

gods through love of beautiful things” serves to highlight (201a4-5, cf. 197b3-5), the

argument requires a revision of the ordinary understanding of the gods, a revision the

! See Hackforth (1950, 43-45).
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conclusion of which is expressed by Socrates’ later statement that “god doasgiet m

with human being” (203a1-2).TheSymposiumthe only dialogue Plato devoted to the
discussion of a gotlpresents an argument that suggests the perfection of the gods is
incompatible with any desire on their part, including therefore the desire fgotikeof

human beings. In this way, tisymposiunopenly confirms the conclusion we were

forced to draw in our interpretation of the palinode that the philosopher, the one who best
understands and imitates the gods, would be led by his understanding of the gods, an
understanding which he attains through the inquiry into the principles of their divinity

i.e., their perfection, away from complete devotion to his beloved (see pages 169-174
above).

Thus theSymposium’greater openness about the limits attending the religious
hopes characteristic of lovers is of a piece withRhaedrus’teaching of the unerotic
character of philosophy. Accordingly, tBgmposiunalso provides direct confirmation
of this teaching about philosophy, and it does so, in a way, far more openly. That is, if
the Symposium’sadder of love cannot be said to indicate openly the unerotic character of
philosophy—for it would seem to present philosophy as the highest form of eros—, it is
quite open about the tendency of philosophy to lead one away from love of another
human being. Socrates’ account of the ladder of love presents the education or
purification of eros, according to which one turns from loving one kind of beloved to
another higher kind, using each as the rung of a ladder (211c2), until one reaches the top,

at which point one finally sees true beauty (209e5ff.). At the point when one turns from

2 See Strauss (2001, 196).
% See Strauss (2001, 16).
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the love of a beautiful soul to the beauty of sciences, a turn after which only continued
strengthening is required for the attainment of the final rung (210d6-el)othee()

lover begins to consider the love of another human being petty and slavish (210d1-3), at
least in comparison to the higher beauty on which he has now set his sights.
Furthermore, this turn to the beauty of science occurs only after the lover retgyatee

the beauty of laws and practices in order to make his beloved better (210c2-4). Thus the
(former) lover turns away from his love of a beautiful human being only after having
undertaken such an investigation as would lead him to the true view of justice, thereby
confirming our interpretation of the palinode, according to which it is this view which
would lead away from such love of a beloved as entails complete dedicatiagdsee

pages 169-174 above).

Now, it is true that the ladder of love could seem to compensate for its greater
openness as regards the philosopher’s not being fully erotic towards another humgan bein
by its suggestion that the philosopher is erotic towards a higher, truer beauty, the
beautiful itself, but, if we look more closely at the description of the ladder of l@ve, w
find that no such eros of the beautiful itself is mentioned. That is, after the turn to the
beauty of the sciences, there is no further mention of any eros; the beautyctéribess
and the beautiful itself are beheld, but they are not said to be loved (210b7, d4, 7e4,
211b6, c8-d1, 2-3, el, 212al?5)t his speech’s conclusion, Socrates, it would seem,

uses eros in a specific sense, i.e., its ordinary sense, according to which e1®a mea

* See Benardete (1993, 196); Strauss (2001, 232-233)
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certain kind of attraction and care for other human beings (cf. 205448, by this
usage, Socrates suggests that philosophy is unerotic in the strict sense. Thus he can
conclude his speech saying only that it would not be easy to find a better helper than eros
for human nature (212b3-4), whose end is philosophy (211d1-3), for if the philosophic
activity were essentially the erotic fulfillment of eros, as the ladtewve could seem to
suggest, then there could be no better helper than eros, nor any possibility that such a
helper was dispensabie.

Thus, the ladder of love is the clearest source of the impression a reader might
also otherwise receive that Socrates’ speech iSyhgposiunoffers a lesser praise of
eros than his speech in tRhaedrus And Socrates confirms the truth of this impression:
whereas he concludes his speech irPthaedrusby saying he has given eros the greatest
praise of which he is capablerdr. 257a3-4), he concludes I8ymposiunspeech telling
Phaedrus to regard it as a praise of eros or whatever else he might wish tb name
(212c1-3), leaving its status as a praise ambiguous. It is true that bejomeitg his
speech, Socrates indicates that he will praise eros, but he does so only whifergxplai
that a proper praise should include only the most beautiful aspects of its subject (198d3-
199b4), and thus calling attention also to the fact that there are uglier afpacis. As
we have already to some extent seen, Socrates will hardly prove incapedllengf

more precise attention to eros’ various limitations in the course of his pri$s; does

® See Strauss (2001, 241).

® See Strauss (2001, 239-240).

"It is not even perfectly clear that Socrates peasito praise eros, for he indicates that a praisenly
selects the most beautiful aspects of its subjetcalso sets them down in the most seemly mani@8da-
6), and he then says he is only willing to saytthéh about eros, using terms and phrases in whatev
manner they chance to occur (199b3-5).
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the Symposiunoffer only this lesser praise? We may begin to answer this question by
noting that the&Symposium’grimary theme is unquestionably eros, wherea®taedrus
seems to be split between the treatment of eros and that of rhetoric. ThussSocrate
speech on eros in tihaedruss also presented as a piece of rhetd?lodf. 262¢10ff.),
whose purpose may be to persuade rather than to convey thétrdth271c10ff.), but
Socrates emphasizes that he will tell the truth irSymposiunf199a7-b3).

But this explanation of th8ymposium’greater truthfulness indicates, at most,
why Plato would have presented a less truthful treatment of erosPhdesirusit does
not explain why Socrates would have spoken differently on these two occasions. To
explain this, we must attend to the different dramatic contexts of Sogpeehes. The
most obvious difference in context is that Socrates’ audience Bythposiuntonsists
of considerably more people than in fleaedrus where only Phaedrus is present. The
audience in th&ymposiunseems to be a sample of the Athenian intellectual®aditel
Socrates’ speech manifests a particular interest on his part in engagingyriéhaadirus
(199b2-5, 208d2-6, 212b1-c3) but also Agathon and Aristophanes, the poets. For,
although Socrates criticizes all the previous speakers (198c5-199a3), he makes his
disagreements with the poets clear, first, by dialectically refutgathon (199¢3-201c9,
cf. 194a5-d7), then, by criticizing openly what would seem to be Aristophanes’ thesis
about eros (205d10-206a1, cf. 212¢4-6), and tacitly rejecting Agathon’s (208e2-5).
Indeed, that Plato wished to make Socrates’ contest with the poets a theme of the

dialogue is confirmed by the dialogue’s opening, where Agathon suggesia saontest

8 See Strauss (2001, 25).
° See Strauss (2001, 206).
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is coming (175e7-9), by the brief contest which occurs before Agathon’s speech-(194a
d7), and by the dialogue’s conclusion, where we are told that Socrates, apparently
victorious in the contest, is compelling the two poets to agree that the same man would
know both comedy and tragedy and that the one who was a tragic poet by art could also
be a comic poet (223c4-d6).

Now, we are not told the arguments by which Socrates is able to compel the poets
(223c6-d1), and the attempt to interpret the meaning of this final contest between
Socrates and the poets would, as it seems to me, take us beyond our focus on eros, but
perhaps we can discern something of what Socrates takes to be the superiorityagf his
of life to that of the poets by looking to his speech. For there, Socrates not only shdicate
his specific disagreements with the poets about eros, but he also implititigesitheir
way of life. That is, Socrates presents poetry as one form of the pursuitefifaeed,
the highest, when it is practiced by the greatest poets (209a4, 209c7-d4), and iresofar as
poet is content to live for the pursuit of fafl&Socrates indicates that he settles for a less
adequate fulfillment of his eros than does a philosopher who ascends the ladder of love
(cf. 209b7-c2 with 210c1-3). Socrates therefore indicates that the poets live with
insufficient attentiveness to the lack which eros seeks to fulfill (cf. 200d8-1AhoMYi
sufficient attentiveness to this lack, the poets would then be disposed to misconstrue the
manner in which eros attempts to fill this lack (cf. 203b7-8, 206e7-207a4), which
explains Socrates’ criticisms of their theses about eros. Furthermdineyaonfirm by

their choice of an erotic life based on fame, the poets fail to see with therity

19 ContrasPhaedrus276c3-277a4, where Socrates argues that one whwskie just, beautiful, and good
things may write, but only as a sort of play whiglsubordinate to philosophic learning and instact
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defectiveness of eros as a response to this need, a defectiveness whiclhopeeaises
the ascent beyond eros that Socrates describes in the ladder of love. Thuss’Soshate
to engage with the poets and show the inferiority of poetry to philosophy may have
compelled him to indicate more clearly the limitations of eros in this dialogue.
SocratesSymposiunspeech is, however, more directly a response to Phaedrus’
request for a praise of eros than it is an address to the poets (177a4-c4, 194d1-8), and
immediately before giving his speech, Socrates makes sure that Phaedrtisutapar
would like to hear the truth about eros (199b2-5). We must therefore raise the question
of how the teaching Socrates gives Phaedrus iByhgposiunms to be understood in
relation to Socrates’ attempt to educate him inRhaedrus To answer this question, it
would be of great help to know the dramatic dates of the two dialogues so as tthessess
order in which Socrates attempts to instruct Phaedrus. In the casé&ghtpesium
Agathon’s victory establishes a clear date of 416 for the original presentation of the
speeches (173a5- put thePhaedrusoffers no such clear evidence of its date. Indeed,
it would seem that such references as Plato provides to various historical ifigiines
Phaedrusrender impossible the attempt to establish a precise date: the dialogue would
have had to occur before 415 or after 403, because Phaedrus was exiled in the intervening
years; it would seem to be impossible for the dialogue to occur after 40dclaites
seems to speak of Sophocles, Euripides, and Lysias’ brother, Polemarchus, aaré they
alive (257b3-4, 268c5ff.), and the two poets died in 406 while Polemarchus died in 404;

yet if the dialogue is to occur before 415, it is hard to understand Socrates’ praise of

1 See Henderson (2001, 78); Strauss (2001, 18)s K20i02, 315).
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Isocrates’ rhetorical skills, for although Socrates says he igatitig, it is hard to see
how he would have merited such praise at approximately the age of twenty, asdhe woul
have been in 415 (278e10ff.), and it is also hard to see how Simmias, who is called young
in thePhaedo(89a), which takes place in 399, could have already been the cause of many
speeches as Socrates says he was iRltaedrus? Still, even if Plato felt free to refer
in thePhaedrudo historical events or people in a manner that is inconsistent with
historical fact, as he clearly did in his other dialogue devoted to rhetoriGotigéas*>
he chose one character, Phaedrus, to link his two dialogues on eros together, and he
therefore seems to raise a question for his readers about the effect #Soeaating
on Phaedrus. This question can only be answered by some indication of the order in
which Phaedrus received Socrates’ teachings, and it would therefore segroahamnly
be answered through a consideration of the order in which it would make sense for
Socrates to offer his two teachinsThat is, it seems to me we must consider the
content of what Socrates teaches in the two dialogues and its relation to Phaedrus’
character, in order to determine the order in which it would make sense for Starate
have presented these teachings to Phaedrus.

At the outset of th€haedrusas we have seen, Phaedrus praises an unerotic or

anti-erotic speecHPhdr. 235b1-5) and expresses doubts about the conventional beliefs in

12 See Hackforth (1952, 8); Nussbaum (1986, 229-2R6yve (1986, 13-14); Lutz (1990, 52); Nehamas
and Woodruff (1995, xiii); Strauss (2001, 18-19gilN (2002, 314).

13 See Dodds (1959, 17-18) on the impossibility d¢dlelishing the dramatic date of tBergias Consider
theMenexenugor the clearest evidence that Plato felt frepl&y with historical dates in his Socratic
dialogues, but, here again, it seems that Platbeslisis to understand something of the dramaticafdtes
Menexenus, i.e., that it would have occurred dftetysis Cf. Nails (2002, 319).

% Thus, while | agree with Hackforth (1952, 8), Ro{@886, 13-14), and Dodds (1959, 17-18) that Plato
did not consider himself bound by historical accyrim his dialogues’ references to other peoplevants,

| still think that he considered the dramatic datir his dialogues important at least insofar adfécts the
order in which Socrates taught others or learnethicethings himself.
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the gods RPhdr. 229c4-5, 242d10). Socrates then offers Phaedrus an enchanting praise of
eros and the gods. At the outset of 3ymposiumEryximachus reports that Phaedrus

has been repeatedly asking him why there is no famous praise for the god Eros (177a2-
c4), and Phaedrus then offers a praise of his own. Socrates’ response, when dontraste
with his palinode, is disenchantiny.Now, as we have seen from our interpretation of
thePhaedrusand a preliminary interpretation of Socrat8gmposiunspeech, Socrates
regards the less enchanting treatment of eros as the more truthful one, botragaalis
erotic enchantment as a useful beginning in a genuine education. In this ced&gt

sense that Socrates would offer the relatively unerotic Phaedrus thesgpeaise of eros

of which he is capable in order to arouse Phaedrus’ concern with eros, beforempyesenti
the harsher truth. By this account, Socrates’ palinode may be the source of Phaedrus’
request for the praise of eros in ®gmposium® Furthermore, | know of no reason why
Phaedrus, whose long term association with sophists and doctors marks him as unlikely

to be especially erotic or serious about piétyould have come to be concerned with a

15 Cf. Strauss (2001, 18, 53, 248). Strauss draespiposite conclusion about the order of$yenposium
andPhaedrusbased on a similar interpretation of Socratesesp in theSymposium Strauss apparently
reasons that Phaedrus beginsRhaedruswithout admiration of eros due to his hearinggpeeches in the
Symposiumand this presumably requires Socrates to leadd?ha to a somewhat more moderate view of
eros, perhaps to undo the damage his speech has dbis leaves unexplained why Phaedrus had come t
be so concerned with eros in the first place, a&rod his companions, the sophists, evidently Wer&a2-
c4). Furthermore, while | agree with Strauss alblogit concern with “gain” that he detects in Phasdr
Symposiunspeech (2001, 55-56, 282), this seems to me thebeesult of a lingering concern with gain
that has become a problem for him since hearingafes palinode.

18 Cf. Lutz (1990, 23-55). Lutz offers an interptaia of PhaedrusSymposiunspeech which presents
Phaedrus as expressing admiration of lovers wioildoting that there are such gods as could rewaid th
sacrifices (see especially page 38). Such a corarePhaedrus’ part is a plausible response to the
palinode, which makes prominent the lover’s williegs to sacrifice to the beloved while raising the
guestion of the character of the gods.

" On Phaedrus’ long term association with sophssteProtagoras315c,Phaedrus265dff.; on the

impious implications of such associations, seeef@mple Phaedrus229c6ff., and pages 132-133 above.
Consider also Phaedrus’ exile for impiety (see 2002, 232-234). On Phaedrus’ long-term associati
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praise of the god Eros on the assumption thaStmeposiuncomes first. On this
assumption, one must also explain why, if Phaedrus’ education is of concern to Socrates,
he would proceed from the more to the less true teaching. Finally, even ifeSocrat
makes hisSymposiunspeech without primarily considering Phaedrus’ education, how
could he then expect Phaedrus to take him seriously when he suggests that Eros is a god
in thePhaedrugPhdr. 242d9), having already so openly taught the opposite (202b6-
202d7)?

If, then, theSymposiunoccurs after th®haedruswe would expect to find some
trace of Socrates’ earlier teaching in PhaedByshposiunspeech. Without undertaking a
detailed analysis of Phaedrus’ spe&tive can still see some traces of Socrates’
influence. Phaedrus’ reference to eros as the cause of the greatest hoedsSecrates’
description of divine madness (178c2-3,Rifidr. 244a6-7), and Phaedrus’ speech
concludes with a reference to lovers having a god within themselves, reatnages’
formulation from the palinode (180bBhdr. 255b6). More substantively, Phaedrus
praises lovers despite or because of the great sacrifices which,»xaditidyenotes, their
love demands of them (179b4ff.), and, as we recall, this willingness to sacafice w
fundamental to Socrates’ praise of eros in the palinode. Furthermore, it ikalgodi
be this willingness that would most strike a nonlover who has been compelled by

Socrates’ palinode to take lovers seriously (see especially pages 159-167 disve)

with doctors, sePhaedrus227a2-b1, 268a8-Symposiunl 76d5-7, 223b6-Rrotagoras315c; on the
unerotic implications of such an association segepd 20-122 above and Strauss (2001, 218-219).
18 See Lutz for such an analysis (1990, 23-55).
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not, then, far-fetched to suppose that Phaedrus’ concern about eros and the praise he
gives it in theSymposiunare the result of his encounter with Socrates irPteeedrus

When Socrates gave his palinode, he knew that Phaedrus would try to use it to
provoke more speeches from othd?hdr. 228a5ff., 242a6-b5, 243d5-e2, 257b2-4).
Socrates suggested that the primary addressee of his palinode, after Paedlysias
(243d5-7, 257b2-4), and Plato never indicates what effect the palinode may have had on
him (although cfPhdr. 257¢c2-4), but by my hypothesis about the order of the dialogues,
the Symposiunpresents something of the palinode’s effect more generally: Socrates is
rewarded with a night of speeches on eros and the opportunity to make his own before a

new audience.

The Order of Socrates’ speech

Socrates’ begins hiSymposiunspeech by complementing the order in which
Agathon had suggested one should speak and indicating his intent to speak in that order
(199¢3-6, cf. 195a1-5). According to that order, Socrates will first discuss what sort
Eros is and then he will discuss his deeds. Socrates later repeats thatlboeiisgftthis
order (201d8-e2), and his speech roughly seems to follow it: first he indicatEsdbas
a daimon, and then he indicates his use for human beings (cf. 204c5-204d2). Yet a closer

inspection reveals that Socrates’ indication of Eros’ character is iakdpéom an

19 Agathon says he will indicate Eros’ gifts, whicbcBates replaces with Eros’ deeds, indicating abjiin
speech’s harsh treatment of eros.
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account of his deeds. Thus, the very classification of Eros as a daimon is explained by
reference to his power, or the role he plays as intermediary between gods and human
beings (202d13ff.), and once Socrates has turned to the question of eros’ use, the question
of what defines eros remains (204d5-6, 205a9-b2, 206b1-4). Now, if eros were a god, as
Socrates initially suggests and claims to have taken him to be (202b6-7), it would be
possible to know his character, perhaps through conversation with him, independently of
and prior to knowing his deeds; indeed, by such knowledge of his character one could
then explain his deeds by tracing them to their cause (cf. 195a2-3). But, atytloeitset

of the second part of his speech, the part occurring after the explicit dhscosEros’
character, which should therefore concern Eros’ deeds, Socrates dropealieo#t

treating eros as an independent being, whether a god or a daimon, and treats him as an
aspect of living human beings (204d3-6). In this case, eros would be inseparable from
“his” deeds, taking Eros’ deeds to mean the erotic activities of human beings. The
speech’s division occurs after the conclusion is drawn that Eros is not a god (268d7), a
thus it actually seems to be divided between a disproof of Eros’ divinity and an argument
which shows of what use eros may be to human beings despite its lack of divinity.
Socrates’ statement of the order he should follow and his subsequent failure totfollow i
then highlights the fact that he alone of 8yanposiunspeakers explicitly rejects the

conventional view that eros is a god.

% Thus, the section of the speech following the tusion that eros is not a god and prior to the tioe®f
his use for human beings (202d8-204c6) is alreadgtmpt by Diotima to indicate eros’ use for hama
beings, which Socrates does not yet understanavhaiuh therefore requires the speech’s second phrt (
especially 202e2-203a8). See Strauss (2001, 198).
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There is an even more obvious division in Socrates’ speech: the division between
his conversation with Agathon, with which the speech begins, and his speaking on his
own. When Socrates lets Agathon go and speaks on his own, he recounts his education
under the tutelage of Diotima (201d1ff.). This education consists in a series of
conversations between Socrates and Diotima (cf. 207a5-6). Thus Socrates’pebaole s
consists in his conversation with Agathon on the one hand and his presentation of his
conversations with Diotima on the other. These two sets of conversations are united by
Socrates’ beginning his account of his conversations with Diotima at the pointhehere
had left off with Agathon (201d6-8). That is, Socrates once held the same views as
Agathon had, and Diotima had refuted Socrates as he had refuted Agathon (201e3-6).
Thus, Socrates’ conversation with Agathon presents the first stage of hasiedwnder
Diotima?* Why then does Socrates divide his speech between his conversation with
Agathon and those with Diotima? Socrates’ conversation with Agathon is primarly
refutation of Agathon, and Socrates’ may have desired to make such a refutatioly publicl
not only as part of his broader desire to compete with the poets that we have already
discussed, but also to break any spell that Agathon’s beautiful speech, the spsech gi
immediately prior to Socrates’, may have cast on the audience (cf. 198al-7, bheb). T
why introduce Diotima after having refuted Agathon?

By presenting his education under Diotima, Socrates necessarily distanseff hi

from its teaching: the views expressed are primarily those of Diotimainiaias

2 See Lutz (1998, 84).
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apparently a fictional charact€rand Socrates attributes to her such wisdom as enables
her to postpone a plague with sacrifices (201d3-5). By giving Diotima suchypries
gualities, he presents a speaker who can deny the conventional religiousWtliefs
greater propriety than could Socrates. Thus, while Socrates leads Agathon upoiatthe
from which the divinity of eros could be refuted (201c4-5), he leaves it to Diotima to
draw the final conclusion (202d5). Socrates’ presentation of his speech in the form of a
series of conversations thus serves to hide his responsibility for his own te&ehwnidj

tell the truth, but in fact he says little in his own name: his conversation with Agathon
follows from the premises to which Agathon agrees (200e7-9, 201d6-7), premises which,
as we shall see, Socrates no longer shares, and his conversations with Diotima show
primarily her views and his youthful objections to these vigWwstill, Socrates says at

the conclusion of his speech that he is persuaded by Diotima’s teaching, whereas he
makes clear at numerous points throughout her teaching that he had not yet been
persuaded by it. The teaching as a whole, or its final part, may thereforatedegs
satisfactory to the mature Socrates, but Socrates presumably includadithestges of

his education to show how they lead to or prepared him for the final stage. Thus, we
must examine each earlier part of the education, trying to see how itlbisitsel

incomplete and thereby points to the rest.

22 See Nusshaum (1986, 177); Nehamas and Woodrs(2d-xiii, 45). Cf. Dover (1980, 137).
% See Lutz (1998, 84).
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Socrates’ Refutation of Agathon

The most prominent purpose of Socrates’ initial conversation with Agathon is his
refutation of Agathon. Agathon’s speech had asserted both that Eros is beautiful and
good and that Eros loves beauty (195a7, 197b3-5, 8-9), and Socrates shows that Agathon
holds that to love something implies desiring that thing and to desire is to lack what is
desired (200a2-b3, e2-9). It follows quite simply then that Eros lacks beautys and a
Socrates shows, since Agathon also regards the good things as beautiful, etbe lacks
good things (201a2-c5§. Thus Agathon contradicts himself. Yet Socrates’ presentation
of this rather straightforward argument is not quite so simple. In the middie of t
argument, after indicating the “wondrous necessity” that one desire onlyonéédcks
(200a8-b3), Socrates notes an apparent exception to this necessity (200b4-5, 9ff.), which
forces him to indicate more precisely what he means by desire. This mase prec
determination, in turn, permits Socrates to introduce quietly a definition of erosliagcor
to which eros would not necessarily simply lack its object (200d8-10). Agathon’s
refutation accordingly depends on his own obliviousness to the character of eros to which
Socrates is pointing. Thus we may say that the most manifest refutation of Agathon
conceals a subtler criticism of his understanding of eros.

Socrates’ more precise determination of what he means by desissfsianthe

following consideration. Someone possessing such desirable qualities ah steeet,

4 This is Socrates’ first indication of the relatibetween beauty and goodness, which will become the
primary question as the speech progresses. Ssciads not simply take for granted the relatiorgssted
here, but makes sure that Agathon agrees to it@8)L Also, Socrates’ formulation allows thatrénenay
be beauties which are bad, while requiring of angdything that it also be beautiful.
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health, or wealth might suppose that despite possessing these qualities heralso desi
them (200b9-d7). Socrates then undertakes to correct such a person by drawing a
distinction between desiringgithumed and wishingl§ouloma); according to this
distinction, one may not desire what one already has, for one necessarify’ bas done
may wish to have in the future what one already has in the present (200c3-d6)., That is
Socrates denies that one may desire to possess in the future what onehalseady
allows that one may wish for it. A desire must be for what is currently lackdd, a
Socrates’ distinction is thus between a current lack and a lack that is ontyegkp&he
distinction between desire and wish therefore has its basis in the forethought on which the
expectation of a lack depends; desires may be felt simply from the lacknething, but
wish requires reflection on one’s condition.

After distinguishing between desire and wish, Socrates offers a definitionsof e
which includes both. He says, “then this is to love that, what is not yet availahienfor
nor what he has, these things [goods such as health, wealth, and strength] begug secur
and present for him in the future” (200d7-10, cf. 200c5-d6). It is a difficult statement t
interpret, but it clearly suggests a complexity in the object or objectesifenos
includes both a desire for what is not yet present and the security of such goods as may
already be present. Itis true that Socrates goes on to treat erbetogdt desire as if

both were simply of what one lacks (200e2-5), but this serves rather to complete his

% Socrates argues that one cannot desire what arieelcause it is necessary to have it, “whether one

wishes or not” (200¢3-5), suggesting that one ci wot to have what one necessarily has, andliiere
implying, as he later seems to confirm (cf. 205a&ith 206a9-10), that wishes may be for the impussi

(cf. Aristotle’sNichomachean Ethick111b22-23).
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refutation of Agathon. As we shall see, eros is a complex phenomenon including both
desire and wish.

Although Agathon agrees to Socrates’ suggestion that eros contains both simple
desire and the more reflective wish (200e1), he does not object when Socrates concludes
that eros is simply of what one lacks (200e7-201al), and we therefore can see that
Agathon overlooks the reflective element in eros to which Socrates has been pointing.
This oversight on Agathon’s part is presumably connected to the error which Socrates
will later suggest attends his thesis about eros, a thesis that Socrates mrda.shahat
eros is of the beautiful. For here, Socrates suggests that eros includes adesaatfy
(201a9-10), but also that it seeks to guarantee the permanent possession of such good
things as one already has, and later Socrates or his Diotima will suggesois not
exactly of beauty but of begetting in the beautiful; according to this definitiodetiee
for beauty would only be a part of the phenomenon of eros (206e2-5, cf. 206e7-207a4).
Now, in overlooking the reflective aspect of eros, Agathon draws the conclusionothat er
simply lacks beautiful and good things, but it is not clear that Socrates shares thi
conclusion (cf. 201e7). Indeed, since wish depends on some reflection on one’s
condition, it entails some self-knowledge and is presumably educable in a wagthat m
desires are not, and it would seem to be for such self-knowledge and educability of eros
as permits a lover to ascend the ladder of love that Socrates ultimatetisregss as a
good possession for human beings, if not an unqualifiedly good one. Therefore, by
simply identifying eros with the desire for beauty, Agathon overlooks the comtnbut

that eros may offer to the attainment of the human good.
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Eros as the Intermediate

Socrates’ argument against the conclusion which has just been drawn, that eros is
neither good nor beautiful, begins with the classification of eros as an intatenkding.

Eros is intermediate, first of all, between beauty and ugliness, goodness and badnes
(202b2-5), then between mortal and immortal (202d11), and finally between wisdom and
ignorance (204b4-5). That Eros is such an intermediate is the first lessoodizdeS
presents himself receiving as he turns his speech explicitly to his ietucatier

Diotima. Having been shown that Eros is neither beautiful nor good as he just showed
Agathon, Socrates asks Diotima if she does not therefore regard Eros asdugiga
(201e8-9). Such a view follows if one regards anything lacking goodness and beauty as
bad and ugly, and Diotima first leads Socrates to affirm emphatically teas this view
(201e10-202al). It seems that Socrates’ longing for the good and beautiful is sitch tha
leaves him not only unsatisfied by but contemptuowsngthing lacking the goodness

and beauty he desires. We shall receive confirmation later that Sberat&sconcern

for the beautiful and good may lead to disregard of the more qualifiedly good and
beautiful things available to us.

Diotima apparently convinces Socrates that Eros need not be bad and ugly by the
analogy she offers according to which correct opinion, because it obtains tiutkitwit
supporting itself with reason, is in between wisdom or knowledge and ignorance (202a2-
10). That is, she shows Socrates something that attains something of what kse desire

(truth) but not so fully as he would most wish to attain it. While this convinces Socrate
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that Eros need not be bad and ugly, it does not convince him that Eros is an intermediate.
For he responds to Diotima’s suggestion of the intermediate character of trwsppini
perhaps encouraged by Diotima’s apparent endorsement of offitipisaying that all

believe Eros to be a great god (202b6-7). Then, when she has shown him that opinion is
not simply to be trusted, and that he does not believe that Eros is a god (202b8-d7),
Socrates persists in trying to find out what Eros is (202d8ff.), and he evidentipsema
sufficiently unsure of its intermediate status that once the part of thersative which

is to indicate Eros’ sort or character is complete, he still wonders of wih&ras might

be to human beings (204c7). As we could have anticipated from the above account of
Socrates’ dialogue with Agathon, Eros’ status as an intermediate does nahaidaros

is between the beautiful and ugly and the good and the bad simply by simply being none
of these, rather, Eros is intermediate since he is lacking a compfetal @ood or has

some defect while still being useful, and in this qualified sense, good. In fatm®i

has already indicated, if in an obscure manner, Eros’ use, when she answered Socrates
guestion as to Eros’ power ag@mon the class to which she says Eros belongs after
showing that he is not a god (202d13-203a8).

As already mentioned, the argument that Eros is not a god follows easilyhrom t
conclusions Socrates was led to draw when he was refuted as Agathon had been, but the
manner in which Diotima shows Socrates that Eros is not a god makes clear exactl
which of his beliefs prevent Socrates from holding on to his belief that Eros is?a god.

Diotima shows Socrates that his conviction that Eros desires and thereforedaakful

% See Lutz (1998, 85).
27 Cf. Lutz (1998, 85-86).
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and good things, and his conviction that gods, being happy, possess beautiful and good
things, together render it impossible to maintain his belief that eros is a god-(2)2c6
That is, Socrates maintains his belief in the attributes conventionallpedto Eros and
he maintains his belief in the perfection ascribed to the gods, and therefore heveust g
up his belief that Eros is a god. Neither Diotima nor Socrates explain whgt&oorust
retain the particular opinions which he does, but we may wonder if any other response
could be consistent with religious belief. If Socrates denied the perfection afdbe g
could he still hold such imperfect gods as worthy of worship or even of being called gods
(cf. 202c7-8)? And if he denied the deeds conventionally ascribed to Eros, what, if
anything, could “Eros” still mean to him when he believed “Eros” to be a god? As
indicated above, by recalling Agathon’s earlier suggestion that the othealgodiesire
beauty (201a4-5, 197b3-5), we can see the implications of the considerations Diotima
raises for conventional piety in general.

These implications manifest themselves in Socrates’ speech almostiigbey.
First, when Diotima tells Socrates that Eros @&aamon she explains the need for
daimonedo act as intermediaries between gods and human beings, by noting that gods
do not mingle with human beings (203al-2); we infer that gods would not so mingle
because of their perfectidh. If we consider, however, that this perfection requires that
gods not desire, and therefore that they desire nothing of or for human beings, then it is
hard to see why gods would care for human prayers or offerings or have any

commandments or requitals for humans, regardless of Eros’ activity as an diééeme

% See Lutz (1998, 87).
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(cf. 202e3-5). Diotima then confirms that she has followed out this reasoning by the
story she tells next of Eros’ birth.

According to this story, Eros descends from Resource, the god, and Poverty or
Need Penig (203c5, b2-3). Itis clear that Need is not a goddess (203b2-4), and, as her
name suggests, she is distinguished by her poverty (203b4, 7-8, c6-d3), which seems to
mark her as a mortal. Whatever she may be, it is necessary for Resoutogety ac
much unlike a true god, getting drunk and falling asleep in Zeus’ garden, for Need to
produce a child with him (203b5-c33. It seems to be necessary that eros descend from
both Need and Resource, because otherwise Eros would seem to be simply impoverished
and therefore incapable of fulfilling his role as intermediary (cf. 203c5fft)Dimtima
undermines the understanding of Need as pure poverty by her description of Need’s
activity. According to Diotima, Neeccbntriving because of her own lack of metms
make a child from Resource, lay down beside him and conceived Eros” (203b7-cl).
Need turns out to be quite resourceful, and it is unclear what role, if any, Resource
actually plays in Eros’ origin; Need merely lies down beside him. Diotintaryg of
Eros’ birth therefore suggests not only that it is not possible for an imperfegt!ibe
Eros to descend from a god, but also that mere Need, since she is aware of hersneedines
may suffice as a parent of Eros. Thus, when Diotima lists Eros’ traits,fesheteEros’
having his mother's nature (203d3), but she never says he has his father's®hature,

referring only to some of Eros’ traits, traits which emphasize his regolmess but

% See Lutz (1998, 87).
30 We shall see later why Diotima does refer to Eomshing back to life “by means of the nature of his
father” (203e3).
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could believably stem from his mother, according to Diotima’s description &f ber,
being in accord with his father (203d4-8). It is therefore possible that Eros mak/ent
mortal origins>

Thus, the proof that Eros is not a god proves to be the beginning of a development
at whose conclusion eros comes to be treated merely as a charactesistivtgrof
human beings. That is, after Diotima has explained Eros’ character and oadindw
the following passage. Diotima asks Socrates “in what respect is Erosutifllea
things” (204d4)? Perhaps Socrates by now can no longer understand the question,
referring as it appears to do to Eros as an independent being; in any eventa Diotim
rephrases it, saying, “but this way is clearer: the one loving the bedonés—, what
does he love?” (204d5-6). Diotima no longer treats eros as a being, whether a god or a
daimon which itself loves; instead she treats eros as the longing of human¥bards,
eros is treated in this way for the remainder of the speech. According to ®sofiroof
that eros is not a god, it is impossible for immortals to mix and therefore, it would see
to reveal themselves to human beings. In this case, a question arises as totbé orig
human belief in such gods as would reveal themselves. A strictly human origin of the
gods must be discovered. Diotima accordingly answers this question by poirgnog;to
Diotima’s description of eros after she has proved that it is not a god, that is, her
description of erosdaimonicpower, suggests that eros is the human longing which

provides for such belief in the gods as provides a basis for “all divination...and tfe art

31 See Strauss (2001, 194, 227).
32 Cf. Strauss (2001, 193-195).
33 Cf. Strauss (2001, 199).
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the priests, of those concerning sacrifices, rites, enchantments, and the whole of
divination and sorcery” (202e7-203al). In this case, Diotima’s earlier indicatioertdsa
is neither mortal nor immortal but intermediate between the two can only meanaha
is responsible for such beliefs as humans have in immortals (202d8-11, 203d8-e1). For,
however many times eros may die and come back to life, as Diotimasatsdeds
(203e1-3), these deaths and rebirths are of a human’s longing, and therefore eros is
ultimately as mortal as each of the beings of which it is an attributeiatyac

Taking eros as a human longing, we can also begin to interpret Diotima’s
suggestion about eros’ relation to Aphrodite. Diotima claims that Eros was born on
Aphrodite’s birthday (203c1-3), and, since we are taking eros to be a human longing we
seem to be entitled to treat Aphrodite similarly, taking her to reprapénbdisia or
sexual pleasure. Diotima gives two reasons that Eros is a follower of Aphfosditde
is born on her birthday, and secondly, he is concerned with the beautiful and she is
beautiful (203c1-4). Eros’ connection with sexual pleasure is therefore ingihgldice
accidental™ the onset of sexual desire (which brings with it the anticipation of sexual
pleasure) happens to provide an opportunity for our need to become aware of itself, and
this response to our neediness is eros (cf. 206¢3-4, 209b2-3). Secondly, the beauty of
sexual pleasure or, more likely, the beauty of the beloved with whom one seeks such
pleasure plays a crucial role, as we shall have eventually to explain, itttipgros to

acknowledge our neediness, and the manner in which it permits this acknowledgment

3 See Strauss (2001, 192-193).
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determines much of the character of the erotic experience (cf. 206¢4-5, 209bBh)s
eros is hardly identical to sexual desire, and Diotima emphasizes ratsietoé in
leading us to the gods (¢hdr. 250e1ff., 246d6-7).

In this section of the speech, however, Diotima also calls attention to another role
of eros, a role which Socrates could more unqualifiedly regard as useful, i.e., a
philosophic role. The traits Diotima ascribes to eros seem to be not merely those
appropriate to a description of resourceful neediness; they also seem to d&scrites,
in particular: Eros is poor, tough, shoeless, desirous of and well-provided withadractic
wisdom, plotting to obtain the beautiful and the good (203c6-d7, cf. 174a3-4, 213b9-c5,
e3-4, 220alff., 223a6-8§. And eros’ always being at home with need reminds of
Socrates’ famous self-knowledge, i.e., his awareness of his ignorangpdldfgy21b-
23c). Eros is between wisdom and ignorance, and we learn that this too is where
philosophers dwell (203e5-204a4). Finally, we are told that eros is a philosopher (203d7,
204b2, 4).

When Diotima claims that Eros is a philosopher, it is in response to Socrates’
guestion, “who are the philosophers?” (204a8-9). It is not immediately clear why
Socrates asks this question here, in the midst of a treatment of eros’ echardadte
comes immediately after Diotima’s claim, which Socrates repeatsking the question,
that philosophers are neither wise nor ignorant, but aware of their ignorance @204al-
When we recall Diotima’s earlier suggestion that it is correct opinion thatuwgeen

wisdom and ignorance (202a2-9), it appears that Socrates wonders how such knowledge

% Cf. Lutz (1998, 88).
% Cf. Lutz (1988, 88).
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of ignorance as characterizes philosophers differs from any other agpneictn, for
surely some have correct opinions without being philosophers. Diotima’s response,
however, does nothing to remedy this confusion, for she does not distinguish the
philosophers, instead claiming that Eros is one of them and repeating the forrhula tha
philosophy is between wisdom and ignorance (20461 B)otima does, however, give a
reason for Eros’ being a philosopher, and this reason indicates something of the
connection between eros and philosophy. She says, “for wisdom is of the most beautiful
things, and Eros is love concerning the beautiful, so thah@dsssaryor Eros to be a
philosopher” (204b2-4). This could seem to mean that because wisdom is among the
most beautiful things, and because Eros loves beauty, one form of eros must be eros of
wisdom, i.e., philosoph$? But it would not benecessaryhat eros be a philosopher if
wisdom were only one of the most beautiful things. We therefore should interpret the
sentence to mean that wisdom is of or about the most beautiful things. In this case, Eros
would seek to obtain wisdom, i.e., to philosophize, because Eros is not merely concerned
with beauty, but, as Diotima also tells us in the passage, its object, the belolked, is t
truly beautiful {o toi onti kalor), and therefore eros would need wisdom about beauty in
order to distinguish true from merely apparent beauties (cf. 212a3-5). With erfios mus
come something of the philosophic concern to discover the truly beautiful.

Diotima’s discussion of eros’ character does not fail, however, to raise aquest
as to the extent to which eros may be philosophic. Diotima allows that wisdom is

possible for human beings (204al, 203a4-6), and indeed, she seems to point to such

37 Cf. Strauss (2001, 195).
38 Cf. Dover (1980, 143).
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wisdom as the mature Socrates claims to possess in her discussion daienosiic

power. That is, while deprecating all other wisdom as vulgar, Diotima praisesdhe

who is wise concerning thdaimonicrealm as @aimonicman (203a4-6). These
daimonicmen are not those whoa# works through the action of tlimimonesas that

of the priests does (cf. 202e7-8 with 203a5). Socrates’ claim to possess knowledge of
eros apparently then refers to his possession of precisetjaimenicwisdom (177d7-8,
198d1-2)*® Unless one wishes to deny that Socrates is a philosopher, it seems one must
admit that philosophers may be wise in some matters while only being awhedr of t
ignorance about others. Indeed the ladder of love, by inserting philosophy at the point
where one sees the beauty of the sciences and something of the truth about beauty
(210c6-d6), seems to suggest that philosophy is characterized by the possessi@n of som
wisdom about beauty. On the other hand, Diotima’s characterization of eros as such a
thoroughgoing intermediate would seem to speak against eros’ ever attasdogw
(203e3-5). That is, while Diotima brings out eros’ awareness of its neediness as a
philosophic aspect of eros, her indication of eros’ failure to attain wisdom seenask

eros’ awareness of its need as an incomplete awareness. Furthermonme Bugfgests

that eros is not only such as to arise when one believes that one is in need, but also that
eros only arises when the resources needed for its fulfillment appeaniailable; she

says that Eros lives when he has resources (203e2). Since, however, eros is by nature
never fulfilled (203c6, d3, 203e3-5), we must wonder if those resources which give eros

life are genuine resources; they are never sufficient resources ts fikéd. Diotima

39 Cf. Theaged 28b1-4Lysis204b5-c2Charmidesl55d4-e2.
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would seem to confirm that they are not genuine resources, at least not all ,ofvtieam

she says that after Eros dies (apparently from lack of resources), heitienlzack to

life again “by means of the nature of his father” (203e2-3). For Eros’ fateaeaall,

was a fictitious god, and, while it makes sense that the belief in such a god coulé provi
eros the encouragement needed to flourish, i.e., that the assistance of a such acdjod woul
permit eros’ fulfillment, Diotima and Socrates have argued that such a gopdssible.

And Diotima confirms that the erotic need is ultimately for such a god by congltids
section of the speech saying that what Socrates believed eros to be wathm dagtct

of eros, for Socrates took eros to be not only “beautiful, graceful, perfect, aretbless

but also a caring god (204c1-5, cf. 201e3-5, 202b6-7).

Diotima’s refusal in this section of the speech to distinguish the philosophers from
others with correct opinion is therefore in keeping with her presentation of Eros as a
philosophef* for eros is only ambiguously philosophic. As the awareness of a need and
therefore a form of self-knowledge, eros is philosophic. On the other hand, eros is an
incomplete awareness of a need because it comes with the irrational hitygerfeed’s
fulfillment, and it is therefore an incomplete awareness because it is rmet @iwae
irremediable character of the need. Thus, Diotima says not only that eros is epgbt@tos
but also that he is a “terrible sorcerer, druggist, and sophist” (203e8). Diotima’s
indication of the incompleteness of the erotic awareness of need is therefas stefd
towards explaining eros’ other role, that of linking men to the gods. It is onlyshe fi

step because Diotima will have to indicate not only the human need for caring gods but

0 Cf. Strauss (2001, 197).
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also what makes credible such gods as are in the final analysis impossible.cipatanti
we may expect that what remains unexplained, eros’ lialpboodisiaand to beauty,

will play a crucial role in completing the account.

Before turning to the next section of Socrates’ speech in which eros’ connection
to the beautiful and the good becomes the theme, let us first see what we can understand
of Agathon’s initial mistake, a mistake that Diotima has now indicated both Soarate
the many also make (203c6-7, 204c1-3), according to which eros is mistaken for its
object, the beautiful beloved. That the many should make such a mistake could seem to
need little explanation, for Diotima indicates that it is characteristiceoignorant to be
unaware of their own insufficiency, and therefore also that of their eros,eltspit
being neither beautiful nor good (204a4-6). But even this is strange, for should not the
lack of the good, as opposed e.g., to the lack of knowledge of the answer to a
mathematical question, be felt regardless of one’s ignorance (cf. 211H8e®)& further
explanation of this ignorance is necessary. We have seen that eros, despiterite pow
open us to our need, may also be such a source of ignorance. For it is characteristic of
eros to arise together with the promise that its fulfillment is avajlablé although this
means that eros could not supply us with a sense of complete self-sufficiemcgusal
implies also a greater sense of sufficiency than is truly warrantedhdnwobrds, it is in
keeping with erotic longing that the vast gulf separating lover and beloved sippear
smaller to the lover than it really is. Furthermore, because she sutipgests0s, which

is a response to a need, only arises when the prospect of its fulfilmenttedsms
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available, Diotima implies that prior to eros’ arousal this need is unfelt. Buipces

this need must be somewhat felt, however little that feeling may be acknowledge
Diotima later confirms (205a5-8, 206c1-3, 209a8¢3)n this case, when eros does

arise with its promise of fulfillment, it brings lovers closer (in theirgmation) than

they have ever been to what they have long needed. It would therefore be no surprise if
lovers then attribute to eros something of its fulfillment and consider erosfoeand

good.

Now, in attributing something of eros’ fulfilment to eros, one overlooks or sees
inadequately the need to which eros is a response. This oversight was the n®re subt
error of Agathon to which Socrates pointed in his conversation with him (see page 201
above). In that discussion, Agathon'’s failure to see this need permitted him to hold not
only that eros is beautiful and good but also that eros is neither beautiful nor good. It
permitted him to do so because it meant that he did not see the true goodness of eros,
when he took eros to be the mere desire for beauty. Thus, when Socrates called attention
to the lack of beauty characteristic of desire, Agathon had no further defense of eros
(201c6-7). It would seem that eros’ capacity to conceal from lovers the need thatwhic
is itself a response leaves lovers to waver regarding the goodness of eros,ihtidieg
simply good when they are under its spell, and when their eros wanes, inclining them

towards a view according to which eros simply lacks goodness. We shall sed¢Hhzelow

*LIn the latter two references, Diotima notes thatmay long be pregnant in soul prior to the oneras.
That those pregnant in soul are only then abléu® lgirth, once eros emerges, confirms that thestgume
their pregnancy until such hopes as eros provideswailable (cf. 206c4-d3, 209b3). In this cdlse,prior
refusal to attempt to beget indicates some awasenfebie need to which eros is a response.
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difficulty that the young Socrates, whose eros, as Diotima eventuddlyigglis not yet

purified (211d5-8), has in coming to see how a longing for beauty could be good.

Eros for Beauty and the Good

From the outset of the next section of the speech, in which Diotima sets out to
explain the goodness of eros, the question of eros’ connection to the good is prominent.
Diotima, taking for the time being Socrates’ view that eros is simply of pé204d2-3,
cf. 206e2-5), shows Socrates his confusion attending this view. First, she askssSocrat
what the one loving beauty loves, and when he answers “that beauty come to be for him,”
she points out that the answer needs further explanation: what is it that one obtains in
obtaining the beautiful things (204d5-9)? Socrates acknowledges that more eaplanati
is needed, but he cannot provide it (204d10-11); he believes we love beautiful things for
some additional reason, i.e., that we do not simply love them merely for the sake of
having them, but he cannot say why. Diotima then makes the mystery surrounding
beauty greater by her next question, for she substitutes the good for the beaditiful a
shows Socrates that he can answer to his own satisfaction why we love goodttigngs:
by possessing good things that we are happy, and happiness seems to be the complete or
final answer to the question of why we love (204e1-205a4). Whereas the connection
between good things and happiness is clear to Socrates, he sees no necessity that t
happy attain beauty (cf. 202c10-11, but cf. also c7-8). Furthermore, since Socrates

regards happiness as the complete answer to the question of why we wishhioigany
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his failure to see the connection between happiness and beauty leaves the love of beauty
mysterious.

Thus, while Socrates does not regard beauty as necessary for happiness or
therefore the love of beauty as a part or form of the pursuit of happiness, he is also
inclined to view all love as love of the good. Diotima brings this out next by attaining
Socrates’ agreement that eros and the wish for happiness is common andsdekt tle
good for themselves always (205a5-8). While one could hold that all seek the good for
themselves always and also that some sometimes also love things that amaairg
are not loved as goods, as Socrates seems to regard beautiful things, Socratets does
take this position. For when Diotima suggests next, hypothetically, that allsalovaey
the same things, Socrates does not object (205a9-b1). As we shall have to explain
eventually, Socrates’ belief in the prevalence of the wish for happiness absoune
him the belief he also has that love of beauty is not a part or kind of the love of good
things. Therefore, Socrates is at a loss when Diotima asks him why we orslgroall
human beings lovers (205a9-b3), for this is a question he could at least have begun to
answer if he recalled the difference suggested just before betweelatioaseof
beautiful and good things to happiness.

Rather than calling Socrates’ attention to his conflicting opinions about the eros
for beautiful things, Diotima responds to Socrates’ perplexity by telling hirtonot
wonder and then offering an explanation of our usage of the term “lexeas,(
according to which we cut off one part of the whole eros for good things and happiness

and give to this portion the name of the whole, while giving other names to the other
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parts (205b4-5, d1-8). Diotima likens this usage of eros to thpiesis(poetry or
making); according to Diotima, the whole cause for the going from non-being inp bei
of anything ispoiesis so that the works by all the arts are makimpgeéeiy and all the
craftsmen of these are makers or poptsgtal), although only those concerned with
music and meter are called poets (205b7-9).

Diotima’s definition of poetry is odd, as her very explanation of it suggests, for
she claims first that the whole cause of anything coming into being iy poetithen she
limits poetry to the works of craftsmen. Surely she cannot mean that those theing
are not generated by humans are generated by divine craftsmen, giveniéredisprbof
of such gods as would have any need to make anything. Diotima could have simply
referred to all human production and noted that only some forms of this are callgd poet
By doing so, she would have called attention not so much to the generating aspect of
human production as its purposive character according to which the beings it bongs int
existence are understood to exist for some purpose. Instead, Diotimarsfapyto the
way human production produces beings, but, by so doing, she tacitly points to what may
be the source of poetry’s distinct status among human productions. For such beings as
poetry produces may have a very different status from both those generatedthgthe
arts and those generated by natural processes. The products of poetry rkay telia
not so much beings as imitations of beings; poems are certainly not merely theadfounds
music and meter or the colored shapes of letters drawn on papgeegablic597d11-
e8). In other words, poetry may be a form of making which, in a sense, does not produce

beings. In this case, Diotima’s example may be one in which she gives to aclalsele
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the name of an activity that does not really belong to that class. We have selealland s

see further that there is reason to doubt that all pursuit of the good should be called eros.
Regardless of how we ought to interpret Diotima’s example of poetry, we must

note that Socrates has more confidence in Diotima’s account of the usageoftzoet

he does in her analogous explanation of eros, as his responses show (cf. 205c¢3, 10 with

d9). Diotima’s claim is that “all desire for good things and being happy ig¢ategt

and deceitful eros for everyone” (205d1-3), but this very formulation suggestbehat s

conflating unlike things. In keeping with the distinction Socrates had drawn in his

conversation with Agathon between wish and desire (200b4-d6), Diotima had just

referred to our “wish” for happiness (205a2-7), thereby indicating the ptevhself-

reflection entailed by the longing for happiness as opposed to any meesfdeaigood

thing, but she now refers to our desire for happiness. It was presumably alst-this se

reflective character of wish which justified Diotima’s earlier sugggaghat happiness

was an answer to the question of why one wishes whichseelyedo be complete

(205a3), for if the wish for happiness depends on self-reflection, a further expiaofat

this wish can be made by reference to our rational nature which gives risé towist.

Furthermore, it is presumably this element of self-reflection which asdii¢s

Diotima’s present description of the eros for happiness as “deceitful”’ sfare dnave

seen, such self-awareness as arises along with eros, which awareness tiné hopes

for happiness of the erotic, is an incomplete awareness. Diotima therefores ifeore

distinction between wish and desire, so that she can say the eros of those wersall love
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merely one kind of eros, while those who pursue the good in money-making, love of
exercise, or philosophy have other kinds of eros (205d3-8).

Now Socrates has some reservations about this view of eros, although he is still
inclined to hold it, and therefore, when Diotima proceeds next to strengthen ehen furt
her claim that all eros is of the good, she attains Socrates’ emphaticafgfBa?).
Dropping his mask, Socrates the speaker now has his Diotima argue against
Aristophanes’ apparent teaching, that lovers love their own other halfgbiyg that we
do not love our own things, as our own, since we are willing to give these up, as we are
willing to undergo even amputations, if our own things seem harmful (205d10-e5). Now
this example shows, at most, that we prefer what is good for ourselves to whedlys me
our own, not, as Diotima concludes, that each does not cherish his own things (205e5-6).
Indeed, one may wonder if the sense of loss accompanying the surrender of what is one
own for the sake of something better can be fully explained without referente to a
independent delight we take in our own things. Now, by denying that humans have eros
for something other than the good, as she now makes perfectly explicit (205e7-206al),
Diotima presents eros as thoroughly rational. That is, eros is aimed only a$ ybatl
for human beings, and despite the young Socrates’ failure to see the connectemnbetw
eros for beauty and happiness or the human good, such a rationalized depiction of eros
proves too much for him to resist.

This rationalization of eros has, to be sure, some powerful attractions. Irsthe fi
place, it presents human beings as having a relatively simple nature; we haasione

desire which explains all pursuits. Of course, one still needs to explain nry tgat
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humans all want only the good, humans pursue the good in such diverse ways as money-
making, eros in its ordinary sense, and philosophy, but, at first sight, Diotima’s atscount
attractive for the intelligibility it attributes to human actions. Fgoang man interested
in philosophy, as Socrates evidently was (204a8-9), this may be a powerfuicatirac
Secondly, by claiming that humans desire the good and only the good, that is, by
affirming the simplicity of human nature, Diotima’s account minimizespfoblem of
satisfaction, for Diotima denies the possibility that one desire both what is gdod a
something else, perhaps one’s own things, which could be incompatible with the good.
For, if such a conflict among desires were possible, one would still be unsatisfied or
incompletely satisfied even while choosing what is good. Diotima has alrefatyed to
the general tendency to deny one’s own insufficiency (204a4-6), and her account’s
minimization of the problem of satisfaction accords with this tend&ndyow, there is
one specific problem for human happiness that Socrates is facing, for he has an eros
whose object is somehow beauty, a beauty whose connection to happiness remains
obscure to him, and, as we eventually find out, it is a beauty which may require him to
forgo many apparently good things (211d3-8). There is therefore some reasonttatfear t
our eros for beauty even opposes our own good, and Socrates’ attraction to Diotima’s
account of eros may be above all due to her account’s denial that eros for beatty pose
such a problem.

Whatever the reason, Diotima brings out that Socrates is very taken byvher vie

of eros. She then adds two qualifications to the claim that eros is of the good, namely,

“2 |1t would seem, however, that the tendency to dem/s own insufficiency reflects a care for onelgno
in addition to the concern for the good.
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that humans love the good for themselves and that they want to possess the good for all
time (206a6-9). These two qualifications show why forethought and thereflection
on one’s condition is an essential element of the wish for happiness. Having obtained
Socrates’ agreement to the qualifications (206a8, 10, 13), Diotima asks Socrages, sinc
eros is always of this, by what way of seeking and by what deed do those loearall
distinguish themselves (206b1-4)? Earlier, Diotima had asked Socratemlylspme
are called lovers (205a9-b2), and, in acknowledging that he shared this question (205b3),
Socrates tacitly acknowledged the well-known fact that there is a diskasstof human
beings called lovers. Socrates would have known of such a class because he
distinguished them by their characteristic activities, but now, afterribaotias claimed
that all eros is of the good for oneself for all time, he is unable even to begingo nam
these activities (206b5-6). Presumably Socrates could have referred to ¢hedyqic
deeds, and therefore his incapacity to answer suggests that he (still) doedm®t see
connection between eros as ordinarily understood, i.e., eros that is somehow of beautiful
things, and eros as he takes it to be for all human beings, as the longing for the
sempiternal possession of the good.

Diotima therefore will explain eros to Socrates (206b7), and her explanation wil
proceed on the assumption that eros simply is the longing for the sempiternatjposse
of the good (206e7-207a4, 207c7-d2, 208b5-6, c2-4). Now, as we have already had
occasion to suggest, there is reason to doubt that eros can simply be explained in this
manner, and this suggestion will be confirmed by close scrutiny of Diotima’s

forthcoming account. Furthermore, Diotima has given some evidence and will continue
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to give evidence that she knows her procedure is misleading. Why, then, does she
proceed in this fashion? Or, to ask what amounts to the same question, why has she been
at pains, since the speech turned to question of eros’ use, to secure this basis, i.e., the
premise that all eros is for sempiternal possession of the good, for her subsequent
explanation of eros?

In the first place, we have seen that by proceeding as she does, Diotima may
present eros as more rational than it is and that Socrates is quite drawn to this
rationalization of eros. Diotima’s procedure therefore makes it seem pdssibie
such as Socrates, who manifests a strong concern for his own good, to hold his own eros
in higher regard than he might otherwise have held it. And Diotima may have woshed t
help him hold eros in higher regard both because she does not yet know if he is suited to
know the whole truth about eros (209e5-210a2), and because she evidently thinks the
erotic experience may be of considerable service to an education (cf. 211b7-d1); by
presenting eros as she does, Diotima may make it easier for Soanaesit himself an
erotic experience. At the same time, Diotima’s procedure has an advantage for
conveying the truth about eros. Diotima has drawn out from Socrates that he does
believe all eros is for the good, and, by attempting to think through this opinion and
explain what we call eros on its basis, Diotima can show Socrates, if he caingére
inadequacy of her account, the inadequacy of his own opinion, as he might not have done
if Diotima merely offered a different account of eros. Now, Socrates also mokl®e
be of beautiful things, the attainment of which has an obscure relation to happiness or

one’s good. If Diotima offered Socrates an account of eros for beauty and simifisd
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raising the question of one’s good, then Socrates would not have had to confront the
guestion of this eros’ relation to happiness. Thus, Diotima proceeds so that such
dissatisfaction as Socrates may feel with her account cannot but raisestiergof

eros’ goodness; Diotima’s procedure compels Socrates to hold eros up to the standard of
the good. We may add that it was Socrates’ own question about the use of eros for
human beings that initiated this discussion and first showed the necessity that eros be

held up to this standard.

Eros as Begetting in the Beautiful

Thus, Diotima now tells Socrates what eros’ object is: eros is of “begattihe
beautiful” (206b7-8, cf. €5). Socrates’ dissatisfaction with this answer is ribtchar
discern. He immediately responds that this answer is in need of divination and that he
does not understand (206b9-10); and Diotima’s subsequent attempt to explain this “more
clearly” will not prove to satisfy him (206c1-e6). Indeed, from this point until the
speech’s conclusion, Socrates’ responses all indicate, to one degree or another, his
dissatisfaction with Diotima’s account of eros (206b9-10, e6, 207c1, c5-7, 208b7-9).
Yet at the speech’s conclusion, Socrates says that he is persuaded by Bietatiaing
(212b1-2). Socrates therefore suggests that the speech’s concluding sectibi) tew
never responds and therefore never voices discontent, supplement or modify the teaching

of the preceding sections in a way that he regards as essential to the unaeystandi

3| take Socrates remarks in the optative, “it may; bo convey incomplete acceptance of what Diotima
has said.
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eros** Thus, Socrates’ indications of his youthful incomprehension of Diotima’s
teaching prove to serve a most important role: they highlight the inadequacy or
incompleteness of what Diotima presents as complete accounts 8f eros.

What is dissatisfying in Diotima’s first answer? Diotima cailergion to her
modification of Socrates’ view, saying that eros is not simply of beauty lnegaftting
in the beautiful (206e2-5). According to Diotima, all human beings are pregnant, in body
and soul; when we reach a certain age (puberty), our nature desires to bedes; and i
possible to beget only in the beautiful (206c1-5). Now Diotima says that begdsttineg
being-together of men and women (206c¢5-6), and while it makes sense that we desire thi
being-together upon reaching puberty, it is unclear how this being-together relates to
pregnancy in body and soul or even what such pregnancy, especially that of the soul, a
pregnancy which Diotima will later confirm predates puberty (209¢3), might Mea
Diotima does offer an explanation of how lovers come to mistake their true aim,
begetting, for the beautiful beloved in which they beget: because lovers can getlyrbe
the beautiful, the beautiful beloved provides lovers release from their labor painsisand t
arouses the seriousness of lovers about beauty (206d7-e1). But at this pointyélys ent
unclear why beauty is a necessary means to begetting. Diotima tells lstthat

conception and generation are the immortal thing in a mortal animal and the divine thing,

44 Cf. Strauss (2001, 223).

“5 Seen in this light, Diotima’s suggestions thatrates ought not wonder may be seen as tests ib see
Socrates can be satisfied with an incomplete adcq@®3b4, 207c¢8-9, 208b4-5, cf. 208b7); Socrates’
continued questioning shows that he has passed thsts.

“6 At 206e5 and again at 209c3, Diotima refers td lhetgetting and generating as the objects of aras,
she therefore appears to distinguish between thettireg that is the being-together of men and woarh
the generation which can occur with the being-toget Still, her teaching seems rather to conflatse
and to present eros as aiming at the objects vdrelgenerated by or through eros.
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that generation can only occur with what accords with it, and that beautgseatr the
divine while ugliness does not accord (206c6-d2), but it remains unclear why beauty
accords or what accordance with the divine might mean. Diotima only adds;adtypt
that “Beauty is Fate and Eileithuia for generation” (206d2-3)Ve shall have to wait to
interpret this line.

Now, even if we grant Diotima’s mysterious claim that eros is of begattithe
beautiful, it is unclear how this claim shows that eros is the pursuit of one’s own good for
all time, as Diotima asserts that it does (206d7-207a4). That is, she repeats that
generation is immortal for a mortal and then adds “it is necessary te daesiortality
with the goodrom the things being agreed gfos is of the good being for oneself
always. It is necessary from this speettiat eros also be of immortality” (206e8-207a4).
Evidently, the demand that eros be of sempiternal possession of the good forcea Diotim
to look to eros’ productive capacity in order to explain eros, but, even if the products of
eros are somehow immortal, a question remains, as Diotima’s very formulation shows
does the immortality which is available through generation also provide for one’s ow
good? Diotima only affirms that generation is immortal. Still, despite timy ma
guestions that Diotima’s first explanation of eros leaves unanswered, we should not
overlook how it begins to confirm our interpretation of the treatment of eros’
intermediate character. There, eros was presented as a response t@ aaspetse that
arises with the onset of sexual desire and that has a mysterious connectiatyto bea

Diotima’s present account suggests that eros somehow fulfills the wish fortahm

“" Eileithuia and the Fates were goddesses who esider child-birth (Dover 1980, 148).
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possession of the good while indicating again that eros arises with the onset bf sexua

desire and maintains a mysterious connection to beauty.

Before continuing his account of Diotima’s explanation of eros as begetting in the
beautiful, Socrates indicates a break in his presentation. He says, “all thgsestte
used to teach me, whenever she would make speeches concerning erotic matters, and one
time she asked me...” (207a5-6). The prior conversation with Diotima thus proves to be
a collection of conversations with her, namely all those exchanges concerniag eroti
matters. We are thus compelled to ask whether the remaining sections aé&sa conc
erotic matters. Obviously they do (cf. 209e5), but, as we shall see, ther@rsteeas
wonder if the remainder is strictly limited to a discussion of eros; that ififsheection
of the last part of the speech, which deals with eros and the desire to beget among the
beasts (207a7-c1), may well be considered sub-erotic, and the speech’s concluding
section, the ladder of love, appears to transcend eros at a certain stage (220c6ff.).
Evidently, Diotima believes that in order for Socrates, who has not yet understood the
earlier teaching about eros (207c7), to fully understand eros, she must make a new
beginning (cf. 207c2-4).

We should not, however, overlook the continuity between this section and the
previous one. In her preceding account of eros as begetting in the beautiful, Diatima
referred to pregnancy of body and soul, but her limitation of eros there to hetefosexua

eros (206¢5-6) and her failure to explain what might be meant by pregnancy of soul

“8Cf. Strauss (2001, 241).
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inclines one to think primarily of eros as child-begetfihghen, in this section of the
speech, Diotima begins by raising the question of the cause of the eros antbdesire
generate children among the beasts (207a6-b2), and she suggests that this beos is
explained by “what we have agreed upon many times,” which, as she puts it Hee, is t
“the mortal nature seeks as far as possible to be always and immortal”’-(2)7c9
Diotima thus gives the impression that she is merely further explainingéweous
account.

Her present account has, however, some significant differences from the previous
one. Eros was said to be of begetting in the beautiful, and while Diotima here refers
again to the desire to generate, there is no mention of beauty in the entire pabksage. T
omission of beauty accords with the turn to the “eros” of the beasts, whose pursuit of the
most apparently suitable mate we do not regard as a pursuit of beauty. Furth@rmore, i
the present account, it is not exactly generation which Diotima suggestisanaek;
they seek rather those activities which serve generation: mixing witmotieeaand
nurturing the young (207b1-2j. Diotima thus draws our attention to the natural
inclinations that serve what we may call “the mortal nature’s” purpose :gatomn.

Nature gives animals these inclinations in order to perpetuate the spgeméma
accordingly explains these inclinations neither as an animal’s concerndamits
happiness nor even as an animal’s concern for immortality, but as the mortalsnature’
seeking as far as possible to be immortal, which it does by “always |dzating

another young one in place of the old” (207d1-3). Along with omitting beauty in this

9 Cf. Strauss (2001, 206-207).
0 See Strauss (2001, 218).
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passage, Diotima makes no mention of gods or divinity except as a contrast withehe qui
limited immortality available to the mortal nature (208a7-b1l, b4). Furthermoreabte
attention to the great hazard these natural inclinations bring for the arhiaigi®$sess
them; animals are led “to fight, the weaker against the stronger, and to dieifor [the
progeny], being racked by hunger so as to rear them, and doing everythin@ @&3-
6). Animals are led to give up their lives and, if not their happiness, their wed}-foei
the sake of the natural impulse to procreate. It would appear to be this aspect of the
natural urge to procreate, i.e., the way it compels animals to give up much for another’
good, that justifies Diotima’s reference to the beasts’ erotic disposgiarsigkness
(207a9)>*

Diotima thus draws Socrates’ attention to the natural desire to procheatege
for which humans become conscious of at puberty, and to the dangerousness of this urge,
in accordance with which, so far from providing one the good for all time, it leads one t
give up one’s good for another younger being like oneself. Thus, Diotima alstssofte
this teaching by assimilating death to life, portraying all of the lasterr@atural process
of leaving behind another like oneself. That is, Diotima next claims that rouggtof
any animal ever lasts—they are all always changing, with neNvw#s replacing the old
(207d4-8, 208a7-b1); seen this way, the death an animal undergoes for its young is no
greater change than that undergone by each animal at every moériéatare always
dying as much as we will when we literally die. But Diotima spells outyhiag which

would have to be changing this way for this position to be true, and the change to which

°L Cf. Strauss (2001,218).
2 See Strauss (2001, 220).
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she draws the greatest attention points us to the account’s shortcoming. Dig8irtteata
“much stranger” than the constant change in our body or our soul’s dispositions is that
the sciences suffer the same (207e5-208a3), and she offers evidence in thiggse sa
“for what is called study is because there is a departure of knowledderdetting is the
departure of science, and study, introducing anew a fresh memory in ptaee of
departed, preserves the science, so that it seems to be the same” (208a3{a@).wBat

is remembered to seem to be the same as what was forgotten, there must bagomethi
which remembers and compares what is remembered to what was known before.
Therefore, remembering entails a continuity of awareness tying oneisnies together,
but, as Socrates’ denial of the immortality of the soul implies, with deatkamie the

end of this continuity; after death there will be nothing which can remember what has
already been experienced. Actual death, through the obliteration of the cgrafnuit
thought which holds our diverse experiences together throughout life, far surpasses t
changes we undergo at every other moment.

Of course, Diotima’s presentation primarily points away from such dark thoughts,
for her account encourages us to overlook the loss of our selves that is our death, and she
therefore makes it easier to accept her suggestion that eros simpluiigdhe procreate.
Socrates, however, perhaps wondering what has happened to beauty and the divine in her
account, to say nothing of the wish to possess the good for oneself for all time, is
incredulous. He makes his last remark within the speech here, and this meiicates
as much or more doubt in Diotima’s teaching than he expresses at any other point, asking

if things are truly as she described them (208b7-9). As we have noted, at thesspeech’
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conclusion, Socrates says that he has been persuaded, and therefore our attenttion is dra
to what the remainder of the speech offers that the previous section lacked.

Diotima, however, emphasizes the continuity between the forthcoming section
and the previous ones. That is, Diotima responds to Socrates’ doubts by affirming her
previous argument’s truth and then turning to explain ambition or love of honor
(philotimia) along the same lines. According to Diotima, the ambitious are “ready to run
all risks still more than over children, to expend money, to toil in any kind of toils, and to
die for” another, all in order to obtain “immortal fame for all time” (208c5-d2)ptiDia
then cites cases of famous lovers and parents who have died for their beloveds and
children, claiming their love needed the added compensation of fame in order toenotivat
their sacrifices (208d2-7). She then adds that “all do everything they do for the sake of
immortal virtue and such a glorious reputation, and, as much as they are better, so much
more do they do it” (208d7-e1). This formulation allows virtue as well as fame to
motivate sacrifice, and the statement’s final clause concedes that huawvaensore
motives than concern with immortal virtue and fame, just as the previous stateme
seemed to require only that fame was a necessary addition to the concern lofaars fe
beloveds and children not that it was their sole motive. Still, Diotima says mext, i
explanation of the love of fame, “for they loverdsin the immortal” (208e1l), and this
statement, by its suggestion that the object of eros is fame, becauseifamerisl, and
by its omission of any reference to one’s possessing this immortality feelbréo say
nothing of happiness—cannot but raise a question when contrasted with Diotima’s next

sentence. There, Diotima tells us that those who are pregnant in body and whoetherefo
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turn to the generation of children “suppose” that they thereby procure “imrtygrtali
memory, and happinessr themselvefor all the future” (208e1-5). For anyone aware of
his wish for happiness, the discrepancy between the immortal fame the ambiipus
receive, which is of course of no good to them once they are dead, and the immortal
happiness those pregnant in body hope to receive is glaring. Even noting that Diotima
by qualifying what those pregnant in body receive as what “they suppose” drtiyate
such immortal happiness will not be attained, we must still explain how begetting
children can inspire such confidence. More broadly stated, Diotima’s fororufatces
us to confront the discrepancy between the immortality that the two products of eros,
children and fame, may supply, and the immortal happiness which Diotima had claimed
at the outset was eros’ object (205d1-3, 206al11-12, 206e7-207a2).

Perhaps, however, we can best explain this difficulty after first explaining
another. While it makes sense that Diotima turns to child-begetting in henatxfaof
eros, i.e., in her explanation of the deeds for which we call some lovers (cf. 20611%-8), i
far less clear why the pursuit of fame is brought up in this context. Sureéylsora
pursued fame without the motivation of a specific beloVeWhy, then, does Diotima
present the generation of fame as a consequence of eros? In her dastnpsie
pregnant in soul, i.e., the ones who will generate fame, give birth only afteeéicdting
puberty and finding someone beautiful, in both body and soul, in which to beget (209b1-
c3). The need for beauty in the beloved’s body confirms that sexual attractiefl as w

concern for the soul are required for generating the virtue for which one may hope to

%3 Cf. Bloom (1993, 515).
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become famous. Furthermore, Diotima’s description of the begetting of virtue, whose
aim she suggested was fame, suggests that the virtue is in fact for the bbalavied.

That is, Diotima suggests that those pregnant in soul beget virtue in an effort t@ educat
their beloveds (209b7-c2). Diotima’s suggestion of the connection between the
generation of fame or virtue and love of a beautiful human being thus compels us above
all to consider again the meaning of Diotima’s claim, a claim she relpeat$209b3-4),

that beauty is a necessary means for begetting. Is beauty merely aorsegetting and

why is it a necessary means?

We have seen since Diotima’s first mention of the need for beauty, that begetting
requires much of lovers. Both forms of begetting, childbirth and ambition, require the
willingness of lovers to give up everything, their lives and their own good, for the sake of
their children or fame. While animals seem to have no need for beauty, humans do; that
is, beauty makes begetting possible for such animals as can reflect on theioc@mii
thereby wish to possess the good for all time. We can now begin to interpret Biotima
suggestion that “Beauty” acts as a goddess presiding over generation (206G2H3): be
acts as a goddess by providing, in a manner we shall have to explain further, such
encouragement as permits lovers to risk their lives while begéfthgt is, beauty
somehow provides lovers such encouragement as a goddess would. Therefore, in
presenting the objects of eros as children and fame, Diotima presents twse a@gsire
included in the erotic experience which do not simply seem to be for our good. The

desires for children and fame would seem rather to reflect our love of our own things, our

%4 Cf. Strauss (2001, 206, 208).
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offspring; Diotima says at the conclusion of her treatment of child-begeftist before
her turn to fame-begetting, “do not wonder if everything by nature honors its own
offshoot” (208b4-5). There seems to be a natural concern or affection for whest se
akin to oneself, and by pointing this out, Diotima tacitly acknowledges that ak desi
not for one’s own good (cf. 205d1-3, e5-206al). Yet Diotima also shows that humans do
not act on these desires while regarding them as bad for themselves (ci52G6eshe
argues that we seek to beget only when we can do so in the beautiful, that is, when we
can also hope to procure our own good. Bearing in mind the discrepancy between the
desires to beget and the desire for one’s own good, a new question arises: aiegthe de
to beget merely an unfortunate fact of our situation in the face of which we segd ief
the beautiful, or do these desires contribute not only to our need for beauty batthéso t
hopes we experience in the presence of beauty?

By indicating that we only seek a beautiful beloved after puberty, Diotima
suggests that sexual desire is a necessary prerequisite for our erotio eaticeeauty.
Sexual desire entices us with a powerful pleasure that requires us to puttdeals,far
a time, considerations of our own good. With the onset of sexual desire, then, one may
be led to question the connection between happiness and rational considerations of one’s
own good; one may begin to hope for a happiness beyond that available to those narrowly
concerned with their self-interest, and one is thereby prepared for devotion thisgmet
beautiful. Furthermore, Diotima describes the pleasure which one antigipttes
satisfaction of sexual desire as one of intense delight and dissolution (206d4), and the

anticipation of such a pleasure may support the hopes beauty permits, for, in the thought
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of delighted dissolution one would experience a taste of the happiness without concern
for mortality that beauty seems to promise.

Diotima’s indications about the necessity that lovers possess a concern twgh vir
are less clear. She seems to allow that some may be pregnant only in body, bsit there i
reason to believe that those pregnant in body, whose hope for happiness has become a
puzzle to us (208e1-5), share some of the concern for virtue characteristiceof thos
pregnant in soul. Diotima’s description of the beloved as a “human being” confirms that
heterosexual eros may also accompany pregnancy in soul (209b7, cf. 208d2-3), and
although Diotima has presented those pregnant in body as if they are simplyféneantif
class from those pregnant in soul (208e$%3)js hard to imagine any human couple that
is so devoid of soul-pregnancy as not to engage in any of the virtue-begetting that
Diotima describes. For, as we have indicated, those pregnant in soul are abnittrne
virtue because of their concern to educate their beloveds (209b7-c4), and it s hard t
imagine any lover who lacked all concern for the beloved’s education. Perhaparthe
some people that we call lovers who lack all concern for virtue, but, in agreerttent wi
Socrates’ teaching in tHehaedrusit seems to me that such lovers will pay a price in
terms of what beauty may offer them (@hdr. 250e1ff.).

The price will consist not only, as it could seem that Diotima suggests, in the

inferiority of such children as merely bodily pregnancy can produce, children, that is,

*5 Cf. Philebus47a3-b7. We should therefore consider also #pget of sexual delight in our
interpretation of th€haedrus'indications of the role sexual desire itself hrathie formation of religious
hopes (see pages 176-177 above).

%5 At 209a1-2, Diotima refers to those pregnant il seorethan in body, and we may wonder if the other
group simply consists of those more pregnant inylibdn in soul, i.e., those pregnant in body arsotme
extent also pregnant in soul.
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which are less immortal, less beautiful, and, as independent human beings, less one’s
own than the fame-inspiring productions of those concerned with virtue (209¢5-@).
Diotima also indicates that the products of those preeminent generatatsi®f thie

great statesmen, have inspired the production of many temples for thoseagesatest
(209e3-4), and, while these statesmen were most likely themselves laatahey were

not gods, Diotima indicates that the beautiful laws these men leave us ars guch a
inspire the belief that they are of divine origin. Such laws require our dedicattbhya
noting our inclination to treat beautiful things which demand our dedication as being of
divine origin, Diotima hints at how beauty may inspire the hope that it does in the face of
mortality. In a way that is described in Socrates’ palinode (see pagd$15®ovef®
devotion to beauty arouses our hopes for the gods, for gods through whose care the
sacrifices eros demands of lovers may turn out to be, as lovers believe, nof.Aarimf

dedication to a beautiful beloved, one experiences delight while disregarding one’s own

" See Strauss (2001, 228).

%8 That this is Diotima’s view also is confirmed bgrtindication in the ladder of love that prior tteining
the highest stage of that ladder one will imagheelieautiful to be a god (211a5-8, cf. 204c1-5).

9 See also 212a5-7. Cf. Lutz (102-103). While ntgiipretation of th&ymposiunis much indebted to
Lutz’s, | disagree with his argument here. He ewit‘eros for immortality makes us lotekalon not
because it allows us to forsake good things, boaibge, without being fully aware of it, we thinlatto
kalon permits us to acquire good things (immortality &agpiness) that we cannot obtain on our own.”
Lutz finds “the root of eros” in “a hidden sensegutice, a conviction that great sacrifices mautettie
sake of virtue or to save others deserve and reastwe some reward” (ibid.), but by this accound it
unclear how the conviction or hope that sacrifisédsbe rewarded originates. Furthermore, it seéomse
psychologically impossible to love beautyorderto feel worthy of being rewarded for sacrificiray f
beauty: if we were conscious of a concern to bearded, we would cease to feel worthy of the rewasd,
Lutz concedes by referring to our sense that “Bees” deserve reward; if we were unconscious ef th
concern to be rewarded, and we love beauty fogtivel things we may get from it, i.e., the reward it
offers, as Lutz suggests, we would be unconscibasyconcern for beauty. | argue rather that,eros
strictly speaking, is not of immortality, and, mangportantly, that we do not love beautiful humaaings
becausave believe such love permits our attainment ofcdgthdngs, but rather, that because we love
beautiful human beings and this love requires dsrgake good things, we are able to hope to olgfagd
things we could not otherwise obtain. Still, Lgtinterpretation, by suggesting a connection batveed-
sacrifice for beauty and the hope for transcendentls, points in the same direction as my integpicat,
and it was only after reading his work that 8yemposiunfirst seemed intelligible to me.

234



good, and this state of delightful self-forgetting encourages one to hope shat thi
dedication is also good for oneself. The hope eros thus arouses implies belief in the
existence of caring gods that may provide one with immortality. Now, lovergwyn to
their beloveds with a concern for virtue as opposed to mere sexual desire see their
beloveds’ well-being not as a mere means to begetting or pleasure, but as the end for
which virtue is required. That is, the concern for virtue permits lovers to be w@etioa
their beautiful beloveds rather than to use them as a means for begetting. Hne fmnc
virtue permits this most obviously because it makes the beloved the object of the lover’
service, in his attempt to educate the beloved, but also, as we may add based on the
indications of thd®haedrugPhdr. 250e1ff.), because a concern for virtue permits lovers
to understand themselves as the kind of being that can and ought be dedicated to another.
Only for a lover concerned with virtue can the beloved’s beauty offer such complete

hopes as justify Diotima’s depiction of Beauty as a goddess (206d2-3).

Diotima’s answer to the question of the deed characteristic of those ievead
(cf. 206b1-8) thus proves to be a complex analysis of eros which shows the basic
elements of the erotic experience: the desire to beget in body and soul, cornrcarhssfo
and beauty, and the wish for happiness. She does not put these elements together for us,
as Socrates’ presents them in his depiction of the erotic experiencePinaberus but
we should note that her analysis agrees with that depiction, especially uh tiee tfze
important role played by beauty. The desire to beget, both in body and in soul, by

requiring the neglect of our own good, increases our need for beauty, while sesxeal de
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in anticipating the pleasure of its satisfaction provides an idea of the hapfanasich
beauty permits us to hope, and the concern with virtue permits and requires the lover’s
dedication to the beloved, which is the source of the lover’'s greatest hopes. On its
surface, Diotima’s manner of presentation leaves the role of beautyrimystéut, by
turning to the two products of eros, children and fame, and suggesting their iaaaffici
to provide the happiness we also seek, while calling attention to the sachéiseswo
desires may demand of us, and noting that beauty permits us to make thesesdoeifi
procedure serves to highlight the hopes that dedication to a beautiful beloved arouses.
Therefore, the suggestion drawn from the discussion of eros’ intermediatet@heaac
now be explained, for Diotima has indicated how the onset of sexual desire provides an
occasion for the arousal of a response to our need, i.e., our need for immortality: namel
through presenting lovers with the prospect of dedication to a beautiful beloved which
arouses our hopes for immortality. With the onset of sexual desire and the thoughts of
how it might be fulfilled with a beautiful beloved would come such hopes as permit eros
to arise, and when one then falls deeply in love those hopes may attain their fullest
manifestation (cfPhdr. 251a7-b1, 253e5-6, with 252a1-b1). Thus we can see also how
eros is a combination of both wish born of reflection on our mortal condition and a desire
for a beautiful human being (see pages 200-201 above).

We can now explain the difficulty Socrates had in seeing the connection between
beauty and happiness, for lovers such as Socrates describes himself as having been
(211d3-8) do not turn to beauty out of a consideration of their own good. The case is

more nearly the opposite: lovers turn to beauty in dedication to it, with willingmess t
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sacrifice on its behalf. Diotima does suggest that it is out of the dedication that bea
inspires that lovers may finally feel hopeful that they will ultimatelyaobtheir own
happiness, but this means that in order for lovers to become so hopeful, they must first
forget considerations of their own good.

This is not to say that the lover forgets about his good altogether. Diotima
suggested that Need generates Eros, and we interpret this to mean that avade/ér
immortal happiness that precedes eros. This is a need of which we can become
somewhat aware, as in our awareness of our hopes once eros arises, and Dtbema fur
draws out of Socrates that he has these hopes. The concern for one’s own good is never
entirely given up: lovers do not love their beautiful beloveds for the sake of their own
good, but they also insist that their eros is good for themselves. But then, if beauty is
able to inspire such hopes as it does through the dedication it inspires, that is, through the
delight lovers feel in their willingness to sacrifice all for their belowadling attention to
the hope that accompanies this dedication and thus showing the limits to the dedication
would undermine the hopes that stem from the dedication. Therefore, in drawing
Socrates’ attention to the connection between his wish for happiness and his concern for
beauty, as her speech seems likely to do once Socrates reflects upon it, Diotima
undermines the basis for the hopes that Socrates, the lover (211d3-8), placed in beauty.
While Socrates in thBhaedrusoffers a fuller presentation of the experience of eros,
Diotima’s analysis of eros subjects eros to greater scrutiny.

In this way, we may now understand what we also observed: Socrates’ belief in

the prevalence of the wish for happiness obscures his sense that the love oSheatuty |

237



merely one form of the love of the good (cf. 204d5-205b3). The claim that all always
wish for the good things does not rule out that some also love beautiful things for their
beauty and not for their goodness, but it does rule out one’s loving beautiful things
without also taking one’s own good into consideration. The claim therefore rules out a
lover’'s complete self-forgetting in devotion to a beautiful beloved, and this istihat
young erotic Socrates would have taken love of beauty to imply (cf. 211d3-8). Dstima’
procedure therefore draws attention to the hope for one’s own good that attends the love
of beauty, and, by doing so, she indicates that it is only the incomplete awarehess of t
character of one’s love for beauty that permits eros to arouse these hopesld keem

to follow, and I believe the ladder of love will confirm that it does, that if a loveeda

see the character of his love for beauty fully, he would be freed therebyhieom t

mistaken hope that beauty may provide the good it seems to promise.

The Ladder of Love

We cannot tell what conclusions the young Socrates drew in response to
Diotima’s teaching up to this point, for he makes no response after DiotinteeBrier
discussion of eros for fame before she turns to the speech'’s final section, tagaewé|
the highest mysteries regarding eros (210alff.), or what we have calladdke of love
(cf. 211c3). It would not be surprising, however, if a young lover such as Socrates
presents himself as having been did not put the teaching of the preceding sections
together, as we, with the luxury of re-reading each line, and with our attenaiiioedt by

the prior study of th€haedrus have attempted to do. Thus, Diotima must continue her
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speech and draw more explicit attention to what we have made the heart of our
interpretation of the previous section, i.e., the role a concern with beauty plays in eros
According to her explicit teaching in the previous section, beauty was a reans fior
begetting, but in the present section, concern for beauty is what motivates the lover’
ascent? Indeed, in a way which | believe confirms our previous interpretation, Diotima
presents a lover becoming ever more aware of his concern for beauty and through this
increased awareness he is finally freed of eros.

Diotima now describes an ascent at the outset of which one is led or leads oneself
to beautiful bodie€* with one of which one falls in love (210a7), and at the conclusion
of which the successful initiate sees the beautiful itself or knows what bedatylic8-
d3). This ascent is described as a ladder on which one ascends from one kind of beauty
to the next as a series of steps, using and leaving behind the previous for the sake of the

next, higher beauty (211c3). In Diotima’s description of the a$éénére are three main

€0 Cf. Strauss (2001, 213).

®1 Diotima begins by suggesting that one is led (mytlaer person) in this erotic ascent (210a6-7) shat
later makes explicit that one may also lead ong2&lfb7-c1). Why then does she first present scerat
as if it requires a leader? Later in the accouhgmdescribing the turn from the beauty of prasticethat
of the sciences, Diotima switches to the activeletnl” @@gageir) (210c6-7), evidently indicating that
anyone who reaches this point no longer needsdaitediotima may begin by suggesting that a lealer
needed in order to highlight the independencedhatgains when one has completed the study of the
beauty of laws and practices. As we shall seeetisefurther reason to believe that the attainroétitis
stage is accompanied by a gain in independence.

%2 Diotima’s later listing of the stages differs framhat she describes. Between the beauty of ony duad
that of all bodies she inserts the beauty of twdidsy she omits mention of the beauty of soulsland
(211c3-d1). As Strauss notes, these changes simplthe importance of the body (2001, 237-238),
which will prove to be essential to eros. But #alition of two bodies also seems to make Diotima’s
description of the ascent appear to have greatgmeity between its steps than it does, in whiabecwe
may wonder if Diotima has not altered her accoorasto make the ascent appear more gradual thgn it
If this has been Diotima’s purpose, we can alseestdnd her omission of souls and laws along simila
lines, for omitting the suggestion that the beaftgouls and laws are the rungs of a ladder whiegh o
leaves behind as one ascends permits one to seatargsimilarity between those at the higher eoél
the ladder and those below than her earlier acczuggests there is.
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stages prior to the sight of the beautiful it$8lfFirst, one loves one body, and then,
having given birth to beautiful speeches, one comes to see the relation between one’s
beloved’s beauty and the beauty of other bodies, and one sets oneself down as a lover of
all beautiful bodies (210a5-b5). This is the first stage. Next, believing they lwéaatul
more worthy of honor than that of body, one loves someone with a fitting soul. This
beloved must have at least a little bodily beauty, but he is loved for his soul, and this love
compels the lover to view the beauty of laws and practices out of a desire to dueicate t
beloved (210b6-c4). This is the second stage. After seeing the beauty of laws and
practice$? one turns to the beauty of the sciences (210c6-7). At this stage, the last stage
before the sight of the beautiful itself, there is no longer any mention ofosr@$poks
upon the beauty of the sciences but one evidently does not love it. Finally, Diotima
indicates no change in one’s understanding of beauty, such as she indicates within the
two previous stages (210a7-b6, c5-6), from the beginning of this stage to thegfwalf si
the beautiful itself; she suggests that only a period of strengthening, vidwgibgauty
of the sciences, is needed before one finally catches sight of the beausyhiglleist
science (210d6-el1). There is no mention of eros for the beautiful itself.

As indicated in the introduction to this chapter, Diotima’s use of eros in the ladder
of love limits eros to love of another human being, and is therefore consistent with our
suggestion that her claims in the preceding sections that eros was ohigagdtie

beautiful (206b7-8, €5), or the immortal (207a3-4, 208b5-6, 208e1), or the good for

% There are developments within each stage, bikel tee main stages to be marked by the use of the
phrase, “after these things” or “after [the thimdg$he previous stage]” (210b6, c6).

% Diotima omits mention of laws when she suggesestams from practices to the sciences. This
omission is in keeping with the suggestion of réitehat Diotima does not wish to draw too much
attention to the critique of law implied by her aaaot.
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oneself for all time (205a5-b2, d1-3, e7-206al, al1-12, 207a2-3), were misleading
statements meant ultimately to show the discrepancy between the productegioguc
eros and the hope accompanying it. Now, the object of eros is affirmed to be the
beautiful beloved to whom lovers can be dedicated, and, in accordance with our previous
account, full knowledge of the character of beauty is accompanied by a lack of sros. A
indicated in the introduction, full knowledge of the character of beauty, such as is
acquired by one who attains the final rung of the ladder, entails no longer imabming t
beautiful itself, that is the divine source of beauty, as the kind of god who could help
lovers attain the happiness for which they hope (211a5-b1, 211b2-3, e1-4). But if we
interpret the final stage of the ladder of love as confirming our suggestionetbddm

from eros comes from knowledge of beauty, we must ask why Diotima drops eros from
her account before this stage, when one turns from the beauty of laws and practices t
that of the sciences. As we have noted, Diotima presents the transition fromgvilegvi
beauty of the sciences to that of the science of the beautiful itself withowgtindia

change in one’s thoughts about beauty, but she still suggests some development. It is
plausible that one could see the character of beauty sufficiently to undermmerase
without yet having complete clarity about what beauty is, but then it is undigaove

would first be studying other sciences and only later complete one’s intiestiga

beauty. Diotima does not give any indication that the subject matter of theescienc
viewed in the penultimate stage is a prerequisite for knowledge of beauty, and, as it

seems to me, a lover or former lover who has begun to learn enough about beauty to
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trouble his eros is not likely to turn seriously to any other study in place of that of the
beautiful. Let us then examine the ascent more closely to see if we can éxplai

At the first stage, one loves one beautiful body and then generates beautiful
speeches (210a7-8). Presumably, the speeches generated are love spaeeh@ag
the beauty of the beloved (tfysis204c-d, 205b-d). In speaking about the beloved’s
beauty, the lover distinguishes beauty from the body to which it belongs, and thus the
lover is able to note that the beauty of any body is related to that of any other, arfd that “
it is necessary to pursue beauty in shaaef, it is much mindlessness not to believe
the beauty on all bodies is one and the same, and considering this, he sets himself down
as a lover of all the beautiful bodies” (210a8-b5). The recognition of the first daove
beauty as beauty permits the lover to see the beloved’s beauty as a meimbsaofd
class as the beauty of all other bodies. This awareness breaks the hold thatvdwsoel
beauty has on the lover, and the lover now believes the extreme love of one body is
something “small” (210b5-6). It is small because it requires the negléat beauty of
the other bodies. That is, this lover still finds the pursuit of beautiful bodies nggessa
but, having become aware that beauty is what is worthy of his pursuit, he counts himself
a lover of all beautiful bodies. At this point, while the lover’'s increased undensgaoidi
beauty does lessen his attraction to his particular beloved it does not put an end to his
love of beauty; if anything, it makes the lover more aware that this is whawde |

It is then, after coming to see that beauty is what merits his concermusnd t
considering that there are higher forms of beauty than that of the body, that the love

turns to beauty of soul (210b6-7). At this stage, the final stage containing erosgthe |
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loves someone with a fitting soul. Diotima still adds that beauty of body, at leastha

of it, is necessary (210b8-c1), confirming that eros requires sexuatiattrdout the
concern for the beloved’s soul is primary. Therefore, this lover begets and seeks s
speeches as make the young (and therefore the beloved) better (210c1-3). iMds rem
of Diotima’s description of the love of those pregnant in soul (209b5-c3), but here, in her
portrayal of a lover who ascends the ladder of love, she adds that this lover “beeks” t
needed speeches, whereas she said the lover described earlier is “imynedrastied”
with speeches (209b8). In order to ascend, the lover’s care for the beloved must be
sufficiently great to compel him to admit his ignorance and to seek what would truly
benefit his belove®® Seeking to make the beloved better, the lover is now “compelled”
to view the beauty of laws and practices (210c3-4). Whatever attraction the lgver ma
feel for the law is secondary to his attraction to his beloved; it is erogitapmarouse

the lover’s interest in law, spurring his investigation of it, that provides for tiogatr

step from the erotic to the philosophic life.

What is the result of the lover’s investigation? Looking at the beauty of laws and
practices, the lover “sees that it is all akin to itself, in order that hebelewe the beauty
concerning the body to be something small” (210c4-6). This appears to be the crucial
step, for after this, the (former) lover turns to the beauty of the sciencesparttaps
out of the account (210c6ff.). We are not told, however, by what common characteristic
the lover recognizes the kinship of the beauty of diverse laws and practices. ld are

that the lover comes to see that beauty concerning the body is somethingrainaé, a

% In this regard, we are reminded of the followdrZeus in Socrates’ palinod@lidr. 252e1-253b1).
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saw that beauty of body was still of some concern to the lover at the outset tdghis s
Therefore, Diotima’s remark about the smallness of this beauty could indiaatbe

lover is prepared for the end of his eros, since, as we have seen, eros incluales se
attraction. Yet Diotima only says that the beauty concerning the body lis sohghat it

is unattractive. Also, Diotima refers now to the beauty “concerning” the bdureas
before she spoke of the beauty “of” or “on” bodies (cf. 210c5 with b1-5); the class of
beauty concerning or pertaining to the body seems to be a broader class. Given that
Diotima is describing a turn from the beauty of laws and practices to that af¢hees,

we are led to wonder whether the beauty of laws and practices does not pertain to the
body®® Surely at least many laws and practices aim at the good of the body. If the
beautiful laws and practices do not aim at the body’s benefit, then they mustthah at

of the soul, and Diotima will ultimately indicate that there is only one practice can

call it that, which is needed for the soul’s perfection, namely, the knowledgautibe
(211d1-212a5). Thus, Diotima seems to imply that the beauty pertaining to the body that
one comes to think small includes that of the beneficial laws and practiceakds

sense that a lover who sought these laws and practices for the sake of improving his
beloved’s soul would come to think their beauty “small” upon seeing that they in fact
were concerned with the body, but, to one who has not yet seen true beauty, there may
still appear to be beautiful laws and practices which benefit the soul. What would
motivate the lover’s turn away from these, and what would prepare his realizsit

many of the beautiful laws and practices in fact aim at the body’s good?

6 Cf. Strauss (2001, 85-86, 94); Bfep 518d9-e2.
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Diotima tells us that the lover comes to see that the beauty of laws and piactices
all of one kind (210c4-5), and, although she does not offer an explicit definition of this
kind, she does mention one characteristic that all the laws and practices [hseyea®
all sought in order to make the young better. The lover is therefore studyingthiéube
laws and practices with a view to their goodness as well as their beauty. , Tieat is
investigates the beautiful laws and practices while subjecting them, mless or
consciously, to the standard of the human good. We may then presume that the lover’s
attraction to the law is not free of the hope that the law be good for both his beloved and
himself, and as we have already noted, this attraction to law, the beliefaodseass, is
similar in character to the lover’s view of his love (see pages 233-235 above). Bat, asw
have also noted, the lover must be “compelled” to look at the laws and practices, and
therefore his attraction to law lacks the natural force charactesf®ios. Lacking such
forceful attraction to law, the lover will be more likely to make the question of the
goodness of law explicit to himself, and in his attempt to answer this question, he will
less inclined to accept an inadequate account of his attraction to law, an account
analogous to those that Diotima had tried to offer Socrates with regard to erds, whic
would cover over the hopes that the concern for law permits by reference totb@me
pleasure or benefit that follows from lawful obedience. The lover is therdtelg, lif
his inquiry is thorough, to come to acknowledge his hope that the law be good, but with
the lover’s acknowledgement of this hope would come the undermining of its basis. And
the greater awareness of his concern for his own good that accompanies the lover’s

completed investigation of the beautiful laws and practices would necesdsoillyave
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an effect on his eros, provoking an inquiry of eros whose outcome would be similar to
that of the study of law. Therefore it is the awareness that he had sought tifalbeaut
laws and practices as something beneficial, i.e., the awareness of hisi¢onogrove

his beloved and himself by means of these beautiful laws and practices, thatpioses
the first step in an investigation of law whose ultimate result would be the lover’s
freedom from eros. We may add that for someone for whom the charm of beausful law
and practices has been dispelled the aim of many laws to provide for the bodihg welfa
of fellow citizens may be easier to admit, and admitting this, to considebteaity

“small”.

Diotima therefore presents the next stage in such a manner as to draw atbention t
the concern for the good characteristic of the previous stage. That is, shéteaysne
viewing the sciences that he will no longer “as a servant, cherish the beauty ldfle
boy, or some human being, or one practice, being a base and petty slave” (210d1-3), and
she thereby presents the lover’s dedication to his beloved, i.e., the concern with the
beloved’s benefit, in a negative light, calling it servile and slavish. She then tesnple
the contrast with the lover of the previous step by referring to the speecheséthe
who now views the beauty of the sciences as “beautiful and magnificent” (210d5),
making no reference to their being beneficial. These speeches surelpdrerafcial,
at least in so far as making them or hearing those of another strengtheoistbedihal

sight of the beautiful itseff’ and therefore Diotima’s omission of the benefit of these

67 Another peculiarity in Diotima'’s listing of theegis of the ladder of love may further suggesttftat
sciences are beneficial. She says that a lovendsc'from the beautiful bodies to the beautifiqices,
and from the practices to the beautiful learnirgl from the learnings to that beautiful learnitit is of
the beautiful itself (211c4-7). In each case dfers to the step on which one is entering as bahutut
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speeches may be taken as serving the purpose of calling attention to the catticidra wi
good characteristic of the previous stage, the last stage containingretos. way,
Diotima supports our interpretation of the previous section, according to which the
awareness of one’s concern for the good would undermine erotic devotion.

Perhaps we may also now explain why Diotima has added the final rung to the
ladder, despite our suggestion that eros would cease when one attains knowledge of the
beauty one seeks, and therefore that the knowledge attained at the final rung should be
attained at the outset of the turn to the sciences. Diotima’s intention of higidifmei
concern with the good characteristic of the second stage has led her to girésetihird,
where she first mentions philosophy (210d6), a depiction of the concern for the sciences
that is limited to their beauty. Now one who has undertaken the investigation of the
beauty of laws and practices described at the second stage, will have had, s@teer or |
to raise the scientific question, “what is beauty?” and he will thereby gdimasg of
the beauty of the sciences. Furthermore, we may add, due to Diotima’s suggestion that
the turn to the sciences is accompanied by freedom from eros, that the freedomo$rom e
gained by completing the investigation of the beautiful is a necessaeypiste for the
full appreciation of the sciences, because with freedom from eros would codmiree
from the irrationality characteristic of lovers, which they display when tbeyradict
themselves about the goodness of beauty (cf. 201b9-c9, 204d5-205b3). For this is an

irrationality on which lovers’ hopes depend, and which would therefore render lovers

only in the case of the bodies, when she saysyifitte beautiful bodies,” does she indicate thatthp is
beautiful upon departure. Perhaps this meansithidé bodies, practices, and learning all have some
beauty, only bodies are properly appreciated imseof their beauty; practices and learnings ateeto
judged by their goodness, although one might cantearn this only after first being attracted bgith
beauty.
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resistant to reason or science. But at the level of the third stage, there is nmmthea

one beholding the beauty of the sciences is motivated by anything beyond beauty, and
Diotima’s whole account thus far has indicated the predominance of the human concern
with the good. Diotima thus adds the fourth and final level, restoring this concern with
the good, and correcting the misimpression that her presentation of the thirdostiage
have engendered. She does so by claiming, in however a rhetorical fiahaeit, is at

this highest level, in knowing what beauty is, that life is truly worth livingafbuman

being (211c8-d3). That is, Diotima’s speech, which has been dedicated to showing the
inevitable priority that we give to the good, concludes by presenting the bedséfuas

this good and presenting this good as attained through philosophy. The ladder thus
presents the ascent from an impure erotic concern with beauty to a purifesbphic

concern for beauty which is also the concern for the good.

Chapter Three: Conclusion

In concluding his speech, Socrates leaves it an open question whether his speech
was a praise of eros (212b8-c3), yet he says that, having been persuadediy Dioti
teaching, he tries to persuade others that they will not easily find albafter for
human nature than eros (212b2-4). The reason for this is indicated in his speech.
Socrates’ teaching about eros is a harsh teaching, but it is so because atthedsanf
the situation in which he believes we live. Our situation, even in the best of

circumstances, is one which we are inclined to forget. What we wish for b natur

88 Cf. Strauss (2001, 238).
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appears impossible to attain, and we are therefore disinclined to admit outt deepes
wishes. Eros thus proves a helper for human nature; encouraging our hopes, it relieves
us, if only temporarily, of the burden of our condition, but it thereby also opens us to
ourselves, ultimately to the acknowledgement of our deepest longing. For ons such a
myself, however, who has not yet the right to claim to have seen the beautifdntself

to have experienced the happiness Diotima suggests may be thereby attaied, w
believe myself to have understood of Socrates’ teaching could seem but albitter pi

this situation too there is hope. For those like myself have the examples of Sasrate
portrayed by Plato and Plato as we imagine him to have lived through reading his works;
and in their lives and such glimpses as we may get into their confrontation with the
difficulty that we also face, we find what we take to be living human perfedtithn:

happy human beings longing to know the world as it is. Beside such hope, we have the
pleasure of even the limited clarity we have thus far attained and the loogiogsess

and therefore the need to know what is truly good, for ourselves and for our friends.
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Conclusion

This study began with a consideration of the treatment of eros in Rlates
from which | drew the hypothesis that Plato’s understanding of eros was one hedson t
the best city he would describe for all practical purposes, the city whoserfgurali
describes in theaws would be illiberal by our contemporary standards. This means,
among other things, that the city should seek to regulate its citizens’letetiby means
of praise and blame instantiated in its laws. In other words, man’s eratie catls for
and even supports life in a strict pious community such as Plato describes. The
subsequent chapters have presented evidence from Socrates’ treatment of eros in the
Republi¢ Phaedrus andSymposiumwhich, in each case, supports this thesis. The
Republi¢ the most political of the dialogues studied, offers the most direct confirmation.
It confirms the thesis through its suggestion that eros is a fundamental impetime
philosophic rule. For philosophic rule was seen to entail the acceptance by the city’s
military class, the guardians, of a theology which denies the existencavaiepntial
gods, and our study showed that the eros of the non-philosophers, including therefore the
great majority of the guardian class, was bound to belief in such providential gods. Thus
theRepublicsuggests that the erotic nature of human beings will lead all, except the very
rare philosophers, to believe in providential gods and insist on their acknowledgement, in
one way or another, by the political rulers. If the difficulty such a natargdapose to
our contemporary liberal ideals is not sufficiently clear, we may add itiat w
providential gods comes the concern for virtue by which the thorough regulation of

citizen life is justified in the.aws(see pages 3, 50-56 above). This is not to say that eros
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demands the specific laws Plato outlines inLa&'s but only that his understanding of
eros is one reason that he would support those and similar regulations.

Socrates’ treatments of eros in PlgaedrusandSymposiunthen confirm the link
between eros and religious belief suggested iféqmubli¢ and they do so while
deepening our understanding of that link, presenting eros as bound to religious belief as
to its source. That is, Socrates presents eros in these dialogues as thefsaliggous
belief. Furthermore, thehaedrusespecially, through its presentations of the experience
of falling in love, suggests not only that eros is such as to lead to religious belie§dut al
that a strict pious community such as Plato describes icatheoffers advantages for
eros. In thé?haedruswve find that the fullest experience of eros, such as Socrates
attributes to the “new initiate,” depends on shame, awe, justice, and concerngodshe
(cf. Phdr. 250e1ff.). Such moral restraint not only helps a couple’s bond endure after the
peak of erotic passion has passed, but also helps lovers fall in love in the first place,
providing would-be lovers with a belief that they are the sort of beings that ought to be
dedicated to another, and supporting the hopefulness characteristic of dedicatias. This
not to say that eros flourishes under all strict or illiberal legal coddsaies839a3-b3),
but only that a community whose laws direct its citizens towards virtue, providimg the
with the awe characteristic of such illiberal regimes as Plato ersjaféers eros helpful
support, in this respect.

Finally, by understanding the link between eros and religious belief, we also
found we could understand the second major conclusion of our study: namely, Plato’s

suggestion that philosophers are not erotic in the strictest sense of the tertherber
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in its full sense is bound to such religious belief as Plato regards as irratienal, t
philosopher, as the one who lives the life of reason, living, that is, in full accord with
reason (cfRep 582d13Phdr. 249b6-c8), would need to be free of eros. Then, by
understanding the unerotic character of philosophy, we can finally understand more
deeply the problem which guided our study, i.e., Socrates’ ambiguous treatmest of er
in both praise and blame. For, viewed from the highest perspective, the perspective of
what Plato regards as the best way of life, viewed, that is, from the philosophic
perspective, eros is defective. The erotic experience as Socratebefesasi

accompanied by irrationality, and thus cannot be wholeheartedly affirmée by t
philosopher, but because eros is also conducive to leading us towards the philosophic life,
as Socrates also argues, it can be regarded as a qualified good. Even frolmestte hig

point of view eros is superior to the lack of eros of an unerotic non-philosopher.

It may be of some help to briefly retrace the path we have traversed from the
Republi¢ through thé?haedrusto theSymposiumby which we reached the conclusions
mentioned above. In our study of tRepubli¢c we began with book five and the question
of why Socrates proposes the communism of the family. Through close scrutiny of
Socrates’ arguments there, it appeared that neither the eugenics prograenumtytof
the city are the deepest motive for the communism of the family; ratheat&oseeks
simply to destroy the family without substituting some new bond attachingiéindigns

to one anothet. To understand why Socrates would seek to destroy the family, we turned

! See pages 26-39 above.
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back to the education of the guardians, noting the similarity between ttseiigiency
towards which Socrates would educate the guardians and the destruction of ltheatami
both would render the guardians more independent of one another. The self-sufficiency
Socrates endorses then also turns out not to be for the sake of what he alleges, the virtue
of the guardians, nor does it seem that making the guardians care less for bee anot
would help them serve the city betfefThen, noting that book three’s discussion of self-
sufficiency comes in the context of Socrates’ treatment of mourning, wel tiorl@ok
ten’s treatment of mourning, where we found mourning linked to irrational religious
belief. In Plato’s view, the tears of the decent come with and thereby show and
strengthen their hopes for assistance from the gods, and the communism oflthe fami
thus finally comes to sight as a way of destroying those attachments amguogitians
which inevitably give rise to mourniriglf Socrates could free the guardians of such
attachment, as he knows he cannot, he would prepare the guardians for their genuine
acceptance of the theology he outlines in book two, the theology necessary to make
philosophic rule possiblé.

The studies of thBPhaedrusandSymposiunthen, each in its own way, confirm
the Republic’s suggestion of a connection between eros and religious belief, and they do
so while deepening the suggestion, indicating that eros is bound to religious biesief as
source. Thé&haedrusdoes this primarily through the palinode’s indication that the

beloved’s beauty is the cause of the growth of the soul's wings, the purpose of which is to

2 See pages 39-48 above.
% See pages 48-62 above.
* See pages 63-66 above.
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lead the soul to the gods. That is, Socrates presents in the palinode the experience of
falling in love, and he highlights the growth of religious beliefs characteatthat
experiencé. The palinode’s indications about the intellectual limits attending the
religious beliefs of lovers, especially when paired with the indication of theisupe
rationality of the one who has ceased loving offered in the conclusion of Sotrates’
speech, then further suggest that a philosopher would necessarily no longer be erotic i
the full sens@&. The unflattering light this consideration sheds on eros is then somewhat
mitigated if we recall the nonlovers attracted to Lysias’ spebehspgeech with which the
dialogue began, for the deficiency of these nonlovers highlights the genuimestype
of lovers. The nonlovers who are attracted to Lysias’ speech are reluctdntitoca
themselves their dissatisfaction with limiting themselves to the meseipof their own
interest’ whereas lovers can more fully admit to themselves what they most deeply
desire, and in this respect lovers are superior even from the point of view of philosophy.
Finally, our study of th&ymposiunconfirms both the suggestion that eros is a
source of religious belief and that philosophers are not erotic. Socrates bidigias w
proof that eros is not a god and ends his speech with the suggestion that the philosopher
is purified of eros and no longer sees the highest being as a god, implyindatizral
lovers will so regard the highest befhdn theSymposiumSocrates does not present us
with the phenomenon of falling in love as he did inR@edrus rather, he complements

thePhaedruspresentation with an analysis of the phenomenon, an analysis that helps

® See pages 159-169 above.
® See pages 125-128, 169-174 above.
" See pages 100-102 above.
8 See pages 184-186 above.
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explain why human beings, i.e., rational animals, would be erotic. Eros instheldice
consists in the combination of a desire for a beautiful human being and a wish born of
reflection on our mortal condition, a wish that is usually deeply buried but which
becomes manifest together with sexual desigince the wish in question thus tends to
resist being brought fully into the light of day, and therefore one may doubt of its
prevalence, Socrates must continue his analysis, as he may also have othisivege¢o

do, distinguishing three kinds of love: love of one’s own, love of the good, and love of
beauty. These three kinds of love or concern are all present in eros for another huma
being, and Socrates draws particular attention to the primacy of the love of th& good.
This primacy is shown by our unwillingness, even when consciously moved by love of
something other than our good, to believe that what we are doing is not also good for us.
The presence then of this love of the good together with the love of beauty chaiacteris
of a dedicated lover confirms that the erotic wish is indeed present and even furishe
the form of hopes in the heart of a loverFurthermore, by pointing to these hopes as the
outcome of the combination of love of beauty and love of the good, Socrates both
completes his account of how religious beliefs may originate in the erperof eros,

and confirms the irrationality of this experience.

But then is Plato’s thesis that eros in the fullest sense is necessarily bound to

irrational religious beliefs not contradicted by manifest facts? Are tharplenty of

° See pages 201-203, 212-213 above.
19 See pages 214-238 above.
1 See pages 233-235 above.
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atheists today who deny the existence of such a connection between thenderos a
religious belief? If we could take witnesses at their word, if the avowedtstindio

claim to love could be trusted to know themselves, then Plato’s thesis about eros would
be disproven. But the difficulty of assessing what people really belieygpasex to

what they say would seem to be the first lesson Plato teaches every reaser of hi
dialogues, if common sense and experience have not taught it already.

We may assess the adequacy of Plato’s teaching by asking ourselveslhow we
that teaching accords with our experience, our experience of ourselves and olvethers
know. Beyond this, we could question the avowed atheists who claim to love. We may
ask if the hope and delight such lovers admit they take in falling in love admits of a
complete articulation that does not imply the existence of caring gods: ddahesenot
rest assured about attachments for which only caring gods could permit as8uranc
Furthermore, we may note that one has no small reason to conceal one’s hopes from
oneself if acknowledging them means coming to question the possibility of their
fulfillment. Finally, we may ask whether the eros of these lovers who &iadaar less
conscious of religious hopes does not suffer, whether these lovers do not display a
hesitancy and fearfulness in admitting what they really desire of theirdud, a
hesitancy and fearfulness which can be explained by their reluctance to own up to the
hopes? Who among us has never wished to pray, perhaps only with regret if he could
not? And who has not, on another occasion, possessed by the thought of his beloved, felt

as far as could be from the need to pray, as if his prayers were alreagyeat®éw

12 See pages 212-213 above.
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Beyond these and similar questions, | know of no way to settle the matter, and
since there is no reason to believe that both parties to such conversations will agese on t
proper interpretation of the conversations,—indeed Plato believes almost no one can
consistently agree with him—it seems the matter will only be settledly of us on our
own, between our own hearts and minds. Still, to return to our introduction, supposing
Plato’s understanding of eros is correct, what follows for politics?

Certainly nothing revolutionary follows. In teaching us the defectivenesgnf e
the best regime in thHeepubli¢ Plato surely teaches that noting an imperfection in our
own community is no reason to seek its upheaval, especially in a community in which the
serious reading and discussion of Plato is still possible. By insistingéhatgard as
good or truly desirable only what is in the first place possible (see page 27, &late)
surely indicates that any suggestions for reform must take their befrangs/hat is
presently possible (cEaws709a-712a, 739a-e), and we have offered no such analysis of
the character of the contemporary situation as would permit us reasonably td angges
changes to our regime. Still, since the investigation of what is possible wouldWwtyi
an analysis of the present situation, the most immediate effect of Platdisiteaould
be to help those of us who follow it to understand the present. | can only offer here some
tentative suggestions; | present them not as definite suggestions but as prdfEms w
this study of eros may help us consider more deeply.

In particular, we may note that our current liberal order has gone some distance
towards Plato’s best regime, apparently providing for the freedom of reasontd not i

rule, and we have gone this distance without making the sacrifices Platosexuiie
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guardians in th&®epublic*® But if Plato’s understanding is correct, we should ask

exactly how far we have come, suspecting that the attainment of true freédand

may not be so easy for a political community. Is there really such freedivougit in

the liberal West as the relative absence of its legal persecutionlgaghis to believe?
Furthermore, to the extent that we have moved towards Plato’s best regim's, Plat
analysis of eros would suggest that this movement has not been without a cost. If we
have not destroyed the family, have we not perhaps weakened it instead, forcing
ourselves to bury some of our natural longings? And if these longings are ,naéural

would expect them to return, perhaps in new and veiled forms, which Plato’s analysis of
eros could help us to understand more adequately. If Plato’s analysis of maipsg

us understand our grief, there is reason to suspect his analysis of eros codédeeluci

other aspects of our lives. Finally, if Plato is correct, and the resistarmeedorh of

thought is natural, if humans are happier in a community whose horizon is delimited by
sacred awe, and if such limitation proves ultimately more conducive to aimnant of

the human peak, philosophy, then to the extent that we have not fulfilled and could not
fulfill the dream of a society permitting complete freedom of thoughtoBlanalysis of

eros can help us to cease regretting that fact. In short, our study aiggests that we
should raise the question of whether ours is a community that is and should be dedicated
to leading its members towards virtue and all that virtue may entail. ltdsgowlithout
saying that in raising such questions we need not forget the tremendous advaatages t

our current order provides, for we only seek to make some of our fellows awake to what

13 See Bruell (1994, 281-282).
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may be deficiencies in our order, human longings that may be neglected osedpties
awareness of which could permit more responsible considerations of how to respond to

those longings.

Such speculations as to the practical consequences of Plato’s teaching@hout er
however, must take second place to the truly urgent question of assessing the truth of
Plato’s position. Where we left off in tl8ymposiumAristophanes was about to respond
to Socrates’ speech, presumably to disagree with somethingynif(212c4-6), and
while Aristophanes is interrupted, and we therefore do not get to hear his response, it
would seem that Plato suggests that we consider what Aristophanes might have found
dissatisfying in Socrates’ speech. Therefore, Plato would seem to shggeste way
we should test the adequacy of Socrates’ account of eros is through another studly, a
of what Aristophanes says not only in 8ymposiumbut also in his own plays, to see if
there is some element of eros that Socrates has overlooked or misinderprete

To judge by AristophaneSymposiunspeech, however, Aristophanes’ view of
eros is not informed by a terribly pious outlook @ymp 190cff.), and it is the
consideration of a pious outlook that raises for us an even more urgent question. We
have suggested again and again that eros is bound to irrational religious belidfjland w
some readers may be likely to find the thesis that man is by nature auzlging
congenial to their faith, these readers may be expected to ask on what bases Socrat
could claim to know that these beliefs are always irrational. It would desrthbse of

us who have assented to Socrates’ view of these religious beliefs havedisseash
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instance the truth of his natural theology. That is, in book two dRépeiblic*® in the
indication of thePhaedrughat the lover who learns the truth about the gods does so by
investigating his own views, especially that of justitand in theSymposium’s

reasoning about the character of gods based on the human understanding of p&fection,
Socrates seems to have assumed that God must be intelligible on the basis of human
reason alone. And therefore it would seem to be on this assumption that those of us who
have followed him have regarded the religious beliefs of lovers as irratitingitrue

that this natural theology is supplemented by an account of the origin of religiais bel

in the experience of eros, but it is not clear whether or in what way toeataginalysis

of that experience would contribute to the vindication of our assumption. To provide a
satisfactory natural account of the origin of religious belief would bebtat tbe claim

that man’s faith in the supernatural cannot be accounted for on a natural basis, but to do
this is not to prove that the natural account is true. We must then return to our study of
Plato in order to gain a surer grasp of the basis on which he believed his theology
justified. To the believers, we believe this should be a welcome return, one whish offer
both them and us the opportunity to understand ourselves better, a return after which we
hope to profit even more from our conversations with them. To those who clamor for us
to give up the investigation, perhaps in the belief that our question admits no adequate
solution, we must admit our inability to heed their advice, an inability thatastlat

least until we are shown how it is possible to live as a human being without casrcern f

4 See pages 64-65 above.
15 See pages 169-174 above.
16 See pages 203-204 above.
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the true answer to this question, that is, until we are shown how to live with nothing more
than the prejudices with which we happen to find ourselves, regarding these as no more

than prejudices.
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