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ABSTRACT

| will address the issue of Plato’s use of myths camogrthe afterlife in the context of the
ethical arguments of th@orgias PhaedoandRepubli¢ and | will contend that while the
arguments in each dialogue are aimed at convincing tlie@abpart of the self, the myths are
aimed at persuading the non-rational part of the seffuprport of this interpretation, | will
examine Plato’s views on the relation between tfierdnt parts of the soul and the relationship
that poetry and myth have to philosophy. | will argue Blato’s use of myth is a legitimate tactic
in his project of moral education, given his views @nig the role that the non-rational parts

of the self play in one’s moral life.
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1. Introduction

Unlike many of the other myths or images presentedrious dialogues, the afterlife
myths of theGorgias Phaedg andRepublicmay not seem to have an obvious connection with
the arguments of those dialogues. It is fairly ease& ®r example, how the story of the ring of
Gyges inRepublicll fits in with Glaucon’s critique of traditional mditg. That story serves to
illustrate Glaucon’s demand that justice be shown totbesically valuable, and it informs the
subsequent argument. The story serves its purpose, arthéhemgument is resumed. But the
afterlife myths do not fit this pattern, since theg aot followed by further argumentation but are
found at or very near the ends of their respective glisds. What was Plato’s purpose in having
his character Socrates wind up a long (inRlepubli¢ very long) series of arguments by telling
seemingly far-fetched stories about the afterlifdtardly seems likely that they were meant to
serve as a kind of satyr play to give the audience sghter fare after a long stretch of drama;
Plato must have had in mind a more serious role faethg/ths than that, since he spent such
effort in crafting them.

| will argue that when Socrates’ views about the sodlthe relationship between myth
and argument are taken into account, then the aftenifas he tells can be understood as an
attempt to get his interlocutors not simply to agre& Wi arguments, but to fully accept them
and to put them into practice. The arguments ofbryias Phaedo andRepublicall deal with
the value of a life of practicing philosophy, and So@aeoncerned that his interlocutors not
only agree with him in argument, but live accordingth@edol15b4-c2); thus, he adds the
emotional weight of the myth to the logical weightlod argument. However, if this kind of move
IS not to be seen as merely a fallacious appeal tdi@md will be necessary to make an

examination of the use of myth and poetry in each glisddn order to show why Socrates’ use of



myth is a legitimate addition to his use of argumentghsigre useful because of their emotional
appeal, but (as will be seen in tRepubli¢ Socrates argues that myths can inflict great psychic
damage unless they are subjected to the critique of réason

In each dialogue Socrates crafts myths that are neampeal to the particular
interlocutor or interlocutors with whom he is speakeugg so in order to understand how each
myth is intended to fulfill its function, | will firsgive an account of the character or characters of
Socrates’ primary interlocutors by examining their edgand actions in the dialogue. | will then
show how the account of the human psyche that Sogatesin each dialogue helps to
illuminate his interlocutor’s desires and state of abter, and shows how exactly the myth is
supposed to appeal to Socrates’ audience. But on anotbkH&to is putting these myths into
his dialogues for the benefit of his readers. So tleabthe myth must be ascertained on two
levels: that of the characters in the dialogue, andahine readers of the dialogue. | will contend
that the function of the myth is to augment the marglument, and is aimed not at the rational
part of the soul, but at the non-rational. The psyahofresented in each dialogue will show why
the myth is needed, and how it is intended to operate.

Finally, | will examine the details of each mythgisow how it is meant to reinforce
Socrates’ arguments that the best kind of life is @eatspracticing philosophy. Socrates borrows
freely from various accounts of the afterlife, but asll show he does not do so haphazardly;
each myth has a message that parallels the argumientedpective dialogue. | will also address
the issue of in what way each myth is to be undersésadue: that is, how much of the story is

to be taken literally, and how much should be understdegiaically.

! As Ludwig Edelstein puts it, “The myth...must be made toanfto the results of philosophy. Such stories
alone are to be told...as reflect the truth of dialet{iEslelstein (1949) 465).



As a final note, | should add that | am dealing withdiadogues in the ord€sorgias
Phaedo Republicnot because | am necessarily committed to a certaonological ordering of
those works, but because | wish to deal with each (aytt the psychology on which each myth

is based) in ascending order of complexity.



2. The Myth of theGorgias

Socrates spends the latter part of@wggiastrying to convince Callicles that his views
on the nature of happiness and justice are mistakem the end Callicles remains unconvinced,
and Socrates closes his arguments by telling Calicery about a final judgment in the
afterlife. In order to understand why Socrates turnsyth at that point, | must first show what
the discussion reveals about Callicles’ characterydrydthe argument eventually grinds to a
halt? Jyl Gentzler has argued that Socrates is in fact ssiphistical tactics in his discussion with
Callicles, in order to counter Callicles’ assertiah®.g. 486b4-c2 that spending too much time in
pursuit of philosophy will prevent Socrates from being dbluse rhetorit However, | find this
reading unsatisfactory, since if it is correct all Bdes has shown at the end of the dialogue is
that pursuing philosophy is not in fact a hindrance tmleg rhetoric, and it seems to me that
Socrates takes himself to be making much stronger cthmnsthat (cf. 527e2-9). Additionally,
the inclusion of the myth seems even more problematihis interpretation.

In order to defend my view that the myth serves tforece the argument, | must show
that Socrates is making a legitimate argument, andhbatetson Callicles fails to agree with it in
the end is not because the argument is sophisticdl.dheiv that Callicles is portrayed as
someone who is internally conflicted, and it is thiernal conflict that prevents him from
agreeing with Socrates. Thus, if Callicles is to bevewed fully of Socrates’ claims regarding the

value of a life of philosophy, his internal conflietdl have to be resolved.

2 C.f. Thrasymachus’ frustration with Socrates atethé ofRepublicl.
% Gentzler, Jyl, “The Sophistic Cross-examination afli€les in theGorgias” Ancient Philosophy, vol. 15 (1995),
pp. 17-43.



2.1. Callicles’ Account of Justice

Callicles is the first speaker in the dialodumyt after making some introductory remarks,
he does not reappear until the conclusion of Socrategisiion with Polus at 481b6. He begins
his speech by complaining that Socrates has unjustigom® Gorgias and Polus in argument by
equivocating. Callicles states that Polus meant thatgagnjustly is more shameful according to
law or customifomo$, while Socrates argues as though Polus meant shamefatilre
(phusig. In other words, Callicles states that what isvemtionally considered just is not the
same as what is intrinsically just. He instead cldimas these two concepts are actually opposed
to each other (482e7-8), and that what is just by natunat iat all the same as what is considered
just by “the weak and the many” (48355Qn Callicles’ view, conventional notions of justice
have been put in place to restrain those who arethiyengreater and superior than the majority
of humanity, and who thus deserve a “greater share” (483c3).

Callicles asserts that Socrates was able to refatgi& and Polus only because their
commitments to conventional ideas about justice predetiitem from saying what they really
believed. In contrast, Callicles rejects such a camenit, and states instead that conventional
justice should be disregarded by those who are greatatimenSocrates is thus presented with
an opponent who does not share his commitment to-oegarding justice, and so if his
argument is to succeed he must argue for this commitment.

Callicles’ long speech in praise of what he calls rafustice begins with an account of

the campaigns of Darius | against the Scythians anceo{es | against Greece; in accordance

* Where his opening words, interestingly enough patemou kai magfs, “of (=on the subject of) war and battle,”
perhaps indicative of the battle he will fight with Stes, and more importantly (if Socrates’ view of hsyc
harmony is correct) the battle he is fighting withimself as well.

® Quotations from th&orgiasare taken from the Zeyl translation found in CoopeinnM., ed.Plato: Complete
Works Hackett, 1997. All Stephanus references in this chapteiogdheGorgiasunless otherwise indicated.



with natural justice each of these kings took what lggddrto others (483d9-e2). He also quotes
from Pindar’s account of the labors of Hercules, inctvidercules took the cattle of the weaker
Geryon by force (484b5-c4). He uses these examples to sungpetatement that “nature itself
reveals that it's a just thing for the better man #r@dmore capable man to have a greater share
than the worse man and the less capable man” (483d1-#gleSahen shifts to an attack on the
usefulness of philosophy, and quotes from Homer and Euripides exhortation to Socrates not
to persist in the pursuit of philosophy; at his age suasteaccupation will make him unfit to
engage in the proper life of a citizen, since it wikgeéim from the civic centers where he might
distinguish himself in the public eye (484c6-486d8). The lifphaibsophizing, Callicles maintains,
will put its adherent in danger of being unable to defendif in court, since he will be unversed
in the kind of rhetoric needed to win over his audienod, thus will leave him in the shameful
position of being at the mercy of “some no good wretichin accuser” who could have him
condemned to death if he so desired (486b2-4). The iromysdast statement with regard to the

fate of the philosopher would of course not have besrolo Plato’s audience.

2.2. The Character of Callicles

Callicles’ speech reveals much about his charactdrit montains a number of interesting
peculiarities. A closer examination of his speechstibw how it displays an inconsistency in his
position that Socrates is able to exploit. Firshaligh Callicles admires the Persian kings for
their ability to get what they desire, both the Rergiampaigns he mentions ended in failure.
Darius was forced to withdraw after failing to engageShgthians in decisive battlegnd

although the Persians under Xerxes succeeded in burningsAtihvéhe ground, they were also

® Herotodus’ account of the campaign takes up the bulk of foomlof theHistories and | assume that Plato’s
audience would have had at least a passing familiarityitvit



forced to withdraw after the battles of Salamis araddela. Both Persian kings thus proved to be
in some sense “worse” and “less capable” than thpggooents, and so it is puzzling that Callicles
holds them up as examples of those who are greatetingrand whose greatness entitles them
to a greater share.

Second, after quoting Pindar, Callicles admits that hisagiom may be inexact, since he
“[doesn’t] know the song well” (484b10). Marian Demos hagigiconvincing arguments that
Plato deliberately puts a slight misquotation in Caflicleouth. Callicles’ quotation, when
compared with Pindar’s actual phrasing, undermines Callistdief that the actions of Hercules
are unequivocally endorsed by the pbitappears that Callicles has either misunderstood the
historical and poetic examples he has cited in deferisis wiews, or he is simply being deceptive.
So even though Callicles admires figures such as DarargeX, and Hercules, it isn’t clear that
he has good reasons for doing so.

Plato’s presentation of Callicles’ character givesrdader a detailed picture of the
specific challenge Socrates faces. His interlocutsibegn poorly educatéih the sense that he
has failed to learn the correct lessons from hisucailand from history, and he has as a result
internalized strong desires for wealth and political poMeus, Callicles is not committed to the
same set of conventional beliefs that Socrates aggbéalin his discussion with Gorgias and
Polus, and so Socrates is compelled to defend them xlieitly. Socrates realizes this
difficulty when he says to Callicles that “if humanrges didn’t share common experiences, some

sharing one, others sharing another, but one of usdmaé snique experience not shared by

" Demos, Marian, “Callicles’ Quotation of Pindar irefBorgias” Harvard Studies in Classical Philologyol. 96
(1994), pp. 85-107.

8 Socrates’ statement seemingly to the contrary at 487k8nost likely ironic, since like the rest of Sdesi
descriptions of Callicles at this point (being well-dispd towards Socrates, being willing to speak his mirid) it
eventually proven false by the course that the disausales. Additionally, it is backed up by the testimony of
“many of the Athenians,” rather than by Socratesdailf.



others, it wouldn’'t be easy for him to communicate wWieexperienced to the other” (481c8-d3).
Socrates’ and Callicles’ experiences have led thetwadoopposing views of justice, and Socrates
must now defend his view to Callicles without the bréfsharing certain important formative

experiences with him.

2.3. Socrates’ Refutation of Callicles

Socrates then attempts to show that Callicles’ posifi internally inconsistent. He first
addresses Callicles’ view that those who are supeyioature deserve more by asking Callicles
for an account of this superiority (488b10-d3). By “supericafli€les cannot mean physically
stronger, because the “inferior” many are jointlpeger than the “superior” few, and he cannot
mean just any kind of intelligence, since it would beuaths$o think that a doctor deserves a
greater share of food in virtue of his superior medicalkedge, or that a cobbler deserves a
greater share of shoes. Callicles retorts that refesring to “those who are intelligent about the
affairs of the city, about the way it's to be wetnaged,” and who additionally will be brave and
resolute in forming their plans, and will not shrinknfr@arrying them out due to “softness of
spirit” (491b6). It is this type of person that is suitedule and have a “greater share.”

Although Callicles has given a preliminary account of/ltbe superior people are
superior, he has not yet shown why such people aréedritif nature to a greater share, or
defined what exactly he means by a greater share. Btherates asks whether the rulers should
rule over themselves as well as others, Calliclpleiethat self-control amounts to slavery, since
it requires the limitation of desire, and that those \&re superior should not be enslaved to
anything, even themselves (491e2). Callicles then giveseount of the good life as consisting in

maximizing and fulfiling one’s desires. The inferiormahe states, are incapable of such a life



because they lack the strong desires that are a ngcpes@quisite of happiness, and they mask
this failing by propagating the conventional belief thatting more than one’s share is shameful
(492a4-b2). Additionally, they are not powerful enough to detwhey want. This completes
Callicles’ account of the superior people: they are saperivirtue of their strong and expansive
desires and their ability to satisfy them, and thegesa greater share of external goods because
happiness consists in desire satisfaction (hencdiriglfd greater desire results in greater
happiness), and as Terence Irwin puts it they are ‘ftlyeomes who have a reasonable prospect
of happiness®The superior man, who lives according to natural justideseize whatever he
wants in order to fulfill his desires, and will not treén himself either in allowing his desires to
grow more demanding, or in seeking their fulfillment. beyiaccording to conventional notions of
justice would interfere with the attainment of happinsgxe it would prevent the acquisition of
many of the objects of desire.

After eliciting this clarification from Callicles,&&rates’ next move is to drive a wedge
between Callicles’ commitment to the best life geime of maximal desire satisfaction, and his
commitment to bravery being necessary for a proper hlifeaHe first asks whether Callicles is
committed to the belief that the pleasant is ident@ahe good, and Callicles initially agrees
(495d5-10). And this agreement is not unjustified on his padg €allicles’ standard of
happiness at this point is simply the strength of theedebeing satisfied, despite Socrates’
examples of the itch-scratcher and the catamite.aBesthen makes use of Callicles’ approval of
bravery to show that if he wishes to be consist€atlcles should not be committed to the idea
that the pleasant is identical to the good. Callidigees that good people are good in virtue of

there being some good thing present in them (497d9-e2), adhiis that both the brave and

° Irwin, TerencePlato’s Ethics Oxford, 1995, p. 105.
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the cowardly feel a comparable amount of pleasure ingsé®eir opponents retire from the field
(498b1). But he does not want to admit that the cowardlgaod, even though they feel much
the same kind of pleasure as the brave; rather, hesatth@aitsome pleasures are good, while
others are bad (499c¢7-9). Given his commitment to brateris forced to the conclusion that
the standard of goodness cannot simply be pleasure. Sognetinst distinguish the brave from
the cowardly besides the type or amount of pleasurefeléyT hus, faced with a choice between
retaining his view that happiness consists in maxitaeaire satisfaction and retaining his view that
bravery is a virtue, Callicles opts to stick with ey

And it seems that this is the best choice availeblem, given his ideas about those who
are superior by nature being wise and courageous in makdngxaouting their plans. Without
bravery, they will let fear of the inferior many unguifluence their decisions and actions. But
what Socrates is trying to get Callicles to seeas this commitment to bravery in carrying out
one’s plans in the face of external opposition algolies bravery in overcoming internal
opposition, i.e. from one’s appetites and desft&ince Callicles has internalized at least one
correct lesson from the myths he quotes, viz. thabthavery of Hercules is admirable, Socrates
can latch onto this belief of Callicles’ in ordergoomote his idea of the good life being one of
harmony and self-control.

Once Socrates gets Callicles to agree that the pteiasaot the same as the good, he
returns to his earlier distinction between a knack acid (cf. 462c1-4). Distinguishing between
pleasures and pains with regard to whether or not tleegaod requires the type of knowledge

that a craftsman possesses. While the possessdmatk aims at gratifying though pleasure,

19| am not sure how far this section of fergiaswill go in showing a Socratic (or Platonic) commitméo the
unity of the virtues (bravery and temperance, in taiey, but there seems to be something like the idethiha
virtues are inter-entailing in operation here.
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without regard for what is genuinely good for his subjgwet,craftsman knows the nature of his
subject, and aims to improve those on whom he perfhisngaft. Socrates speaks of
improvement as giving the subject of one’s craft a defshape, and ordering its parts “until the
entire object is put together in an organized and ordeyy (503e10-504a2). On this view, the
craftsman’s knowledge of his subject will enable hinaffect his subject with the aim of making it
internally harmonious, and thus improving it. Socrateidaes the craft of medicine as being
able to make bodies healthy and harmonious, and thersitiakanalogy between the health of a
body and that of the soul (504a7-b6). He speaks of the sbalegy an appetitive part that is
sometimes in conflict with the rational part, sucéttihneeds to be restrained for the health of the
person (505a6-b10). Just as a patient’s appetites havedstbeted and controlled for the sake
of the health of the body, so a person’s desireshanle to be restricted and controlled for the
sake of the health of the soul. At this point, notne@®rgias can persuade Callicles to continue
the discussion (506c4), so Socrates proceeds with his argaméis own with only occasional

token interjections from Callicles.

2.4. Myth as Therapy

Socrates links Callicles’ refusal to continue in diszussion with Socrates’ earlier
discussion with Polus on whether it is better to beghad or to escape justice after committing
injustice. Socrates gets Polus to agree, at leastllyethat being punished for wrongdoing is
actually beneficial, since it corrects a defect mwrongdoer. By not continuing in the discussion
and undergoing the embarrassment of having his ideas gbdveninconsistent, Callicles “won’t
put up with being benefitted and...undergoing the very thing Swssion’s about, with being

disciplined” (505c3-5). By dropping out, Callicles is not allegvSocrates to benefit him through
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argument. | will now turn to the question of why he ntush to myth, and how exactly the myth
is supposed to benefit Callicles.

Prior to Callicles’ long speech, Socrates describés hinself and Callicles as loving
(eronte) two objects. He observes that Callicles is unebleontradict either of his beloveds: if
the Atheniardemosproposes something he goes along with it, and matche@gohis with what
his audience wants to hear (481e2-5), and he behavesligimita Demos the son of Pyrilampes.
Socrates is a lover of Alcibiades and of philosophy, &hile Alcibiades is rather “fickle” and
inconsistent, philosophy remains consistent and imbfat(482a5-b2). Thus, Socrates says that if
Callicles finds the things that he says about justideetextraordinary, then Callicles “must stop
my beloved, philosophy, from saying them.” In other dgythe must defeat Socrates in argument.

But the loves of Callicles are directed at incompatlds. Callicles has grown up
admiring leaders like Darius and Xerxes and heroes likeutss, since they acted according to
natural justice in taking what they desired. But he aésdnown up admiring leaders like
Themistocles, Cimon, and Pericles, who lived politivals and were very much involved in the
nomoiof Athens (503c1-4). There is a part of Callicles thants to throw off all internal and
external restraints in order to maximize and sah&ydesires, and yet the part of Callicles that
follows his love of political honor and bravery badiisthe shameful things that such a life could
lead to (e.g. cowardice in battle, as discussed ea#igrghowing his internal inconsistencies,
Socrates is prompting Callicles to discover his neearother principle by which he may order
his various desires in conformity with what has bagreed upon in the argument as being true.

Or, Callicles may simply content himself with thingiand acting inconsistently. Why
should he be committed to Socrates’ idea of the valugerhal harmony? But | believe that

Socrates has shown that living such an inconsisten/duld not allow Callicles to obtain either
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of the ends he seek$he follows his desire for pleasure, then he willl @p in situations that will
seem shameful to him; and if he follows his desireafpolitical life, then he will have to deny
himself certain pleasures. If he tries to split théed#ince between these two loves, then he will
end up not fully satisfying either of them. So whileliClals may not value internal harmony as
such, Socrates is trying to show him that he shoukebat value it insofar as being internally
harmonious is more conducive to obtaining the endsdiesse

If Callicles’ desires are in conflict, and if the erfl@spursues are a result of those desires,
then in order to have a consistent end or set of &edsjll have to somehow restrain or
eliminate some of his desires. But since Calliclesirds for sensual gratification and political
victory originate in the non-rational part of his sdbky are not directly affected by arguments as
is the rational part of the soul. Like a good craftsnsotrates is trying to bring about a just and
harmonious state in Callicles (cf. his exhortatibb2/c8-e9) by correcting certain of his desires.
And while he apparently believes that Callicles’ lafdoravery is a good desire, since he affirms it
and uses it as a means to argue against Callicles’ ln¢hets, he sees that Callicles has
internalized a poor conception giusis since he has drawn the wrong lessons from his
education. In contrast to Callicles’ notiongdfusisin which one’s object is maximal desire
satisfaction, Socrates argues for the view that wetaogbromote harmony in ourselves. But
Callicles is unable to agree with Socrates, sincgtithéooks on the life of the philosopher that
Socrates describes as shameful. He cannot agree aatht&s that suffering injustice is
preferable to committing injustice, since he belieWwed suffering at the hands of “some very
corrupt and mean man” (521c8) is shameful. In order to noevallicles, Socrates must show
him that it is the life of the unjust person thatrigyt shameful.

2.5. The Content of the Myth
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The myth Socrates recounts involves a judgment thaes@inthe end of a person’s life,
and as a result of which they are assigned a place mftirlife. After Pluto complains that many
people were being undeservedly sent either to punishmeartarus or to bliss in the Isles of the
Blessed, Zeus institutes a new system of judgment. Réidebeing judged while they are alive,
while they still retain all the outward results ofithections, souls will from now on be judged
after they are dead, and by those who are themseladg823e3-4). And just as the body of one
who has died remains in the final condition that d tadnile the person remained alive, and bears
the marks of what it underwent while the person lived. (atness, talliness, scarring), so the soul
will retain the condition it had while the person vedige, and will show the effects of the
treatment it received. Socrates describes the efiégisrforming unjust actions as being akin to
scarring and mutilation: he says that the judge hasr‘gfteten hold of the Great King, or some
other king or potentate, and noticed that there’s ngtbrund in his soul but that it's been
thoroughly whipped and covered with scars, the resultstefdcd perjury and injustice, things that
each of his actions has stamped upon his soul’” (524e4-525atat&oreinforces his point by
appealing to Homer, whose descriptions of the punishnreffiartarus mainly involve great kings
such as Tantalus and Sisyphus, while more mundane wrongdméras Thersites are not subject
to such great punishments. The horrific nature of theding punishments of Tantalus and
Sisyphus speaks to the grievous nature of their unjust gmolusacts, while the more common
and less serious wrongdoing of Thersites merits onadirig at the hands of Odysseus.
Socrates’ emphasis is thus on the internal consequehoeg’s actions, not the external results
they may bring.

The images of scarring and mutilation that Socrategptesire quite visceral, and are

obviously meant to have great emotional apf®atrates is again making an analogy between the
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health of the soul and that of the body: presumaldjgirfing political power involved having
one’s body whipped, scarred, and mutilated, Callicles wajdettr such a life as plainly shameful.
But Socrates’ point is that the life Callicles wishedead will inflict the same kind of damage on
his soul, and that this damage is not the less shafoetting outwardly invisibleThe image
that Socrates gives of the scarred and twisted soasedoon his argument that justice involves
the correct and harmonious ordering of the parts o$dlé and that injustice involves the parts
of the soul being unruly and in conflict with each otheis a description of the same state of
affairs, but one that is aimed not at the rational phthe soul, as is the argument, but at the non-
rational part of the soul. It is designed to put on vivepldy the true consequences to oneself of
injustice.

But for the myth to be effective, is it the case thacrates (or Callicles) needs to be
committed to its literal truth? Socrates admits thatticles will think of his story as a “mere

taleull

even though Socrates believes it to be a true ac¢628a2). While in general | will resist
taking an overly deflationary reading of the mythsppears that in order for this myth to appeal
to Callicles it need not be understood as a kind o&im@-brimstone tale meant to frighten him
into being good now by appealing to horrific punishmerds will be inflicted on him later.
Although Socrates speaks of a final judgment, the psychiag that he describes is incurred in
this life. Even if psychic damage is not as readily agquiaas bodily damage, if Callicles can be
shown that such psychic damage is in fact the resulbjost actions, and if he can learn to have

the same revulsion for psychic damage as he does fdy badiage, then this would seem to be a

powerful disincentive to living unjustly, without the needappeal to a judgment in a literal

Y Muthosis used in a slightly pejorative sense here since isHaing describing is how Callicles is likely to view
Socrates’ account, but this usage should not be takenliaating Socrates’ (or Plato’s) attitude toward myth as
such.
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afterlife. The description of the judgment of the nakad sould be seen as an attempt to get
Callicles to take an objective view of himself, anddok past the external rewards that injustice
can bring to see the true price that he is payi®pcrates may in fact be committed to there
being some kind of judgment in the afterlife, and such a jedgjitand the subsequent punishment
it might bring) would serve as a powerful incentive tquse if there were good reasons for
thinking that it actually would take place after death,ifisthard to see how such an appeal
would be found compelling by Callicles. Socrates’ argurhastfocused on the harmony of the
soul rather than on eschatology, and so it seemsn&alsao interpret the myth in light of the
main focus of Socrates’ discourse. Thus, | think thataShclaim that the myth depends for its
impact on an undefended sense of moral optimism is mis{@keas (1982) 125). What Socrates
is trying to get Callicles to see is that unless lgelletes his bodily desires and his desires for
political power, he will not only fail to achieve tke@ds he seeks but harm himself as well.
Finally, in the myth Socrates describes two efféltés punishment may have. Punishment
may have a beneficial effect on the one being punishebat it may bring about a positive
change in character. Or, the punishment may haveditieheffect not on the one being
punished, but on those who see the suffering of the @ng punished (525b3-4). If one’s soul is
“curable,” then there is a possibility that, through phmient and suffering, the soul might be
cleansed of its injustice. But if the soul is not cugabihen it can at least serve as an example to
others of the consequences of acting unjustly. In thegiia, if Callicles is curable, then he may
react to the picture of the scarred and twisted soulneithision, and this may bring about a
reformation of his desires. However, even if Cabciemains incurable, he could still serve as an

example to others whose souls are curable: e.g. tothlee characters in the dialogue, or to the

2 As Annas states, the message of the myth is thsti¢g pays ‘in the end’, on a deeper level than wencan
see” (Annas (1982) 125).
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readers of the dialogue who have been given a detailedeit Callicles’ internal conflicts, and
who may very well share those conflicts.

The use of myth is therefore a logical outcome ofhyehology described by Socrates,
and serves to augment the argument, rather than to undettcuteplace it. The story that
Socrates tells parallels the course that the discussi@s: he speaks of souls being examined,
judged, and then sent either to punishments or to rewartle same way, the soul of Callicles
has been examined and found to be unharmonious, and trehefere been assigned a course of
punishment: in this case being refuted by Socrate5@6t3-5). Since Callicles drops out of the
argument, and thereby refuses to be benefitted, Socnatess a different kind of appeal. There is
apparently a part of Callicles that can still feelrsbaas is shown by his distaste for cowardice in
battle,and so Socrates paints a vivid picture of the mutilatifegts of practicing injustice.
Socrates is encouraging Callicles to look past thegjdi@nors and pleasures that unjust acts can
bring, and to contemplate the consequences that injisstgéor one’s own soul. It is an
emotional appeal, but not an inappropriate one, sinsénitagreement with the view of justice as
internal harmony that has been arrived at by dialecti

Whether the myth will succeed in getting Callicles harege his character is not clear, and
in fact Socrates seems rather doubtful on that pdins28a2). At the end of the dialogue,
Callicles appears to remain in disagreement with Segraut this is not in itself a display of the
failure of the presentation of myths in general. Siesraeems to think that if Callicles will not
follow his arguments, then the myth is his best hopg$ychic recovery, if only he will let
himself be persuaded by it. But the portrayal of Cafliadaracter, together with the argument

and the closing myth, may also serve as an exampla ®aaaning to others who are curable.
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3. The Myth of théPhaedo

In many respects, the conversation recounted iPtlaedofollows the standard form of a
consolation: the philosopher is appealed to by thoseamoor who are about to be, bereaved,
and he summons various arguments in an attempt to coiméont However, Plato adds a twist
to the form by placing Socrates in both the rolehefdne who is facing death as well as the role
of comforter. Socrates can thus demonstrate to tedacutors by his arguments as well as by his
actions that the philosopher will face death cheerfailyce as he states (e.g. at 61b9-E1H
has spent his life preparing for it. Whereas in@oegias Socrates is confronted by a series of
hostile interlocutors, in thehaedohe is surrounded by close friends who are highly sympathe
to his views (even though they may raise difficult otigens during the course of the argument, as
Cebes does at 85e3-86d5). Socrates’ companions are disaefsegrospect of being separated
from him, but he seeks to calm and reassure them byrdg#rating that those who have spent
their lives caring for their souls by pursuing philosoplilface death easily and will be looked
after by the gods.

The discussion closes with an account of the soul's\@uin the afterlife that differs
slightly in emphasis from the myth in t@orgias At 63b7-11 Socrates states that it is his belief
that he will be looked after by the gods that enablesd not fear death, and in the myth he
gives a more detailed account of what befalls the satd journey through the underworld. In
order to make sense of this myth, | will take a cldsek at the characters of Socrates’
interlocutors and the course of the arguments, whidlsimlw what role the myth plays in the

discussion, both on the level of the charactersardthlogue and the readers of the dialogue.

13 All Stephanus references in this chapter are téteedounless otherwise indicated.
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3.1. The Characters of Simmias and Cebes

Simmias and Cebes, Socrates’ main interlocutorsasseciates of the Pythagorean
Philolaus (61d6-8), and presumably have a fair amount olidatgiwith the Pythagorean
doctrines concerning death and rebirth. They are oldyifnendly towards Socrates, since they
have chosen to attend him in his final hours, and ¢éxpyess reluctance to offend or displease
Socrates during the course of the argument (84d7-8). Cetbescisbed as being intellectually
rigorous in pursuing arguments (63a) and as being someone eigflasvarguments carefully and
is therefore difficult to convince (77a7-9). Simmias afghcates his commitment to examining
important matters thoroughly (85c2-7). Both interlocutaestherefore favorably disposed
towards Socrates, and are eager to hear what he kag &bout the soul in order that they might
subject his account to intense rational scrutiny.kénCallicles, Simmias and Cebes will pursue an
argument to its logical end, even if they find the ingilens of their views disturbing or
distasteful (e.g. at 88b11-c7). Their pursuit of philosophyrhpinted in them a strong desire
for the truth.

At 107a2-10, Simmias and Cebes agree that Socrates has atjedgi@ated their
objections to the thesis that the soul is immoMalertheless, in light of the gravity of the topic
under discussion, Simmias admits that he still has stlmmbts. This admission echoes Cebes’
earlier statement to Socrates at 77e2-8 that therériglgened child” in him that needs
soothing:* There appears to be some part of Simmias and Celtdsathaot been fully brought
into agreement with the conclusion of the argument jtaado this part that Socrates addresses

the myth: what the “frightened child” needs accordin§otarates is not further argumentation,

14 Quotations from th@haedoare taken from the Grube translation found in Cooper (1997)
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but a soothing charm (77e8-9)L do not think that the reason for Socrates’ useythrat this
point is that he views reason itself as deficiensome way. On the contrary, Socrates is explicit
in his commitment to rational discourSaihen Simmias and Cebes provide arguments that
contradict Socrates’ assertion that the soul will iserdeath, Socrates prefaces his
counterargument by exhorting his friends not to becamsdlogues,” or haters of argument,
simply because their argument that the soul is immbaskeemingly been refuted (89¢c10-d3).
Socrates states that we should sooner mistrust owsgéteeally believe ourselves unhealthy)

than mistrust reason itself.

3.2. The Relationship between Myth and Argument

Socrates’ words to Crito at 115b4-c2 suggest a way to undérsiause of myth: he
states that Crito and the others will please himeaf/ttake care of their “own selves,” even if they
happen to disagree with the arguments he has presentedvétoeven if they do agree with
what Socrates has argued concerning the need to pralacl@sophy, but do not themselves
practice philosophy, then they will “achieve nothingére, Socrates is observing that there is a
great difference between assenting to the conclusian afgument and living it odt.Just as in
the Gorgias one’s non-rational partgeeed to be in harmony with one’s rational part ifwiele
person is to be psychically healthy. But in Bfeaedo Socrates describes the various desires in

more detail. He speaks of the desires of the body at 660&hit3) hinder the soul's activity in

15 C.f. Memorabilialll.xi.17, where Xenophon tells of Socrates’ claimtthis “charms” and “incantations” have
brought Cebes and Simmias from Thebes to see him.

'8 This is highlighted dramatically at 63d6-@fiere Socrates is advised by the executioner to avéiddgaas
such activity might necessitate multiple doses of thegmoiSocrates disregards this advice in favor of coimn
his discussion.

7' C.f. Alcibiades’ speech iBymposiun215¢10-216c5 about the love and shame that Socrates arobi@s in
While Alcibiades is present with Socrates he is tdkegree with him, but when he leaves Socrates’ pcesea is
unable to stand by his rational convictions, andw&akness causes him to be ashamed.
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pursuit of what it desires, viz. truth (66b9) and wisdom (66&82J. whereas in th&orgias
Socrates places great emphasis on attaining intenmabhg by redirecting or checking certain
desires (e.g. for political honor), here the focusigminimizing and eliminating certain kinds of
desires in order that they might be less of a hindremtlee fulfillment of other, higher desires.
The fear of death that Socrates’ interlocutors hawstipe calmed and charmed away, while their
desire for wisdom must be strengthened in order thatwilleyot only agree with the argument
but live their lives accordingly.

The Phaedodeals more explicitly with the relationship betweethvand poetry on the
one hand and argument on the other. At 60c4, Cebes adkdeSaon behalf of the sophist
Evenus) why Socrates has taken up the writing of poBtgrates replies that he has done so not
out of a desire to rival his contemporaries in poddit; but in obedience to a certain recurring
dream of his exhorting him to “practice and cultivate &nts” (60e7-8). Previously, Socrates had
understood the dream to be a command to practice philosloythgince the festival of Apollo
has delayed his execution, and in case the dream veasnmgfo poetry, Socrates has taken up
that practice as well (61a7-10). At first he writes imdwoof Apollo, but realizing that a poet’s
domain concerns fablem(itho) rather than argument®@oi), and not being himself a “teller of
fables (nuthologiko¥’ (61b6), he has instead taken the fables of Aesop anthg@utto verse.
Soon after this, Socrates says that the mostdfittiay for the group to spend the time until
Socrates’ execution would be to recount and examing (hkeskopein te kai muthologgin
concerning the afterlife (61e1-2).

Just as Socrates has adapted the fables of Aesopwslbdraw on Homer’s account of
the underworldl{liad viii.14, vii.481, Odyssewk.511 ff, xi.157) in order to shape that myth to fit

his own arguments. However, poetry is subject to ratiscrutiny and correction, as Aeschylus’
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account of the road to the underworld in Tredephuss at 107e5-108a3. What makes the myth
rationally acceptable is that it has been examinédcanfirmed by reason. But what makes the
myth effective is that it is soothing: it calms ardians the fear of death that is in us. It provides

a vivid illustration of the kinds of things we can expectndergo after we die.

3.3. The Content of the Myth

The myth that Socrates relates begins with an acafuhe soul leaving the body at
death: those who have purified themselves by practiciitgspiphy will readily part from their
bodies and will readily follow their appointed guides to pleece of judgment, while those who
have not purified themselves will part unwillingly witteir bodies, and must eventually be
compelled to travel to the place of judgment (108a10-b2). Sscnext gives an account of the
shape of the earth, and the paths that various soulsakeafter they are judged. He
distinguishes between what is commonly taken to bsuHeace of the earth and its true surface.
Like a fish or crab living in the slime and mud at tle¢tdm of the ocean, we falsely believe
ourselves to be dwelling on the earth’s surface, wieeality the earth’s true surface is “far
superior to the things we know” (110a8-9). The trees, fraid,gemstones with which we are
familiar are only corroded versions of the ones @nd#rth’s true surface (110d6-8).

This description is followed by an account of the catiah of water throughout the
earth. Annas dismisses this account as “fanciful ctsygbdwhich is “hardly...a display of
learning, since there is no learning, only fantagyinas (1982) 126). But J.S. Morrison has
argued that the account of the earth presented iRithedois drawn from cosmologies that were

prevalent in West Greece, and is appropriate in a dialpgreecupied with Western Greek (i.e.
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Pythagorean) ideas concerning the $bdust as Socrates draws on mythic elements in order to
compose his account of the underworld, so he draws ancmunt of the physical world with
which his audience would be familiar. The myth is daarapt to find common ground with his
interlocutors that Socrates can use to illustrateiéiss about the soul and the afterlife.

After the dead are judged, they are carried by one ajrdeg rivers to a reward suitable
to the life they have lived. The majority of the deatip have lived lives undistinguished by any
great good or evil, are sent via the river Acheroa take where they receive either purification
or reward, and are then reincarnated (113a2-6). Those avieocbmmitted greater crimes are
sent to Tartarus: if they are incurable they will aamthere, but if they are curable then they are
periodically cast up from Tartarus to the Acherusian lakesre they must obtain forgiveness
from their victims before they are allowed to bexcarnated (114a7-b6). Those who have
purified themselves with philosophy, however, are alb¥eetravel to the earth’s surface, where
they live with those who dwell in happiness with thelg¢111b9-c4); and those who are deemed
pure enough will live “altogether without a body” (114c2-7).

As in theGorgias the picture that Socrates gives of the afterliferjeyris meant to have
great emotional force. He is attempting to excite ddsath for the afterlife spent in the upper
regions of the earth, in which the philosopher wijbgrihe society of other philosophers and of
the gods, and disgust (or at least dissatisfaction) Wihworld we are familiar with by describing
it as a slimy, muddy swamp in comparison with the higberer parts of the earth. Just as the
myth of theGorgiasstrips away the external benefits that injusticelwang to reveal the true

effect of injustice to oneself, so the myth of Bfeaedogives us an image of the kinds of things at

18 Morrison (1959).
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which our bodily desires are directed, and shows how ardély they compare with the pure
and uncorrupted kinds of things that the soul of the philasogésires.

Although he describes the geography of the earth in detail, Socrates admits that it
would be unwise to insist on its literal trdfhHowever, it is “fitting” to believe that the soul's
journey after death will be like the myth in its esgdsr the just person, who has spent his life
making himself a fit companion for the gods, will beechfor by them after death. While Socrates
is not willing to hold too closely to every detailli$ account, for the myth to have any force it
must be the case that there is a literal afteslite. unlike the discussion in ti@&orgias the
discussion of th€haedohas largely revolved around giving arguments for thefbelibe soul's
existence after death, and so while Callicles mightnegessarily have had good reasons to think
that a judgment awaited him after he died, by their oavnigsion Simmias and Cebes do.
Socrates may thus legitimately base his myth orb#dief, since it has been properly examined in
the argument.

Whereas the myth of teorgiasis meant to put on display the true consequences to
oneself of an unjust life, the myth of tRbaedois meant to be a soothing remedy to the fear of
death that Socrates’ interlocutors have. InRhaedomyth the judgment of the souls is only very
briefly mentioned, since what Simmias’ and Cebeg’sfesgem to be based on is their belief that
death will irrevocably separate them from those ti@gl dear, rather than the fear that after
death they might be punished (as is the case with Ceph&epublicl). What the myth
emphasizes is Socrates’ conviction that the soul des@ur greatest care, since it will survive

the death of the body, and his belief that philosophyneake its practitioners fit to dwell in an

19 perhaps something like the philosophy of science foutligifiimaeuss being alluded to: although Socrates is
drawing on contemporary theories of the structure oétréh, any such account of the world of becoming lveill
at best a “likely tale” Timaeus29d1), and it would be unwise to insist on a greater def@edsion than that,
given the nature of the subject.



25

afterlife with others who have likewise practiced pulphy. Thus, it is imperative to care for
one’s soul by practicing philosophy. In this way, Saesaittempts to console his friends by
holding out the hope of their reunion after death (provitieg all purify themselves sufficiently),

and by exciting their desire for wisdom.

3.4. Difficulties in the Myth

However, in order for my interpretation to be accelptaiere are several difficulties that
need to be addressed. First, it seems that the psychwlesgnted in thBhaedais not entirely
consistent: in 78b10-80b8, Socrates argues that the soulasdanger of dissolving at death,
since unlike visible bodies it has no parts. But hown i@ we to make sense of the soul's
different capacities for arguing, desiring, and fearing? pdyehology of théhaedois not as
explicitly laid out as that of thRepubli¢ but there is a clear indication that there are réiffe
faculties in the soul (towards which either argumentadiomyth can be directed), which means
that the soul is in some sense composite.

But | think that what Socrates is emphasizing is thé's greater resemblance to the
invisible than to the visible. He repeats (at 79b11-cl78e2-6) that the soul is “most like” that
which is invisible and incorruptible, whereas the bizdike that which is visible and corruptible.
And although invisible, abstract objects, e.g. a curan,be said to have parts in a sense (the
curve’s concavity can be thought of as distinct fraanvexity), they are not parts in the sense
that Socrates means here. Even though the curve caido® have “parts,” it is not thereby in
danger of dissolving, as though it could change by losirgpitsavity while retaining its
convexity. | do not think that Socrates is claimingttthe soul has no parts in this strict sense, but

only that it has no material parts that could be rdwoea or separated.
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The second major difficulty is that if the prospectadifiture blessed existence is to be
thought of as motivation faneto practice philosophy, then it must be the caseitisateally|
who will enjoy such an existence; and so there must dc@ntinuity of consciousness between
reincarnations. Julia Annas has argued that no sucmaiyappears in the myth, and concludes
that the ideas of a final judgment and of reincarnai@nin conflic?® David Bostock has also
argued that what grounds personal identity in the mytieisoul’'s memories, since “nothing else
seems adequate to ensureittentity of an immaterial centre of consciousness over tithewill
give two responses to this objection: first, why soué think that it is on the basis of memory
that personal identity persists though reincarnation®@1®k | will argue that even if this role is
granted to memory, a plausible account of personal igieratit be extracted from the text. In
either case, the blessed existence in the aftdrlifieSocrates speaks of does in fact provide
motivation for the practice of philosophy in this life

Bostock rejects outright the idea that any kind of inemak “stuff’ could be thought of as
grounding personal identity, in the same way that theedamp of gold could be molded into
successively different shapgBostock observes that a newly-reincarnated souhailhave the
same memories, knowledge, and character that it heglpnevious incarnation. But Socrates
states that one’s character does have an effeat@a subsequent reincarnations. Even if we
agree with Annas that Socrates’ examples at 81e6-82b%iofis&inds of people being
reincarnated as appropriate animals are not entireyuse he does insist in the myth that the way
in which our characters are shaped affects both treepsaf dying and our existence after death.

For instance, it is only those who have restraihed bodily desires that will readily leave their

20 Annas (1982) 129.
1 Bostock (2000) 899-900, all page citations are from the regratiion.
%2 |bid 899.
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bodies and accompany their guardian spirit along the patietafterlife, and who will be able to
ascend to the true surface of the earth. On the b#ret, those who have indulged their desires
for earthly things will only reluctantly part from théodies, and it is their bodily desires that
eventually result in their reincarnation. So it doesns to be the case that in the myth of the
Phaedoone’s character persists through the process of beieghbodied. The desires that we
have stick with us, and this is why Socrates urgegsibisds to strengthen their desires for truth
and wisdom, and to moderate, reduce or eliminate thaneddsr bodily things, since it is these
desires that will determine whether or not we wiiaat blessedness after death by making
ourselves worthy to dwell in the purer regions.

But even if it is agreed that it is our memories, @athan our character or our set of
desires, on which our identity is grounded, a case cambe on Socrates’ behalf for how the
soul's memories might persist through reincarnatiomrtter to do so, | will closely examine
what Socrates has to say about the soul's journey.

After being judged, most souls are sent to the Acheriei@nfor either punishment or
reward, and such punishments or rewards provide incembiy@sictice justice and avoid
injustice. But then each soul is reincarnated, and at 812| Bberates suggests that it is the
soul's longing for bodily things that causes the reington, and he goes on to suggest that the
kind of body it receives is appropriate to its chara@ay, a gluttonous soul might find itself in
the body of a donkey, while a just and moderate soul righitself in the body of a sociable
creature such as an ant, or even a human being. Baythegives no explicit indication that the
re-embodied soul will remember its past life, speclfiatd conduct in that life that resulted in its
present incarnation; so it is unclear how being rematad as a wolf (or even as a human being) is

supposed to provide motivation for me to practice justi¢ais life.
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But Socrates does say that some of what we haves@karm previous life is available to
us in our present life, viz. our recollected knowledgearh#s. In 73c1-76c9, Socrates argues
that seeing objects that are equal in a certain respeatds us of the Equal itself, and our
knowledge of the Equal is not gained through sense perceptibwas gained by the soul prior
to embodiment. We thus retain a dim recollection ofloawledge of Forms, and so there is at
least some persistence of memory between rebirthditidnally, the myth implies that the souls
in Tartarus and the Acherusian lake retain the memofidseir previous life, since those in
Tartarus who are curable must obtain forgiveness fhaset they have wronged before they are
released, and it is hard to see how such forgivenesd beuheaningful if those who are asking
forgiveness and those who are granting it do not hayenamory of the specific deeds that were
committed. So it seems that the soul after deathetdin memories of its past life, even if it
loses all of those memories apart from a dim redmie®f the Forms after it is re-embodied.

| believe that a more complete account is suggestecebyotinparison that Socrates
makes between falling asleep and waking up on the one hdrdli;mng and coming to life on the
other at 71c1-72el. Here, Socrates argues that just assem®lbhe pairing of opposite
processes that give rise to each other (cooling artthgeanlarging and reducing, being awake
and falling asleep), so the process of dying has its agpasi. coming to life. But the analogy
between the cycle of sleeping and waking and the procetdgmg and being reborn is
especially interesting, because it suggests a furthesgnabncerning what we can remember at
each stage of the process. There seems to be amsinalarity between the state of being
asleep and being dead (one that Socrates himself tefatdpology40c5-e5), but a closer

examination of Socrates’ statements concerningdhbsssearch for knowledge strongly suggests
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an analogy between the embodied soul and the sleepdyetanelen the disembodied soul and the
one who is awake.

While the soul is embodied it is forced to make enquinjesieans of the senses, which
cloud the truth (65b1-8), and direct the soul's attentiothéochanging, sensible world, with the
effect of making the soul “confused and dizzy, as if itenérunk” (79c1-10). If the soul is to
pursue truth, it must disassociate itself as much as po&sin the body (66d2-el), and this will
happen only after death. So the state of death, irwvithg possible to have clear knowledge, is
much like the state of being awake, which is unhamperéldebgonfusion we often associate with
dreaming, and the state of being alive and embodied is Ikaedhat of being asleep and
dreaming. And just as the dreamer does not have a fulbmgarhher waking life, but will upon
waking remember her dreams, so the one who is altvemtodied will only recollect
imperfectly, if at all, her previous life. So if it gganted that a continuity of consciousness persists
even through periods of unconsciousness in the casenebs@ who is sleeping and then
awakens, it seems reasonable to grant that such aibynpersists in the case of someone who

has been reincarnated, even if most or all of theanes from previous lives are not available.

3.5. The Addition of Reincarnation

| have spoken until now of the “processes” of dying andgoesborn, but | think that a
continuing cycle of rebirth is implied by Socrates’ argatmirom opposites, even if it is not as
explicit here at it is in the myth of Er in of tRepublic He states at 72a10-d6 that unless there

was a continuing process of dying and being reborn, ukignadbthing would remain alive.
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Leaving aside the plausibility of this arguméhit, suggests that those whom Socrates describes
as being reincarnated into various kinds of animal®akeat one stage of an ongoing cycle. So
in one sense this myth is more optimistic than thahe Gorgias since there is more than one
chance to attain blessedness in the afterlife. Addath is something that is to be faced
potentially many times, rather than only once, dlishe more important to prepare one’s soul for
it by practicing philosophy.

In thePhaedowe are given a more complete picture of the need foln enytl how the
myth operates on the soul by soothing and charming teaaynd by exciting desire, along with
a more complete account of how Socrates makes usaddfdnal poetry for his own ends. The
psychology of thé’>haedais slightly more complex than that of tBergias as it deals with fear
as well as desire, and hints at the doctrine of tpartite soul developed by Socrates at the end
of RepubliclV. Likewise, the afterlife myth of thBhaedois more complex than that of the
Gorgias while hinting at the fuller treatment that the doerof reincarnation will receive in
RepublicX. As in theGorgias the myth serves to reinforce the argument, andhieignt to
appeal to the particular interlocutors of the dialoguep®rating on the non-rational part of their
souls. It is crafted with the particular charactersraaets of the interlocutors in mind, and it acts
as a kind of “charm” to help them fully accept the trotlhe argument. | have argued that the
account of the soul's judgment in t@B®rgiasis an attempt by Socrates to get Callicles to
recognize the appalling effect that living unjustly woulgéhan him. Similarly, by getting
Simmias and Cebes to contemplate the image of atifafsgrent in the company of those who

have purified themselves with philosophy, Socrates htpealm their non-rational fear that they

% For instance, it does not seem to square with Setistitement at 114c¢2-4 that those who are sufficignitg
will exist without bodies, and his statement at 113e2-8ttteaincurably wicked will not leave Tartarus: if thése
a point at which a soul no longer becomes incarnataldathis imply that the supply of souls available for
reincarnation will dwindle or become exhausted?
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will cease to exist after death (perhaps because @ejreaen a mental one, is easier to fix one’s
attention on than an abstract idea like the immaeytafithe soul) and to excite their desires for

truth by the use of an aesthetically pleasing accouttteofrue surface of the earth.
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4. The Myth of theRepublic

Of the three dialogues | am examining, it is in Republicthat we find the most complete
discussion of myth and poetry, and the most elaborateipgsn of the nature of the soul.
Appropriately enough, this myth is the most detailed imseof its account of the soul’s fate after
death. It is here that Socrates must work his hardgsteisent his views on how to live well,

since the challenges raised by Glaucon and Adeimantugideestrong.

4.1. The Characters of Glaucon and Adeimantus

Glaucon and Adeimantus share many important charaaemgth Cebes and Simmias,
the primary interlocutors of tHiehaedo Both pairs are depicted as spirited young men who are
eager to engage in discussion, and to follow the discussits conclusion. Socrates describes
Glaucon and Adeimantus at 368a6 as “diviffesihce they are able to raise serious objections to
Socrates’ account of justice, while remaining uncoradgnthemselves by those objections. Like
Cebes and Simmias, they are favorably disposed towadat8s even while compelling him to
defend his position. Cebes and Simmias needed thenffe@ath charmed away, but Glaucon
and Adeimantus are in need of a different kind of chamadifional Homeric religion has
informed their characters, but they are also awatbeo€ritiques that their contemporaries have
offered against tradition. They are eager to engagesififétof the city?® and are desirous of
knowing how best to order their lives. Although Socrate@sses them for their spirit, it is this
character trait that may lead them into troubleefytdo not order their lives philosophically. |

will next examine the view of the soul presented eRkpublicin order to show why this is so.

24 Quotations from th&epublicare taken from Bloom, Allaihe Republic of Platd®™ ed. Basic Books, 1991.
All Stephanus references in this chapter are t&Réygublicunless otherwise indicated.
% perhaps overly eager, dlemorabilialll.vi.
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Socrates spends part of book IV making distinctions betw#erent parts of the soul.

He does this on the basis of various motions in tlibthat are directed either towards or away
from certain objects. For instance, it might bedase that someone is thirsty, and yet abstains
from drinking. It cannot be the case, Socrates arghasthe same thingan simultaneously be
attracted and repelled by the same object, so thereb@aubstinct elements in the soul that are
either attracted or repelled by a given object, insdmae way that shooting an arrow involves one
hand thrusting the bow away and one hand drawing it 488b6-c1). The example of thirst
allows Socrates to make a distinction between thegbdhie soul that desires bodily things such
as food and drink, and the part that calculates and detsrmimether the bodily desires should be
indulged. In a similar manner, Socrates makes distirctietween the part of the soul that
desires bodily things and the spirited part that feelerazigd shame (using the example of
Leontius at 439e5-440a7), and the calculating part and the épiate (using the example of
Odysseus at 441b6-7).

This is the most detailed account of the soul we heea thus far. In th&orgiasand
PhaedoSocrates speaks of the conflict that can arise legtweason and the appetites and the
need for internal harmony, and he makes a distincetnden the rational and non-rational parts
of the soul. Here, he further divides the non-ratigaat into the spirited partiumo$ and the
appetitesépithumia). Each part of the soul has its own proper desiregatienal part desires
wisdom, the spirited part desires honor and victory, hadppetites desire wealth or bodily
gratification of one kind or another. Socrates arguasitlis the rational part’'s proper function to
rule and guide the soul, since it is able to calculatéedisé course of action for the whole soul,

and to use the spirited part as an ally (441e3-6, cf. 440e3-6).
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The relationship between the three parts of the saubde clearer by the discussion in
book IX. Socrates asks Glaucon to picture a beast vattyrineads, some of which are wild and
some of which are tame (588c6-d1). Next, Glaucon is tgiimeaa large lion, and a human being,
and he is to imagine finally that all three are jdinegether and covered over by the image of a
human being. Thus, what appears on the outside is the smggie of a human being, while the
multiform entity inside remains hidden (588d8-e2). The maadhd beast represents the
appetites, some of which are lawful and some of whiemat (cf. 571b4-c1). The lion represents
the spirited part of the soul, and the human being whidWwarfs is the rational part. In a well-
ordered soul, the spirited part is the ally of the ratigart, and helps it manage the appetites by
“nourishing and cultivating” (589b1-4) the lawful ones, whkigking to eliminate the unlawful
ones. To speak less metaphorically, we might say ¢asbon, if it is functioning well, can
determine which of the soul's appetites are healthyshndld be indulged, and which are
ultimately detrimental to health, and should be starvedediminated. But rationally accepting
that an appetite is bad for me and taking action torditaiit are two different things, and so we
need some motivation to act.

Something like this is in operation in the discussioar&es has with Callicles. There,
Socrates does not explicitly delineate between thé apul the appetites, but what he effectively
does is make an appeal to Callicles’ spirit (i.e. thé @ianim that loves honor and bravery and
can feel shame) in order to make him see that somis appetites are beneficial and some are
not. It is the spirited part that is concerned withdrpso it can be appealed to against certain
appetitesSocrates tries to show Callicles the shameful consegsdo his own soul of

unrestrainedly following his appetites. In tRepubli¢ making a distinction between the two non-
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rational parts of the soul allows Socrates to showereaplicitly how poetry and myth can shape

our characters.

4.2. Socrates’ Critique and Rehabilitation of Poetry

What we find shameful or honorable is the result efatucation we have had, and the
Homeric myths, along with the works of other poets aghkiesiod and Pindar, form the basis for
much of the education of Socrates’ contemporaries. FSgureh as Achilles and Odysseus are
held up as examples to be imitated. But are these figugbyof imitation, and if so, in what
way? In order to provide the best education to shapspitieed part of the soul, Socrates must
examine the myths and stories that form the basigdditional morality. To put Socrates’
examination in its proper context, it will be necegda begin with the criticisms of traditional
morality raised for the sake of argument by Glaucon at@imantus.

At the beginning of book II, Glaucon is not convincedlbyasymachus’ argument that
justice is the advantage of the ruler (348a2-3), but hetisatsfied with Socrates’ account
either. Even if Socrates has shown Thrasymachususmtdo be unsatisfactory (which Glaucon
does not seem to be willing to grant, cf. 358b2-4), henbashown that it is best to live in
accordance with justice. Glaucon wants Socrates to wEnade that justice is intrinsically
superior to injustice, and that even the possessokeafrit) of Gyges, who can avoid any negative
consequences for his actions, would be better off pestgAfter this, Adeimantus expands on
his brother’s challenge. He notes that it is wideljeved that acting justly is hard, while acting
unjustly is easy, although it brings censure since it ggasst traditional morality (363d9-
364a6). If there was a way to escape the consequencgsstite, then it seems as though acting

unjustly would be the best course of action. Adeimantssdescribes a conspiracy of the unjust,
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who scheme to avoid the consequences that societyydise on them if their injustice is
uncovered (365d3-7). And to the objection that divine reighbubllows injustice even if human
retribution can be avoided, Adeimantus poses a dilemiher éhe gods exist, or they do not. If
they do not exist, then there is no cause to feanalpunishment either now or in an afterlife.
But if the gods do exist, we only know of them throughiti@nal morality, which also states that
the gods can be “persuaded” (that is, manipulated) bymdfeand sacrifices. If, like Cephalus,
we fear retribution in the afterlife for our misdee@3{d4-331b9), we only have to offer the
correct sacrifices in order to escape being punishedi@@that, like Cephalus, we are wealthy
enough to afford them!). Belief in the gods and belieha efficacy of sacrifices both have the
same grounding, and if one is thrown out the other musitrbg/n out also (365e7-8). So it
appears that even if the gods do exist, they pose nat tiaréhe unjust man who can buy off the
gods with the material rewards of his injustice, andehe of punishment in the afterlife can
provide no motivation to live a just life.

Socrates essentially responds to this critique by dgrlget we must either completely
accept or completely deny everything that traditionalality tells us about the gods. As in the
Phaedo the myths must be examined by reason. From thdmbart of the myths themselves,
there is no criterion for judging which ones are acdaptand which ones are not; they stand or
fall together. But the philosopher is able to stand datsi the myths and subject them to the
examination of reason. In many ways, the discusdiomyths that occurs in books Il and Il is
just as subversive of traditional morality as arevibers of Thrasymachus and Callicles. In order
to begin his critique, Socrates must effectively refjbetidea that the myths are divinely inspired.
As Allan Bloom points out, Socrates conveniently srilbmer’s claim that the stories he is

recounting in théliad and theOdysseyvere told to him by the MuseHBiéd i.1-7, Odyssey.1-
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10) and attributes them instead to the poet’s own invefftiSo Socrates can retain his belief in
an afterlife, gods, and heroes, while at the samergfeeting much that the poets have to say
about them as being contrary to reason.

Socrates is highly critical of Homer’s portrayal bé&tunderworld. He tells Adeimantus
that if those who are to be warriors are to be firem the fear of deatH,they must not hear
Achilles’ lament to Odysseus that he would rather leawes the most servile position on earth
than rule over and be honored by all the dé€2dly6sewi.488-491, quoted at 386¢5-7). Other
descriptions of the underworld as being dreadful and abharersimilarly excised. Homer’'s
portrayal of Achilles as being overcome by grief ®alenounced (388a7-8), as is the account of
Achilles being swayed by costly gifts (390e3-391a1l), and th@im challenge Achilles casts at
Apollo (391a6-7). The Achilles portrayed by Homer is a wiannrestrained spirit, and it is
against this kind of model that Socrates wishes to gusisphited interlocutors Glaucon and
Adeimantus.

The art of poetry is subjected to some rough handlingak bll as well as later on in
book X, but for all his condemnations of it Socratedkes use of poetry to serve his own ends.
His vigorous denouncing of the poets must be understoodsrablanket condemnation of
poetry as such, since it would hardly be consistenbofées to then make use of poetry in the
way that he does. Rather, this criticism of poetouith be compared with the treatment that

rhetoric receives in th&orgias For the one without knowledge, rhetoric is a dangeraing,t

% For instance, the discussion of what the poets dve tdlowed to say (i.e., on their own authority3a9d1-
380c9.

2" Homer’s portrayal of death, however, does not seemmalice those such as Achilles fear it to the exterttttiey
run away from battle. But what Socrates is concerni#dig/the proper motivation for bravery in battleining
out cowardliness by implanting an unrestrained love obhés not, on Socrates’ view, an improvement; c.f.
Bloom (1991) 354. Just as in tRbaedo Socrates wants bravery in the face of death thdeesult of true
understanding.
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since it aims at gratification rather than the gengmed. But rhetoric can be used for good
purposes, as in Gorgias’ example of his being able teirmmna man to undergo medical
treatment when even the doctor, was unable to d&smas456b1-6). The doctor, even
though he has the knowledge of the craft of medicingti@lways able to persuade his patients
to undergo treatment. But the persuasive art of rhetwhen used in conjunction with the
medical craft, can provide benefits that the crafnedlicine itself cannot always provide. In the
same way, if actually being a just person is our goalillinot be enough to agree with the
argument; we must be fully persuaded to act on our bdtiedsthis role that myth can fill, but it

will only be beneficial if it acts in concert witlational argument, like the myth that Socrates tells.

4.3. The Content of the Myth

By saying that the story of the afterlife that hé tgil is not “a story of Alcinous,”
Socrates is explicitly contrasting his story of titerdife with the account of the journey to Hades
told by Odysseus to Alcinous in book XI of tbelysseyHomer’s account of the afterlife has
already been found wanting, and so Socrates will faghgoawn myth out of similar elements.
Like Odysseus, Er has made a journey to the underworldaanceturned to tell of it. Er is
brought to a meadow where the dead are judged. Those wheared unjust are sent on a
thousand-year journey under the earth, where they ptjiddor the injustices they committed in
their previous life. When they have completed theirneyrunder the earth, they must pass
through the mouth of the cave to reach the meadowf theyi have not fully paid for their unjust
actions, or are deemed incurably wicked, the mouth avatwill not let them pass (615e1-5).

Those who are incurable are dragged off to Tartarustmefilooking fiery men.
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As in the myths of th&orgiasand thePhaedo tyrants make up a disproportionate part of
those who are incurably unjust. In tBergiasSocrates states that the reason for this is thahgi
their political power, tyrants are naturally in a positto “commit the most grievous and impious
errors” (Gorgias525d7-8). But as Socrates’ account of the tyrannical mreRepublicshows,
the tyrant is in a perilous state quite apart from thidqoéar unjust actions he may commit during
the course of his reign. He is the kind of man thalicl praises who is full of unrestrained
desires and who does not let anything stand in the Wailfiting them. His soul is internally
conflicted, since his reason, the most divine pahirof is enslaved to his desires rather than
ruling and restraining them both for their own good amdHe good of his whole soul. The
overrepresentation of tyrants in Tartarus serveasgs’ warning to those who have a strong
desire to rule.

Those who are just are sent on a thousand-year jothraygh the heavens, and are
rewarded tenfold for their good deeds. After the group agifrom under the earth and the
group arriving from the heavens come together at theloveathey are led to a place where they
see the planetary spheres turning on an axis of ligim. vision of the afterlife has none of the
horror and dread which characterize Homer’s descrigtidthades and its inhabitants. For
instance, Odysseus is told by Circe that Teiresid®i®nly one of the inhabitants of Hades who
retains his reason; all others are mere shaddgssew.494). The souls in the myth of Er,
however, possess their reason, even if they do nk¢ the best use of it (as at 619b7-c7). The
souls that Odysseus encounters fill him with dread, afastbhe flees from Hades in fear that
Persephone will send a Gorgon after hidalyssewi.634-5). But Er makes his journey in the
company of many souls who greet each other and té¢ll@her their stories. Even though the

souls emerging from underground seem a little worse for (8dadd7-8) and tremble to recount
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what they have seen (614e7-615a3), they are not themebjeess of horror, and they join the
company of souls who have descended from heaven. mytiiethere is nothing terrible about
death as such, especially since death will be shows jost one stage in a continuing cycle of
reincarnation. The only horrors in the afterlife &r those who are unjust, and even then these
are only temporary for those who are curdble.

All of the souls other than Er are told that they ehloose their next life in an order
assigned by lot, and the spokesman states that choasing ho obstacle to receiving a good life,
“if [one] chooses intelligently and lives earnest@19b3-5). This is the key moment of the myth,
where the value of practicing philosophy can be seeh cermrly. The practice of philosophy
helps the soul choose the best kind of life, and guaedgihst a foolish choice. The first soul to
choose a life seizes the life of a tyrant, and da¢sealize until later the evils that he will
undergo in the life he has chosen. This soul is descabene who had just returned from a
journey of heaven, but his virtue was not the resuttra€ticing philosophy, but was the result of
the regime he happened to live in. Living justly out dfihenay result in a virtuous character, but
this character can be lost if habit is not reindarevith philosophical argument, and thus is not as
stable or long-lasting as the virtuous character ghatrived at through philosophy.

Another contrast between the myth of Homer and tyi wf Socrates can be seen in the
passage describing the rest of the souls choosing theitives. Socrates states that the soul who
received the twentieth lot, Ajax, chose the lifeadibn, while the next soul, that of Agamemnon,

chose the life of an eagle. What would have been inatedginoticed by Plato’s audience is the

28 However, as Annas points out, this may also mearrthlearewards for justice are similarly temporary, avay
easily be lost. But in the myth, the soul who hastpred philosophy will not only choose a life wiseltywiill also

not drink more than its appointed share from the ri¥éorgetfulness (621a7-10), which implies (even if the myth
is understood allegorically rather than literally) thatirtuous state of character, once attained, is toelabe,

since it will protect its possessor from committing #inds of actions that can bring about a vicious sthte
character.
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absence of Achilles. In tHedysseythe twentieth soul that Odysseus speaks to in Hadesgsel
to Ajax, while the eighteenth belongs to Agamemnotheiween these two, Odysseus speaks to
Achilles, and it is this passage which contains tlweaet of Achilles’ attitude towards death that
Socrates takes issue with at 386¢5-7. Not only are A&hillerds removed, he himself is absent
from his usual place between Agamemnon and Ajax. Secwaskies him forgotten, for he is not
at all a suitable model for the young. His kind of uneesed spiritedness is too much of a danger
to those like Glaucon and Adeimantus who are spirited ymergand who wish to involve
themselves in the rule of the city. Instead, Socratdds up the figure of Odysseus. According to
the myth he is assigned the very last lot of all,Hmustill finds a good life for himself, and he
states that he would have chosen it even if he haskahost (620c4-d2). Odysseus’ sufferings
have cured his soul of its excessive love of honocr&es has much to criticize in Homer, but
Homer’s portrayal of Odysseus escapes censure, herésendiere in thé&epublic

The souls are then bound to the lives they have chasdrare then told to drink from the
river of Forgetfulness. Each soul has to drink a cegmaiaunt, but the souls who are imprudent
drink more than they are told. Then, each soul isedhupwards to be reborn. Socrates ends by
advising his listeners to hold fast to philosophy, s i their present life and in the thousand-

year journey that is before them, they will all favell.°

4.4. Myth and the Philosophical Life
The myth is Socrates’ appeal to his interlocutorsatefolly examine their lives. If the
rational, calculating part of the soul is not in comdhahen the soul will be carried by its desires

towards ends that are not ultimately beneficial. Arttief spirited part of the soul is not allied

#[E]u pratmen(we shall do well) is the appropriate closing phrash bbthe myth and of the dialogue, and
also served as Plato’s customary greeting when writifigends (c.f. the opening aktterslll).
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with the rational part, then the appetites will becaviléd and unruly, and the soul will be the
captive of its appetites with similarly disastrous resuft his description of the tyrants in
Tartarus and the fate of the souls who are not carethéir selection of a life, Socrates is issuing
a warning to those like Glaucon and Adeimantus who see#rho the realm of politics. It is

only by the use of reason, he argues, that we carubdststand how to live our lives. It is the
philosophical life, not the public life, which is thedh guarantee of happiness.

But in order to be an effective doctor of the soul,r8tes must persuade his patients to
undergo his course of treatment. The philosopher, smseds the truth, is the only one who can
legitimately use myth, poetry and rhetoric. And sin@htman soul has multiple parts and
desires that must all be harmonized with one anodimeappropriate appeal must be made to each
part to bring it in line with itself and with the othearts. While argument is aimed at the rational,
calculating part, myth is aimed at the non-rational,pardrder to mould and shape it so that it
will be the ally rather than the antagonist of remsthe whole soul will thus be made internally
harmonious, which is the aim of philosophy as desctilye8Socrates. The rational part of the soul
will calculate and determine the best course of actiad,can reproach and appeal to the spirited
part (as Odysseus is quoted as doing earlier) to aidatmimgj and moderating the various
desires. The one who practices philosophy will thus bedgdarom the danger of committing
injustice, which scars and deforms the soul (and regaitesusand-year purgation), and will also
be guarded from acting foolishly and carelessly.

The myth completes the account of justice that GlaacmhAdeimantus demanded of
Socrates in book Il. Socrates has argued that justitgsts of internal harmony, and is therefore
to be preferred to injustice. Additionally, justice v rewarded, if not in this life then in the

afterlife: the gods cannot be deceived or persuaded bificgscrand they will mete out rewards
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and punishments according to the state of one’s soulcdieequences of the life of the tyrant
serve as a warning to the politically ambitious young (heth the participants in the dialogue
and its readers), and the rewards and benefits ofehaf bhilosophy are put on vivid display.

As with the myths of th&orgiasand thePhaedo we may ask how much of the myth we
are to understand literally. In some respects, the imgdabe myth does not depend on there
being a literal afterlife. The account of the soulsading their next lives could very well be taken
as an exhortation to plan one’s present life wiseith the warning that what may seem like a
good idea at the time, e.g. making oneself tyrant, couloeilong run turn out to have extremely
unpleasant consequences. But | think that, as iRhlaedo Socrates is very much committed to
there being an afterlife of a certain kind, and a cg€leincarnations, if only because it is a theme
he consistently repeats. And it does seem as thought8saresponse to Adeimantus’ challenge
requires that there be an afterlife ruled over by gods avh just, and who are not moved by the
sacrifices of the unjust. The account of the gods imtyid of Er parallels the discussion of the
gods in books Il and Ill, where it is argued that the god<atirely just, and as such will not act
unjustly toward anyone. Thus, we should expect that weegtive just rewards and

punishments for our actions, and live our lives accorgingl
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5. Conclusion

After this examination of the afterlife myths withthe context of their respective
dialogues, it is evident that these myths are not lemgndations but are an integral part of
Plato’s moral project. The characters in his dialogwesshown engaging in argument and
listening to myth, and the readers of the dialogues edebefitted by both. Myths have great
influence because they inform our sense of honor amueshand because they have the power to
calm or excite our fears and arouse our desires. Prothégdindergo the scrutiny of reason,
myths can have the power to bring about an interhalignonious state in one’s character. The
afterlife myths that end th@orgias Phaedo andRepubli¢ dialogues in which the subject at hand
is the value of a philosophical life, can be seerxhergations to actually live one’s life according
to what has been determined by argument to be thearad@pot to remain content with verbal
assent to the argument.

Myths are powerful, which is why Socrates subjectmttee such scrutiny in thRepublic
Socrates crafts the myths he tells out of the t@thliaccounts of the afterlife, accounts which
his audience would have found emotionally forceful. Bug fihice can be destructive if the myth
is accepted uncritically: we might end up envying theolffanscrupulously powerful men like
Callicles does, or we might be deceived, as Cephalisasthinking that the gods can be bribed.
But when used in conjunction with rational argument, sgdn motivate their hearers to live
virtuously, and can be tailored to address particular taaisdesires in the same way that a

doctor will match symptoms with treatments.
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