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 History of Philosophy Quarterly
 Volume 1, Number 1, January 1984

 PLATO'S THEORY OF HUMAN
 MOTIVATION

 John M. Cooper

 EVERYONE knows that in the Republic Plato advances the theory that the soul has three independent parts (reason, spirit and appetite,
 as they are usually called in English). Using this theory he constructs an
 account of the human virtues: each of the three parts of the soul has its own
 special role to play in a human being's life, and virtue, for us, consists in
 each of them playing its own role fully and in harmony with the others.
 Thus human virtue taken as a whole, according to the Republic, is a com
 plex interrelationship among three separate psychological elements, each
 of which has its own indispensable contribution to make.

 Now this theory of virtue contrasts sharply with the Socratic theory
 found, for example, in the Protagoras.1 According to the Socratic theory
 virtue is essentially a property of the intellect (and never mind what other
 parts of the soul there may be). That Plato in the Republic is self-con
 sciously rejecting this Socratic theory is by now well accepted; and most
 philosophical readers no doubt agree that the Republic's theory is a dis
 tinct improvement. Even if knowledge by itself does motivate action, as
 Socrates evidently though obscurely assumed, there are surely other
 motivating factors as well, and being virtuous must therefore partly con
 sist in having these other factors, whatever they may be, in some special
 condition or other. After all, it will be agreed by all parties that to be virtu
 ous is to have one's practical attitudes and dispositions?whatever it is
 that affects one's actions and the ways one is inclined to act?structured in
 some special way; the virtuous person's practical attitudes must be such as
 always to produce the (or a) virtuous and right action in the given cir
 cumstances. And if not only one's thoughts about what is good and bad, but
 also ways one feels about things (whether or not those are also ways one
 thinks about them) constitute practical attitudes affecting the ways one is
 inclined to act, then obviously virtue must be something more complex
 than the Socratic theory represents it as being. It must involve not just

 well-informed, correct thought about what is good and what bad for a per
 son, but also certain specific states of feeling about these matters as well.
 From this perspective Plato's Republic theory can be seen as a stage in the
 progression from Socratic rationalism to the Aristotelian theory that
 moral virtue is an interfusion of reason and desire?reason having the
 truth about the ends of life and how to achieve them, and desire embodying

 3
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 4  HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY QUARTERLY

 these truths so that the person habitually wants just the things that
 reason says are worth pursuing.
 This picture, though I believe it correct as far as it goes, does push to one

 side the details of Plato's theory of what motivates human action; his view
 that there are three parts of the soul is treated as an uninteresting oddity,
 wisely omitted by Aristotle from his account of virtue.2 Even Platonic
 scholars, who as a group are not noted for their sensitivity to Platonic
 error, sometimes admit to being embarrassed by this part of Plato's
 theory;3 and it is indeed not easy to resist every clever freshman's impres
 sion that Plato held there were precisely three parts of the human soul only
 because he needed three in order to push through the argument launched
 at the beginning of the Republic's second book. Assuming that justice in
 the state must be the same as justice in the individual, and having plausi
 bly argued that justice in the state requires the recognition of three sepa
 rate classes of citizen making three different contributions to the social
 welfare, Plato is committed to there being correspondingly three separate
 parts of the soul performing three different functions in the organization of
 the just individual's life. Does he then simply force the facts of human
 psychology to fit theoretical preconceptions derived from these other parts
 of his argument? Or does he after all produce cogent independent reasons,
 based in unbiased reflection on facts about individual human beings, for
 adopting this theory?

 In this paper I want to argue that when understood properly Plato's
 theory presents in a quite subtle and interesting way undoubted facts
 about the psychology of human motivation, and that this theory accounts
 for some central features of human beings better than other later theories
 are able to do. Though there is no denying that Plato's way of parcelling
 out the different forms of human motivation seems at first rather primi
 tive, and is at all events somewhat alien to our way of thinking, it has a
 powerful rationale of its own that is worth exploring. In fact, there is good
 reason to think that for Plato, despite the order of exposition, the view that
 justice requires three distinct social classes rather derived support from
 than gave support to the theory that the soul has three independent parts.4
 It is the psychological theory that Plato thought more firmly anchored in
 the facts. If this is right then in reconstructing the argument of the Repub
 lic one must give the psychological theory pride of place.

 II

 It is evident that the question "How many distinct parts has the soul?"
 can only have a clear sense and receive a definite, non-arbitrary answer if
 it is understood against the background of some well-defined theoretical
 interest. Plato makes clear enough his own point of view when he first
 raises his question about the parts of the soul (435b-c). He asks whether
 there are in each of us three things corresponding to the three kinds of per
 son the recognition and proper use of which he has argued is essential to
 good order in a city. Now it is by what the three kinds of person do or don't
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 PLATO'S THEORY OF HUMAN MOTIVATION  5

 do that the city's corporate life is determined?what it does and doesn't at
 tempt to do, what its overall aims are, what it succeeds or fails in doing,
 whether for good or ill. Similarly, then, the question how many parts the
 soul has, and whether it has three parts, as the city does, is the question
 how many distinct types of psychological input go to determining a per
 son's choices and voluntary actions, that is, the pattern of his life in gen
 eral. Plato's theory that there are three parts is, roughly, the theory that
 there are three psychological determinants of choice and voluntary action.
 Now there is a familiar modern theory, going back to Hobbes,5 that a

 person's actions are the joint product of his (relevant) beliefs and desires
 and nothing else?desire providing the original motive force and belief fac
 tual information about how to act in order to satisfy desire. On this theory
 there are two sorts of determinants of action, belief and desire, one of
 which (desire) is the exclusive source of motivation while the other (belief)
 contributes only factual information, but no additional impulse to action.
 There is a misleading superficial similarity between this theory and
 Plato's. For on Plato's theory (as indeed on Aristotle's) in some ways the
 basic division is between reason on the one side (to Xo^icttlkov, literally the
 calculating part) and appetite and spirit together on the other. And since
 reason is assigned the job in the soul of being wise and knowing the truth
 (441e 4-5, 442c 5-8) it seems at first sight not unnatural to think of it as
 playing the same role as belief plays on this modern theory; Plato would
 then be admitting one source of information but (surprisingly) dividing
 motivating desires into two classes, the appetitive ones and those issuing
 from "spirit."

 But this interpretation is incorrect. On Plato's theory all three of the
 parts, reason as well as appetite and spirit, are independent sources of
 motivation; the contrast between reason and the other two is not really
 akin to the modern theory's distinction between inert, purely factual belief
 and motivating desire. This fact does not emerge with perfect explicitness
 until the ninth book, where Socrates advances the claim that "as there are
 three parts, there are also three kinds of pleasure, one peculiar to each
 part, and so with desires" (580d 7-8, tr. Grube).That is to say, there are de
 sires of reason as well as bodily appetites and impulses of a spirited nature.
 Strikingly, the word for "desires" here, em&uiiiai, is the word used
 throughout the Republic as the generic name for the urgent bodily appe
 tites (thirst, hunger and sexual desire) that serve as paradigms for the
 third part of the soul, to 'emOvixTjTiKOv, which is so named after them. The
 desires of reason are thus implied to be strong impulses of some kind which
 we experience simply and directly because we possess the power of reason,
 the power to figure things out (\o7?? a0ai) and know the truth. Socrates
 specifies one of these desires a little later in the ninth book when he says
 that "It is obvious to anyone that the part by which we learn is always
 wholly straining to know where the truth lies" (581b 5-6, tr. Grube). On
 Socrates' view, then, merely in virtue of having minds?of having the ca
 pacity to inquire into and discover the truth?we possess the desire to do
 these things. According to Socrates, the desire to know the truth cannot be
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 6  HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY QUARTERLY

 wholly explained as the outcome, say, of our discovery that knowing the
 truth helps us to advance the goals which our appetites, or other reason-in
 dependent desires, incline us toward; nor does it result simply from the dis
 covery that, to use Kantian terminology, our sensibility is so constituted
 that we happen to find knowing the truth (or thinking we know it) gratify
 ing. One's desire to know the truth might be strengthened in these ways,
 but there always remains an irreducible desire for knowledge that is not
 dependent on an interplay between reason and other aspects of our nature.
 This desire is an original constituent of human nature, as much so as our
 appetites themselves, or our sensibility in general. Socrates admits that
 not every person feels it as strongly or as steadily as some people do, and
 that some people's actions are motivated by it more often than others' are,
 but it must be active to some extent in everyone's life; the consequence of
 supposing that someone never experienced this desire would be that that
 person had no mind at all, and so was not a human being after all.

 But intellectual curiosity is not the only desire Socrates attributes to
 reason. For in the fourth book he assigns to reason a double job: to know the
 truth and to rule ( ap\ iv, 441e4,442c5) in the light of it. For reason to rule
 here takes the form of its deciding on its own authority what is the best
 thing to do, issuing injunctions (442c6, jairra 7rapf|7'Y \ev), and seeing to it
 that the required action is undertaken. And just as Socrates makes the de
 sire for knowledge?that is, the desire which leads reason to perform one
 part of its natural job?the direct consequence of our rational nature, so, I
 believe it can be shown, he also assigns to reason an inherent desire to per
 form the other part of its natural job, that of ruling.6
 That according to Socrates human reason has, so to speak, an innate

 taste for ruling, just as it has an innate taste for knowing, can be most con
 vincingly brought out by considering the way in which he attempts to
 argue the distinctness of reason from appetite. Notoriously, he thinks that
 the fact that sometimes reason opposes appetite shows that they must be
 distinct parts of the soul: his example is an incompletely described case
 where a man is thirsty, that is (as he says) desires, yearns for, and has an
 impulse to, drink (?o-uXeTou meiv Kai tovtov op 7 Tou Kai em tovto
 op(xa439bl), but something else, which comes from reasoning ('eK \071a
 |xoi> dl), pulls him back ('av6?\K i, b3) and forbids drinking (k?>\i> i meiv,
 cf. c6-7, 9). There are several unclarities about this example (and, indeed,
 the other cases of conflict that Socrates argues prove that there are distinct
 parts of the soul.) The text is not explicit as to whether in saying that
 reason opposes appetite he means merely that the object which appetite
 goes for reason rejects, or rather that reason in rejecting the object also ad
 dresses and opposes the appetite itself. A moment's reflection shows that
 he had better have in mind the stronger thesis if he is to have any chance of
 ending up with precisely three parts (and not indefinitely many), and, as
 we shall see, it is quite clear that this is how he conceives the opposition of
 spirit and appetite (cf. 439e-440a).7 So, following T. H. Irwin,81 shall inter
 pret him as claiming that because reason sometimes rejects an appetite?
 i.e., insists that an appetite is not to be acted on, that it does not constitute
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 PLATO'S THEORY OF HUMAN MOTIVATION  7

 a reason, say, to drink whatever liquid may be in question? reason and
 appetite must be distinct. Still, however that may be, the text does make it
 clear that Socrates is conceiving reason as a force which works counter to
 appetite, pulling the agent back from what appetite pushes him toward.
 He draws an analogy (439b8-ll) between what goes on inside this thirsty
 man and what happens when an archer draws his bow: just as the archer's
 one hand pulls the bow to him while the other hand pushes it away, so
 thirst moves him toward the drink while reason pulls him back from it.
 This shows that already in Book IV reason is being conceived as itself a
 source of desires, of motivating conditions. But clearly enough, the desire
 of reason at work in this case is not plausibly represented as what I've been
 calling intellectual curiosity; so, apparently, reason has other desires than
 the desire to know the truth. That the rational desire at work in the thirsty
 man's case is a form of the desire of reason to rule, will emerge from consid
 eration of an objection that might be raised against Socrates's use here of
 the archer analogy.

 It might be claimed that this analogy is misleading, and that whatever
 can legitimately be meant by saying in a case like this that reason pulls
 one back, does not justify the attribution to reason of any motivating force
 of its own, on all fours with that belonging to thirst. For suppose I am
 thirsty but know the only available water is boobytrapped so that I'll get a
 painful electric shock upon coming into contact with it. I thereupon hold
 back because I want to avoid this pain. Here, although it may be fair
 enough to say that reason restrains me, this does not imply that reason is
 the original source of any motivating desire not to drink; what motivates
 me to abstain from drinking is my aversion to pain. If one is to speak in
 terms of forces here at all, then, the forces that come into conflict are these
 two physical desires, thirst and the aversion to pain, neither of which has
 its origin in any capacity for reasoning. If this is an example of the sort of
 conflict Socrates has in mind, then he is not entitled to treat reason as a
 motivating force on its own, and so the question doesn't arise, what kind of
 desire of reason is working here.

 I think, however, that in the case as just described, Socrates would actu
 ally agree that only the aversion to pain motivated abstention; if one takes
 desires simply as givens and limits oneself to working out how to satisfy
 them, allowing, for example, whichever is the stronger to determine one's
 action, or working out and following some scheme whereby the totality of
 one's desires may be satisfied as fully as possible, then there seems no
 doubt that one's calculations have not contributed anything to the already
 existing motives to action. In a similar case (554d9-el) Socrates speaks of
 opposed appetites, not a conflict of reason and appetite. Presumably, then,
 he thinks that not every case of conflict is like this, even if some may be. In
 fact there seems no doubt that on the Republic's scheme reason is taken to
 be capable of deciding on its own theoretical grounds which ends are worth
 pursuing, and does not merely (as the calculating just described does) pro
 vide the means to, or work out some balance among, appetitively or other
 wise given ends.9 When it proposes an end on its own authority, Socrates
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 8  HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY QUARTERLY

 evidently thinks, reason also, at least sometimes, contributes a desire of its
 own (the desire to achieve that end), and this is an additional motivating
 force, over and above whatever other kinds of desire may also be operating.
 Perhaps, therefore, the case Socrates has in mind is one where such a
 reason-generated desire comes into conflict with an appetite.

 If so, the conflict Socrates has in mind is of the following sort. The thirsty
 man has worked out (or any rate holds) on grounds of reason that health is
 a good thing, a more important good than the momentary gratification of
 appetite. He also desires to preserve his health because it is a good thing,
 and this desire (a product of reason) conflicts with his thirst; in the case en
 visaged the desire of reason wins out, and the man abstains. Now presum
 ably Socrates does not hold that the desire for health is part of the original
 constitution of human nature (as the desire for knowledge is apparently
 thought to be); it is instead the consequence of a higher-order desire for
 good, as such, together with the grounds, whatever they are, on which
 health is thought to be a good. So what is inherent in reason is the desire
 for good, as such?not the desire for any particular good. And Plato does of
 course in the Republic (e.g., 505dll-el), as elsewhere, speak of this desire
 as one which all human beings have. We are now, however, in a position to
 say something more illuminating about the status of this desire in human
 life than simply that everyone has it. The desire for the good can now be
 seen as equivalent to the desire on the part of reason to work out the ends
 of life on its own and to achieve them. Reason wants to do these things on
 its own, that is, without treating the fact that one has an attachment for a
 thing grounded in appetite or spirit or any other source of desire there may
 be as a ground for pursuing it. Thus the claim that the desire for the good is
 inherent in reason itself amounts to the claim that anyone who possesses
 the power of reason wants to think out on his own, on purely rational
 grounds, what goals to pursue in life, and to achieve those goals. He wants,
 in other words, reason to rule in his life.10

 Ill

 It is as independent influences on action, sometimes in conflict, some
 times in harmony with desires of reason, that appetite and spirit figure in
 Socrates' theory. Let us consider appetite first. Unfortunately Plato is not
 careful to give a systematic general description of the sorts of desires that
 he counts as appetitive; in the fourth book he focuses simply on what he
 calls the "clearest" (evap^ea Tcn-a?, 437d3) instances of what he has in
 mind, thirst and hunger and (he adds a little later, 439d6) sexual desire, al
 lowing his treatment of these examples to substitute for a general account.
 Indeed, he insists on quite a narrow construction of even these appetites: if
 I am thirsty for beer or hungry for chocolate these desires are not, he says,
 correctly classified merely as thirst or hunger (cf. 437d8-e6). They are
 thirst or hunger modified by some addition (e7-8). He does not indicate
 exactly what the relevant addition is, but presumably it is an acquired lik
 ing for the taste of beer and chocolate respectively (together perhaps, in
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 PLATO'S THEORY OF HUMAN MOTIVATION  9

 the former case, with a liking for the way beer makes me feel). Thirst, just
 by itself, unmodified by these or other additions, is simply for drink,
 hunger simply for food.

 These examples, and this treatment of them, might suggest that Plato
 limits the appetitive desires just to the basic recurrent biological urges,
 and indeed only to that part of them which is primitive and unmodified by
 the effects of experience. On the other hand even in this passage he refers
 several times to "other appetites" than these three (439d7,436all f., 437d
 2-3);11 and he gives an interesting example of such an appetite when in tel
 ling the story of Leontius, he refers to Leontius' "appetite" (emGujwa,
 440al) to look at some corpses piled by the road. In the same context, argu
 ing that spirit never allies itself with appetite (440b 4-7), he points out that
 a decent man if he thinks he has been in the wrong cannot become angry
 even if he is subjected, in just retaliation, to hunger and cold and other
 such physical deprivations (cl-5)?so that being shivering cold is or gives
 rise to an appetite with which spirit refuses to ally itself. Later, especially
 in Books VIII and IX, the love of money is repeatedly treated as an appe
 tite? indeed where we might expect the expression "appetitive part" Plato
 fairly often in these books writes "money-loving" (((nXoxprifxaTov) or "prof
 it-loving" (c|>i\oKep8?s) part instead.12 And the democratic man, whose
 principle of life is said (561b2-c3) to be to give free and equal scope to each
 of his appetites, is credited not merely with a large variety of particular ap
 petites for many different kinds of food and drink and sex, but also with ap
 petites for various athletic and political pursuits and even, on occasion, for,
 as he imagines it, doing a little philosophy (561c-d).13 Thus desires that em
 body modifications of the basic appetites for sex, drink and food (e.g., the
 desire for lobster) are nonetheless still appetitive desires; likewise physi
 cal desires which would not ordinarily be called appetites, such as the de
 sire when cold to be warmed up, or the aversion to pain, count as appeti
 tive, as do ghoulish impulses like Leontius' for looking at dead bodies. So
 also the love of money and the liking for physical exercise. Some kind of
 liking for such things as political activity and dabbling at philosophy also
 counts. What principle of unity is Plato relying on here? Is there really one
 at all?

 In considering this question let us begin where Plato does, with the re
 current biological urges for food, drink and sex. Socrates' first concern is to
 convince his interlocutors that there are two independent sources of moti
 vation, reason on the one side and appetite on the other. For this purpose it
 is essential to choose examples that are undoubted cases of desires

 motivating action but where there is equally no doubt that these are de
 sires not having reason as their source. Desires for specific kinds of food or
 drink or acquired likings of any kind will therefore not do: the generation
 of these desires obviously involves the use ofsome power to reason, at least
 to the extent of noticing and remembering the effects on oneself of various
 eaten and drunk objects or various external conditions and activities. And
 even if, as I believe Plato would ultimately want to argue, these rational
 powers ought not in such cases to be construed as belonging to the part of
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 10  HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY QUARTERLY

 the soul which he calls "reason", to assume that at this point would cer
 tainly be confusing. Nor is it necessary for him to do so. There seems no
 doubt that hunger and thirst, understood as simple urges for food and
 drink, arise wholly from physiological causes (cf. 8i? TraG^ fiara v te Kai
 voo-T||ji?T?)v 7Tapa7L7veTai, 439dl-2), without any intervention from or de
 tour through reason, not even through these equivocal processes of notic
 ing and remembering. It is equally clear that these things have a direct

 motivating influence on action, as the fact of conflict to which Plato ap
 peals very clearly indicates. Hence by concentrating on hunger and thirst
 as his "clearest cases" he can convincingly demonstrate the existence of
 motivating desires that work altogether independently of reasoning of
 whatever sort. And that is all he wishes, and needs, to show at this point in
 the argument.

 Once it is established that there is such a source of motivating desires,
 independent of reason, it is not difficult to recognize other desires besides
 the recurrent biological urges as having essentially the same status. Thus
 there are other desires besides hunger, thirst, and sexual appetite that are
 based on physical and physiological causes: e.g., the desire to be warmed
 up when cold, or, in general, the aversion to pain. And certain other more
 complex desires can be treated as transformations of these and other such
 appetites: thus all particular likes and dislikes in food and drink. Some
 tastes are simply found to be pleasant, and those which are, generate, by
 straightforward physical causation, desires for them. These desires, in
 turn, give rise, provided one knows what external objects need to be man
 ipulated in order to get the pleasure, to further desires for those objects
 themselves. (This is what justifies Plato in counting the desire for money
 as appetitive: see 580e 5 fif.). So, even though what we (but, as I have indi
 cated, not Plato) would classify as rational powers may be involved in the
 constitution of such further desires it is not at all events motivating reason,
 but only calculation undertaken in the interest of the appetitive goal of
 physical gratification. In this way, beginning from simple hunger and
 thirst, we can explain why thirst for beer or hunger for chocolate should
 count as desires of the same basic type: all these desires rest ultimately on
 brute facts about our bodily constitution and about the means by which
 pleasurable bodily states may be caused.

 It does not seem, however, that Plato means to limit the appetitive de
 sires to those whose origin lies in such facts about our bodily constitution.
 At any rate, Leontius' ghoulish desire to look at dead bodies, or the demo
 cratic man's liking for philosophical dabbling might seem poor candidates
 for this kind of treatment. It might give one pause, however, that when
 Leontius is overcome by his appetite and his spirit intervenes to chastise
 him for overruling his reason and gaping at the bodies, Socrates says spirit
 places the blame on his eyes: "Go ahead and look", Leontius is quoted as
 saying, "you wretched things; get your fill ofthat lovely scene" (440a2-3).
 This might suggest that according to Plato it is the constitution of eyes (at
 any rate Leontius') that makes looking at corpses so fascinating to him: in
 the same way as my particular tastebuds are responsible for the fact that I
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 PLATO'S THEORY OF HUMAN MOTIVATION  11

 enjoy the taste of orange juice, Leontius' eyes give him a pleasure caused
 by the sight of dead bodies. It would be difficult, however, to sustain this
 suggestion: it seems certain (unless we are to understand Leontius' attrac
 tion as straightforwardly sexual) that whatever it is about dead bodies
 that so interests him has something to do with some way in which he is
 thinking of them?some thrill-inducing contrast between living, ani
 mated human beings and these limp and broken figures, say?and it seems
 too much to believe that anyone's eyes are naturally so constituted as to be
 given some pleasure by being exposed to dead bodies when so conceived.
 Leontius' imagination is at work here, and, surely it, rather than the eyes,
 is the most important source of the pleasure he is seeking.

 Still, the workings of the imagination might be thought of as the source
 of pleasure in the same way as the bodily senses are. A person simply finds
 certain imaginings interesting or amusing or thrilling, just as he simply
 finds certain tastes appealing; his imagination is so constituted that these
 things appeal to him, and having found them so he forms the desire to wit
 ness them again. The pleasure in question may not be a bodily pleasure,
 and its source may not be the constitution of his body and its organs; it is
 nonetheless a brute fact about his way of being affected by the physical
 world that looking at corpses gives him pleasure, so that if imagination,
 and not the bodily organs, is its source, still, the desire for that pleasure is
 independent of reason's desires to know the truth and to rule his life.

 Whatever precisely the imagination may be it is on Plato's view linked es
 sentially to the world as it appears rather than to reason, understood, as he
 understands it, as devoted to knowing, and governing in accordance with,
 the truth. This suggests the possibility of taking Leontius' castigation of
 his eyes as implying not that these bodily organs, but rather, more gener
 ally, that attending to the physical world independently of the discipline of
 reason, is the source of his pleasure. Certainly, reference to vision and its
 organs, the eyes, often does play this symbolic role in the Republic.1*
 What then about the democratic man's pleasure in dabbling at

 philosophy? If this is to be construed as an appetitive pleasure, then it
 must be sharply distinguished from the corresponding pleasure of the true
 philosopher, since that is a pleasure of reason. In enjoying philosophizing
 the philosopher is enjoying the pursuit of the truth; his desire for this ple
 asure is the expression of his reason's desire to know the truth. The demo
 crat, then, is not led by an interest in the truth to engage in philosophical
 activity. What does lead him to it? Presumably, he simply finds something
 appealing about it: the manipulation of words, the process of deduction,
 the surprise of discovery, or whatever, interests and amuses him. Yet since
 this is unconnected with any serious pursuit of the truth, philosophy re
 mains only a game?so it is no surprise that, on Socrates' account, the
 democrat only intermittently plays at it and does not acquire any deeper
 and more permanent attachment. His desire to philosophize, then, counts
 as an appetite because he attends only to the superficial, "visible" aspects
 of philosophy, features of it that he happens to find interesting. This in
 terest is for him as much a brute fact about his interaction with the physi
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 12  HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY QUARTERLY

 cal world as Leontius' interest in viewing corpses. Neither of these is a re
 current biological urge, nor even such an urge modified by the addition of
 likings for particular tastes or smells or bodily feelings. Yet they have
 their ultimate origin simply in facts of experience, in the fact that the per
 son in question happens to get a certain pleasure from doing these things,
 and this justifies classifying them together with the bodily appetites. They
 are independent of reason in the same sort of way, and can be opposed by
 reason on the same sort of grounds.

 IV

 We come at last to spirit. Socrates' standard name for the source of this
 third type of motivation, to (hjjioei???, derives from a Greek word, ftujx?s,
 that by Plato's time seems to have been in ordinary use mostly as a name
 for anger: the word is in fact etymologically the same as our word "fume"?
 someone in a state of Ovp,os would be "fuming" about something. But in
 Homer, where it appears very frequently, the word has a broader usage: it
 names the part of themselves to which Homeric heroes speak, or which
 speaks to them, when they are aroused for action, and into which they, or
 some tutelary deity, pour might and strength when their prowess is about
 to be put to the test. It is thus the immediate source of action , especially
 vigorous action, and the seat of emotion, especially those emotions (anger,
 for example, but also on occasion sexual passion as well) that motivate vig
 orous and bold action.15 As we shall see, Plato's theory of 0v|xos is obviously
 much indebted to Homer; taking his account of (toixo? altogether, the de
 velopments in Books VIII and IX together with the initial argument in
 Book IV, (Hj|ji?<; seems closely connected in Plato's eyes, as in Homer's, with
 vigorous, competitive action. But in his account in Book IV Plato appeals
 exclusively to various forms of anger, and not to any of the other desires
 and emotions that get assigned to Bvjjl?s in Homer. His examples cover a
 fairly wide range: they range from the fury of screaming infants (441a 7-9)
 and barking dogs (b 2-3), to Odysseus' outrage at the sexual misbehavior of
 Penelope's maids with her suitors (441b 4-c2), to Leontius' annoyance and
 disgust with himself for giving in to his ghoulish fascination for corpses
 and the aroused sense of justice which causes a man to insist on his rights,
 even though the effort may cost him such deprivation and pain as to seem
 hardly worth it. Later in the fourth book courage emerges as the specific
 virtue of this part of the soul (442b 5-c 3), and in Books VIII-IX it is con
 stantly described as the honor-loving (<|hX?ti|xov) and victory-loving
 (4>i\oviKov) part, because, as Socrates says in one place (581a9-10), spirit is
 "always wholly striving for power and victory and good repute"? i.e., ap
 parently, the reputation for effectiveness, single-mindedness, strength of
 character and other "executive" virtues. (A reputation for sensitivity and
 compassion, or wittiness, or brains, or even judiciousness would not count
 in this context as good repute.) So the spirited part expresses itself first of
 all in ordinary anger of various sorts; secondly in the moral feelings of
 shame, outrage and the offended sense of justice; and thirdly, in the desire
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 to assert oneself, to be effective both in one's own private life and in the
 community's. What is it that in Plato's eyes links these things together?
 what is the principle of unity here??and why does he think that together
 they constitute a third sort of motivation, coordinate with desires of reason
 and appetitive desires?

 As before, his argument depends upon appeal to the fact of conflict. But
 his method of arguing from striking examples fails him in this instance.
 He argues first that (h>|x?<; is distinct from appetite, by the example of Leon
 tius, who becomes angry at himself (more specifically at his appetite for
 corpse-gazing)?here appetite is opposed by anger, so this anger is a desire
 deriving from another source than appetite. Then he argues that Ouji?c is
 distinct from reason: first of all because babies and animals get furious but
 do not have the power to reason (that is, the power to figure out the truth of
 things and direct their lives in accordance with the truth), and secondly by
 the example of Odysseus, whose anger (more specifically, outrage) at the

 maids is opposed by his reason. Odysseus' anger impels him to punish the
 maids on the spot, but that would upset his rational plan to kill off the
 suitors, so his rational desire to do the latter opposes both the action prop
 osed by anger and the anger itself.16 His anger is therefore a desire deriv
 ing from another source than reason. One trouble with this two-stage ar
 gument is that it presupposes that all the cases of anger in question are of
 the same type and derive from the same internal source; but it is not obvi
 ous, and certainly requires argument to show, that that is so. One cannot
 assume just because all these phenomena can be called "anger" that they
 are in relevant respects all alike. Indeed, it is clear that whatever scream
 ing babies and attacking dogs are feeling is very different from what Leon
 tius feels, and the fact that the latter is no appetite does not imply that the
 former cannot be. It is conceivable, I think, that all we have here is the op
 position between reason and appetite all over again?Leontius' anger
 being a second desire of reason opposing that ghoulish appetite, the baby's
 and the animal's fury and Odysseus' outrage being nothing but appetitive
 desires opposed, in the latter case by reason.17 What's required, in order to
 close this gap in Plato's argument, is a closer consideration of how these
 forms of anger are actually constituted, to see whether they, or any of
 them, really are a new kind of motivation coming into conflict sometimes
 with desires of reason and sometimes with appetites.

 It will help, I think, in doing this, if we turn first to consider what Plato
 says about spirit in Books VIII and IX; we can apply what we learn there so
 as to eke out a satisfactory interpretation of the book IV examples. In
 Books VIII and IX Socrates develops an account of four kinds of person who
 lack the virtue of justice as he has defined it, because reason is not in con
 trol of their lives. We have seen already that for reason to be in control of a
 person's life is for him to have worked out on exclusively rational and
 theoretical grounds what goals are worth pursuing and to have patterned
 his life around the pursuit of those goals. The four bad kinds of person Soc
 rates describes are conceived by him as people in whom another part of the
 soul has grown strong, displacing reason and establishing its own control
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 over them and their lives.18 So the person whom he calls timocratic is some
 one in whom (to^?s has fixed the goals around which he has patterned his
 life. Socrates describes the timocratic person as "somewhat self-willed and
 a little bit on the uncultured side...harsh with his slaves...but gentle with
 free men and very obedient to authorities, a seeker after public office and
 public esteem, not thinking himself worthy of office because of his ability
 as a speaker or anything like that, but because of his accomplishments in
 battle and military affairs, and a devotee of athletics and hunting" (548e4
 549a7); he will be disdainful of money and the pursuit of it, while nonethe
 less placing a rather high value on having it (549a9-b2, cf. 548a5-b2). In
 sum, the person dominated by 6d(jl?s is "a haughty man and a seeker of
 public esteem" (vi|n]\?<|)pQ)v Te Kai 4>i\?ti|xo<; avf|p, 550 b7). It is worth em
 phasizing that Socrates only claims that this kind of outlook results where
 dujx?s-motivations are not only particularly strong in a person but develop
 freely, without being trained and directed in subordination to other
 values: he insists that the people who will make the best warriors in his
 ideal republic must be by nature unusually "high-spirited" (9u|xoei? i<;,
 375all-12, elO), but the description just quoted will not fully apply to
 them because they have been educated to respect philosophical values and
 to seek the good of their fellow-citizens, so that though (h)|i?<; governs them
 what 9d|x?<s directs them to do will not be the same as for Socrates' timocra
 tic man. And, of course, where 0u(x?s is subordinated to appetite, as in the
 person whom Socrates calls oligarchic, it will bring its special motivations
 in support of the agent's dominant appetitive values: the oligarchic man
 does not permit his Odijl?c to "admire and esteem (Ti|xav) anything else but
 wealth and the wealthy or to seek public esteem on any other ground than
 the possession of money and whatever else contributes to that" (553d 4-7).

 The central idea suggested by these and other passages of Book VIII is
 that 6u|xo<; is understood by Plato as that wherein one feels a) the competi
 tive drive to distinguish oneself from the run-of-the-mill person, to do and
 be something noteworthy within the context provided by one's society and
 its scheme of values; b) pride in oneself and one's accomplishments, to the
 extent that one succeeds in this effort; c) esteem for noteworthy others and
 (especially) the desire to be esteemed by others and by oneself. Because
 competitiveness can be so variously directed, and the bases of self-esteem
 (and pride and esteem for others) can vary so widely, (Hjjxo?, if this is what
 it is, can in different people support widely different courses of action and
 ways of life, and this Plato claims it does. But it does not seem to me un
 natural to think that someone in whom competitiveness and the desire for
 esteem and self-esteem were particularly strong should tend toward the
 athletic, military and political pursuits, to which Plato says the (hj|xos
 dominated person will especially devote himself; these are obvious, as well
 as traditional, activities in which a man, at any rate, can hope to make
 himself stand out from others as esteem and self-esteem require and com
 petitiveness implies.

 I suggest, then, that the motivations that Plato classifies under the
 heading of spirit are to be understood as having their root in competitive
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 ness and the desire for self-esteem and (as a normal presupposition of this)
 esteem by others. Can we make sense of Plato's examples of anger in Book
 IV along these lines? Three of the five fall immediately into place. When
 Odysseus in disguise comes upon Penelope's maids cavorting with her
 suitors his immediate impulse is to punish them on the spot: the sight of
 such disorder in his own household is naturally a blow to his self-esteem
 (self-respecting noblemen don't permit that kind ofthing), and his anger is
 a response to this affront. It urges him to act immediately to restore order
 and therewith prove himself deserving of the esteem which he feels is
 placed in jeopardy by the continuance of this state of affairs. His anger
 thus represents a traditional view of things to which his continued self-es
 teem is tied: he will feel bad about himself unless he acts at once to vindi
 cate his honor. Yet his reason does not support this traditional view: from
 reason's point of view delay does not mean indifference or weakness or
 cowardly acquiescence, and there is (Odysseus thinks) no reason for him to
 think less well of himself for delaying (in fact, quite the contrary, since he
 plans eventually both to punish the maids and to kill off the suitors). But
 through this is how he thinks , it is not how he feels . The reaction of his
 Ovfx?s shows that his self-esteem, the way he feels about himself, is tied up
 with a certain traditional view of the king's dignity, not with the view im
 plied by his own rational planning. Hence reason and spirit in his case are
 in conflict over what to do. A bad upbringing, Socrates suggests (cf. 441a
 3), has corrupted Odysseus' spirit, causing him to feel differently about
 things than he thinks.

 Similarly for Leontius. On a considered view of things Leontius rejects
 corpse-gazing as a bad thing or at any rate nothing to take any interest in.
 Yet he continues to have an appetite for that sort ofthing. Unlike Odys
 seus, Leontius' (h^os is in agreement with his reason: he feels that corpse
 gazing is sordid, and does not want to be the kind of person who goes in for
 it; in fact, perhaps, he aspires to be the kind of person who makes the goals
 of reason his goals and has no others. Hence when he incontinently acts on
 this rejected desire not only does his reason disapprove of what he has
 done, but he also suffers a blow to his self-esteem: the anger he feels at him
 self (it might equally have been shame or simply exasperation) is the nat
 ural response to this failure to measure up in his own eyes. The situation is
 the same with the man who responds with anger to what he judges is un
 just treatment: it is natural to think that the perceived injustice is taken
 by him as a sign that the perpetrator disregards or belittles him and his in
 terests, and his anger is the normal and natural response to such a slight.
 Not to become angry would be a sign that one acquiesced in the perpet
 rator's estimation of one's worth or importance, and no one who feels self
 esteem could do that. So here too anger expresses the competitive desire to
 acquire and preserve self-esteem.

 The other two examples of 6vjji?<; appealed to in the Book IV argument
 are less easy to accommodate. Screaming two-week old babies and fero
 cious dogs presumably have no self-conception (I assume the dogs are not
 even self-conscious) and so though their anger may express some primitive
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 form of competitiveness, it is at any rate not a form that has anything to do
 with self-esteem that their anger expresses. But perhaps Plato counts
 these cases of anger as motivations of the same kind as Leontius' and Odys
 seus' because he sees them as the central primitive phenomena which get
 transformed, as we mature, into the full-fledged competitive desire for
 self-esteem that expresses itself partly in anger like Leontius' and Odys
 seus', as well as in the admiration and emulation of others, the disdain for
 anything lowly, and the aspiration for solid accomplishments which we
 have found attributed to Ou|x?<s in Books VIII and IX.

 If I am right that competitiveness and the desire for esteem and self-es
 teem lie at the center of what Plato understands by ?u|xos in the Republic,
 it is not difficult to show that (hj|x?<s-motivation is a different kind of moti
 vation from either the desires of appetite or the desires of reason, as Plato
 construes them. It is different from appetite because appetites lack the
 self-reference which is essential to esteem and self-esteem; and it is differ
 ent from the desires of reason, which may of course be self-referential, be
 cause of the way in which it is constituted. There are two aspects to this dif
 ference between 6v(jl?s and reason. What a 9u|x?s-desire desires is competi
 tive success and the esteem from others and oneself that comes with it.
 Like all objects of desire one can, of course, say that in desiring all this,
 (h)|x?<; (or the person qua experiencing Ov|x?<;) regards it as good. But that
 does not mean that a (h^?s-desire is a desire for good (a "good-dependent"
 desire) in the way that the desires of reason are. The difference has to do, so
 to speak, with the order of priority between the desire itself and thoughts
 about good. In the case of reason, thoughts about what is good come first, a
 desire being formed for whatever one thinks (rightly or wrongly) is good.
 But in the case of Oufios the desire for competition and esteem comes first
 (without regard to any antecedent question whether these things really
 are good, or if they are why they are so), and thoughts about good then fol
 low.

 This difference connects with a second one. For although as Plato says a
 person's Ou^os tends by nature to support his reason's judgments about
 good and desires for that, it does not always do so. That is because the ori
 gins of one's Ovfji?c-desires do not in any event lie in rational processes of re
 flection, but in all kinds of contingencies in one's upbringing and sub
 sequent life. Ovjios develops under the influence of how other people (espe
 cially one's parents) respond to and treat one. How we feel about ourse
 lves?under what circumstances we experience a blow to our self-esteem,

 what we aspire to be and do, what competitions we enter?are to a large de
 gree determined by our experiences in childhood, even if as adults we can
 partly remove or refine the effects of our upbringing so as to make the way
 we feel about ourselves conform with our rational conceptions of how we
 ought to live. It is possible, even normal, to find oneself, as Odysseus did,
 with conflicting conceptions and attitudes, some derived from the influ
 ence of events in earlier life in forming the basis of our self-esteem, others
 the product of considered rational judgment. It is natural, Socrates says,
 for these attitudes to be in agreement, for a person to feel good and bad
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 about himself in just the ways that conform to his rational view of how he
 ought to live.19 This is the result of the inherent authority of the truth,
 which is ideally the possession of reason, on which both his rational view of
 things and the basis of his self-esteem ought to converge. But they do not
 always do so, and even when they do the basis of a person's self-esteem is to
 be accounted for not simply by appeal to any rational argumentation he
 went through but to his personal experience in his developing social re
 lationships.

 On Plato's tripartite theory, then, competitiveness and the desire for es
 teem and self-esteepi are an innate form of human motivation, distinct
 from the appetites and reason itself and equally as basic as they are to
 human nature. There is certainly no denying that this kind of motivation,
 in its many guises, does play a very large part in the conduct of any human
 being. Any plausible theory of human motivation must surely pay special
 attention to it. It is a considerable merit of Plato's theory of the human soul
 in the Republic, whatever its other shortcomings, that it gives fuller and

 more explicit recognition to this fact than subsequent theories have done.20

 Princeton University Received March 1, 1983

 NOTES

 1. In referring in this paragraph to the conception of virtue espoused by the character Soc
 rates in Plato's early dialogues as "Socratic" I follow the by now conventional scholarly
 practice, according to which this character's central views are attributed to the historical
 Socrates. Conventions are dangerous things, and this one should certainly not be accepted
 as uncritically as it often seems to be (for a recent defense if it, see W. K. C. Guthrie, A flis
 tory of Greek Philosophy III, (Cambridge: 1969), pp. 349-55). It is worth emphasizing in this
 connection that, though of course he also had other evidence now lost to us to go on (the oral

 tradition, plus writings of Antisthenes, Aeschines and other Scoratics), Aristotle plainly at
 tributes to the historical Socrates esentially the same views on the virtues that one finds
 Plato's character Socrates espousing in the early dialogues (see esp. MM I 1, 1182al5-23;
 also, MM I 20,1190b28-32; 34,1198alO-12;?AT VI13,1144bl7-21, 28-30; III 8,1116b3-5;
 EE I 5, 1216b3-8); and at EN VII 2,1145b22-27 and 3,1147bl4-17 verbal echoes with the
 Protagoras (compare 352b8-c2) strongly suggest that he relied directly on Plato's dialogues
 at least some of the time for his conception of the historical Socrates' philosophical views. So
 Aristotle's treatment of Socrates confirms the correctness of this convention, however an
 tecedently dubious it might seem.
 2. Thus Aristotle (EN 113, II5-6) describes virtue of character simply as the proper coor

 dination between reason on the one side and non-rational desire, in general, on the other.
 He says nothing in this context about any differences there may be in kinds of non-rational
 desire. In other parts of his ethical theory, however, Aristotle does in fact preserve the dis
 tinctions that led Plato to regard the human soul as having three parts. He regularly di
 vides 'ope^ts (desire) into three sub-kinds, ?ot>\ais , 6v|x?s and 'em(h)|x?a (see de An II 3,
 414b2, III 9, 432b3-7; de Motu 6, 700b22; EE II 7, 1223a26-7, 10, 1225b25-6; MM I 12,
 1187b36-7), and he assigns the first to reason itself (de An . 432b5, 433a23-25; Top. IV 5,
 126al3), making the latter two belong to the "non-rational element" (de An. 432b6). Thus
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 Aristotle holds (with Plato; see below) that reason has a special kind of desires of its own and
 he divides non-rational desires into the same two species as Plato recognized (see below).
 His acceptance of the Platonic theory that there are three distinct kinds of desire has impor
 tant though frequently unappreciated effects on his moral psychology, as can be seen for in
 stance in his concept of irpooupeais (decision, rational choice): EE II 10 makes clear (see
 1226b2-5,1227a3-5), as EN III 2-3 does not, that the ope?is that is according to Aristotle a
 component of irpocupecri? is a poteens, i.e., a desire belonging to reason itself, and not any
 non-rational desire. (J. Burnet, presumably relying on these EE passages, attributes this
 view, correctly in my opinion, to Aristotle in the EN too: ?ot>\-no-is, he says in commenting

 on EN III 3, is "the appetitive element in irpoaipeo-is," The Ethics of Aristotle (London:
 1900), pp. 109,131,132.)
 3. See most recently T. Penner, "Thought and Desire in Plato," in G. Vlastos, Plato II

 (New York: 1971), pp. 111-13; also W.F.R. Hardie, A Study in Plato (Oxford: 1936), pp. 142
 43, and F. M. Cornford, "Psychology and Social Structure in the Republic ", Classical Quar
 terly vol. 6 (1912), pp. 262-64.
 4. This is certainly suggested by his remark at 435e-436a that if, as the foregoing political

 analysis has asserted, there are three types of persons suited for three distinguishable
 kinds of social work, that can only be because there are in each human being three
 psychological elements or powers, the special strength of one or another of which in a person
 is what makes him belong to one or another of the three social types. Similarly, at 544d6-e5
 (cf. 545dl-3), Socrates argues that what determines the character of a city as timocratic, or
 oligarchic, or democratic, etc., is the character of those individuals in it who are in com
 mand: where people dominated by spirit, concerned about competitive values, govern, the
 city will be a timocracy (547el-4, 548c6-7), and so on for the other cases.
 5. See for example Leviathan ch.8: "For the thoughts are to the desires as scouts and spies,

 to range abroad and find the way to the things desired." Bernard Gert argues (Introduction
 to Hobbes, Man and Citizen , (Garden City, N. Y.: 1972), pp. 13-16), that Hobbes does not
 limit reason to this scouting and spying function, but thinks that in addition it seeks one
 end not set by passion, viz. the avoidance of one's own violent destruction. On Gert's view
 not Hobbes but Hume is the originator of this modern view. It seems best, however, to inter

 pret Hobbes as holding that the avoidance of violent destruction is the object of a settled and
 constant passion experienced by all persons that serves as a background against which var
 ying particular passions arise and decline. On this interpretation Hume's conception of
 reason as only "the slave of the passions" (Treatise, ed. Selby-Bigge, p. 415) is just a refor
 mulation of the Hobbist view; Hobbes deserves the credit or blame for originating the famil
 iar modern view.

 6. I have been anticipated in this interpretation by R. C. Cross and A. D. Woozley (Plato's
 Republic: A Philosophical Commentary, (London and New York: 1964), pp. 118-19).

 7. And cf. 554d-e, where Socrates speaks of a conflict among appetites in the "oligarchic"
 man's soul; his "better" appetites (his love of money, thriftiness etc.) do battle with and win
 out over his "worse" ones (his occasional extravagant lusts, thirsts, hungers). This man,
 Socrates implies, has a kind of self-control, but one that is far from being a virtue, since the

 appetite that prevails keeps control not (as reason would do) by the logical and rational
 force of ideas, but by inducing instinctual and irrational fear ?the irrational fear of what
 will happen if money is spent in order to gratify the base appetites. Plato shows no sign of
 discomfort here in recognizing conflicts within what he continues to think of as a single part

 of the soul. This is reasonable if he did not mean to argue in Book IV that just any conflict of

 desires betrays a difference of origin (i.e., a difference of type of motivation) in the desires,

 but hardly otherwise.
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 8. Plato's Moral Theory (Oxford: 1977), p. 327.

 9. Here I mean to attribute to Plato the stronger of two possible models one might have in
 mind for what it is for reason to rule in our lives. (1) According to the weaker view reason as
 a ruler accepts desire as the ultimate criterion of value; on this view, that a thing is, or
 would under certain conditions come to be, desired (whatever the nature and source of the
 desire in question) is reason's sole basis for assigning actual or potential value to anything
 and so giving it a weight in its calculations. Given this criterion of value, and the facts about
 what one desires or might come to desire, reason's role is to work out a best overall scheme
 of life, with strategies and tactics for dealing with particular problems that may arise, and
 to decide on appropriate action in individual circumstances. In carrying out this task,
 reason aims at satisfying one's desires as fully as possible, taking into account how much
 one wants various things, how distressed one would be without them, how getting or failing
 to get something one wants affects one's ability to get or enjoy other things one wants, and
 so on. On this model, for reason to rule is (a) for it to be free to decide, upon an impartial sur
 vey of the relevant facts about the world and about one's desires, how one should live and

 act, and (b) for its decisions to be effective. Once reason decides on an object of pursuit or a
 mode of action in some situation it may contribute a new desire of its own (the desire to pur

 sue or do that because it is supported by reason), but this desire only comes in as a reinforce
 ment of the antecedent desires whose satisfaction reason was previously deliberating
 about. (2) On the second, stronger model, reason's work, and the desires it gives rise to, are
 more fundamental. Here, instead of taking desire as the criterion of value in its object,
 reason presumes to be able to decide by appeal to its own principles what things are good
 and how good they are; that, as may happen, these are also desired, and the degree to which
 they are desired, have nothing to do with their value (except to the extent that having a de
 sire may constitute recognition of some antecedent value). It would not be easy to specify
 what according to Plato these principles might be, but the following example may indicate
 the general idea. We speak of the good of living things in general (not just animals), and we
 consider a creature's good to consist, at least in part, in its attaining, and functioning in, its
 natural mature state. The satisfaction of desire obviously cannot be the basis for such a
 judgment where plants are concerned, and it is not implausible to exclude it even in the case
 of animals. We might well expect an animal to find satisfaction for its desires in the natural
 functioning of its mature state, but if it did not one need not conclude that its good lay else
 where, but only that, through some perversion, it failed to enjoy its good when it had it. In
 the Republic's theory the function of the form of the Good is to provide the knowledge of
 those principles of goodness that will permit reason to work out a scheme of ends for an in
 dividual to aim at achieving in his life and to make particular decisions as circumstances re
 quire (on this see my "The Psychology of Justice in Plato", American Philosophical Quar
 terly vol. 14 (1977), pp. 151-57). Given this knowledge one will know, for example, that and
 why eating or drinking is a good when it is (because health requires it, and health is a good);
 but from reason's point of view one's appetites for food and drink themselves provide no
 reason at all for thinking that these are good things. Similarly for all other non-rational de
 sires.

 10. This interpretation of Plato makes it easy to see how Aristotle might have arrived at
 his distinction between theoretical and practical reason. Theoretical reason is simply
 reason used to pursue one of the two ends that according to Plato rational beings qua ra
 tional have got, viz. to know the truth; practical reason is reason pursuing its other end, the
 end of ruling our lives. Hence Aristotle can say that in both employments reason aims at
 truth (EN VI 2, 1139bl2)?not truth in the one case and something else (say, good) in the
 other. For he, just as much as Plato, conceives of reason as having the power to rule in the
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 stronger of the two senses distinguished above (n.9), and accordingly the desire of reason to
 rule is for him the desire to achieve and enforce practical truth, i.e., the correctness of ends
 as well as means.

 11. And notice that at 437dll-e2 "modified thirst," while Socrates insists it is not merely
 thirst, is nonetheless classed as an 'em&uiA?a.

 12. Plato justifies these epithets at 580e5-581al by saying that the principal use of money
 is to provide the means by which the appetites can be gratified.

 13. In developing his account of the various types of unjust person (timocratic, oligarchic,
 democratic, tyrannical) Plato makes it clear that, just as the "timocrat" (550b5-6) has
 yielded the governance of his soul to his 6v|x?s, so the "oligarch", the "democrat" and the
 "tyrant" are all ruled in different ways by appetite. The "oligarch" is said explicitly (553c4
 7) to enthrone appetite as his ruler, which means that in his plans and decisions his ulti
 mate aim is constantly and only to gratify appetite; being dominated by appetite, he forces
 the other parts of the soul to want and get satisfaction only from assisting in this effort
 (553dl-7). But his pursuit of appetite takes the perverted form of aiming at fulfilling first

 what Plato calls the "necessary" appetites and, beyond them, only the appetite for the mere
 accumulation of the means (money) whereby these and other appetites might be satisfied.
 The "democrat" (559d-561e) refuses to follow the oligarch in repressing his other appetites,
 and ends by establishing equality for all appetites: he allows himself to acquire any and
 every appetite that his circumstances and nature make it possible for him to acquire, and
 then he indulges all his appetites in turn, on an equal basis. A consequence of this account
 is that, as noted in the text, when, in accordance with his scheme, the democrat goes in for

 athletic, political and philosophical pursuits, the desires for these things that he is bent on
 indulging must be construed as appetites, desires belonging to the emOvixinTiK?v, odd as this

 may seem. They are not desires of spirit or reason.

 14. The opaT?s t?ttos (508c2) described in the analogy of the sun is also the realm of to 717 -

 v?p-evov Te Kai 'aTro\\i3|x vov, which if the soul attends to in working out its general concep

 tions of things, instead of to the votjt?v, it will fail to reach any understanding (d6-9); and
 when a soul does that it is reduced to taking resemblances for reality (476c5-7) and ruling in
 accord with the false and inadequate conventional standards (479a3, d3-5) that have been
 developed over time by others who likewise relied on experience without philosophical
 thought to guide their lives.

 15. David B. Claus in the latest discussion of the Homeric usage of soul-words (Toward the

 Soul, (New Haven: 1981) argues that in Homer Bvfx?s like ix?vos, 'f|Top and Kf|p, with each of

 which it is in many contexts easily interchangeable, has the central meaning of "life-force,"
 but with a special connection to personal affection (see his ch. 1, esp. pp. 37-42).

 16. Notice that in the passage Plato cites from Homer (Od. XX, 17; Rep. 441b6) Odysseus
 addresses and reproves his Kpa?iri, i.e. his anger or his heart conceived as the seat of it, bid
 ding it to be calm and endure without making a fuss. The conflict in this case, as in that of

 Leontius where spirit and appetite conflict, involves a direct criticism by the "higher" facul
 ty of the "lower," and not merely conflicting impulses to action.

 17. This is the view taken by Cornford, Hardie, and Penner (see locc. citt. n. 3 above).

 18. Plato's highly metaphorical talk of the displacement of reason from its throne and the
 usurpation of power by Ov|x?s or by appetite (550b4-6,553c4-d7) is potentially very mislead
 ing. He does not mean either that reason ceases altogether to function (see 553d) or that the

 usurper actually begins to perform reason's functions of calculating out what to do, declar
 ing where the overall good lies and deciding accordingly. What happens instead is simply
 that, yielding to the importunities of the usurping desires (i.e., accepting the strength or
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 frequency of these desires as criterion of the value of their objects), the person's reason
 comes to adopt, as its own general view of what is good for him, the overall plan of gratifying

 those desires first and foremost. In doing this reason fails to perform its most essential task,

 namely to work out on its own theoretical grounds where the good actually lies; and that is
 why Plato says reason is no longer ruling in such a person's life, and why he says that in
 stead those other desires rule, the ones to which reason has abdicated its own responsibility
 to set goals. But reason continues to be the only part of the soul in which judgments about
 overall good and those desires for good that follow upon them are located.

 19. Thus Socrates says (441a2-3), understandably enough, that (h^?s is by nature reason's
 helper CemKovpos), and he describes it as entering disputes between reason and appetite or
 reason and outside agents as the ally (crvix^axos) of reason (440b2-4, c7-9). It is harder to un
 derstand why Socrates so flatly insists (440b4-7) that one never finds anyone's 6\jjx?<? inter
 vening in a dispute between reason and appetite on appetite's side. He himself later de
 scribes the oligarchic man as enslaving both his 6u|xos and his reason to his appetite for
 money (553d), but just as the dominance of this appetite is not sufficient to prevent
 spendthrift desires from arising altogether (554b7-c2), so it presumably is not sufficient to
 prevent reason or Ou|x?<; from occasionally rebelling and generating desires not subordi
 nated to the pursuit of wealth. And if, after all, reason and 0u|xos are independent of one
 another, why could not a desire of reason (e.g. to spend some money for the public good) arise
 that conflicts with the master-appetite, only to be opposed by Ov(x?s for that very reason?
 When, as with the oligarchic person, Ou|x?s has been habituated to support appetite, this is
 only what one should expect: reason's desire to act generously should be felt by Ov|jl?s as dis
 graceful?soft-hearted, a sign of weakness or sentimentality, etc. That Socrates does not en
 visage this possibility in Bk. IV is presumably to be explained by supposing that he assumes
 there that appetitive gratification is such a simple and easy thing to arrange, or if difficult
 so obviously in itself nothing to be proud of, that when reason opposes it the love of compet
 ition could not find any scope for activity except on reason's side (i.e., on the side whose win

 ning out might show that something worth crowing over had been achieved). This thought
 seems natural enough, and appropriate to the context in Book IV; but it is nonetheless quite
 naive, as the account of the oligarchic man in Book VIII shows.

 20. I am grateful for helpful comments on earlier versions of this paper from a number of
 people, especially Annette Baier, Gail Fine (my commentator when I presented the first
 version at Cornell), Cynthia Freeland, John Hare (commentator on a version delivered at a
 New Jersey Regional Philosophy Conference), and Alexander Nehamas.
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