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Chapter Fourteen
Body, Soul, and Medical Analogy in Plato!

Brooke Holmes

s no easy task to describe Plato’s theory of virtue. But it is arguably even
ore difficult to grasp the intricacies of his account of why the soul fails to
flourish. Part of the challenge has been to distribute responsibility for error
among the basic players in his moral psychology. Do we stray because of false
cliefs about the good? Or is it because our irrational appetites overpower our

ics evolve out of, and eventually in opposition to, a Socratic core, or is his
ommitment to the “Socratic” idea that error is ignorance unwavering?*

Itis well known that in his efforts to describe virtue and vice as states of the
oul, Plato often has recourse to concepts of health and disease drawn from
ontemporary medicine. His use of such concepts has received considerable f
ntion.’ Nevertheless, given what a rich resource the medical analogy is in
At0’s writings, a reappraisal of its functions may §ive us another angle on the !
blems of error and ethical agency in his corpus.® In this Paper, I outline two i
Strategies for such a reappraisal. I advocate, first, taking a broader view of the

iceptual resources that medicine has to offer ethics by looking beyond its i
cas about health as a balance of powers or the nature of rechné to its creation |
the physical body as an object of care. I then explore how the dynamics of i
Meness and difference native to analogy allow Plato to navigate between his
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commitment to dualism and his exploitation of the body as a means of explaip.
ing why virtue eludes us.

In focusing attention on the physical body, I am aiming, in part, to countey

the longstanding tendency to take that body as given and thus outside of history,

I see the physical body, rather, as a conceptual object,. an "‘epistemic thiugs” that :_ :
coalesces only within specific conceptual and imaginative frameworks, The

body defined in these terms is taking shape within debates about natuge and,

more specifically, human nature in the late fifth and early fourth centurjes BCE.

It is vital to these debates as the matrix of biological life. But the. body is alsg
making a significant contribution to the explanations of threats to life and health

advanced in these debates, explanations that marginalize ‘gods and other
daemonic agents as causes of disease.’ These explanations implicate the physica].

body in disease in two major ways. First, bfacause it 'is constitgted by“powerful_
and highly labile stuffs or humors, the body is susceptlblfe to an innate “badness”
that easily spirals into disease.” The second Rroi;-lem is epistemic. The bO_dy_
described in early Greek medicine is enmeshed in impersonal forc.es tl_la}t Tequire
specialized knowledge to comprehend. Given that people iack an intuitive grasp

of how their bodies work, they fail to take proper care of them, thereby becom:!

ing unwitting catalysts and allies of disease; when diseases strike, they are
helpl';;is, although modern scholars are accustormed to thin!(ing of dispase i
terms of bodies, neither this idea nor the idea of ‘thc phy51ca‘l body '1tself_ i
something that can be taken for granted in the arcl.mm and classical penodS.‘B
recognizing the historical foundations of the physical body, we may shed ligh
on the intellectual milieu in which Plato’s psychology forms.. In recc.:rft years
historicizing approaches to Plato’s psychology have stresseq its afﬁnltn?s wit
ideas about the person in Homer. Such approaches are a reaction, at least in part
to the evolutionary “discovery of the mind” narratives of Bruno Snell and like

minded critics. But while they have provided important correctives to Snel_lZs__
narrative, these studies have sometimes obscured the full context of Plato’s

understanding of harm and suffering. On the question of what causes people __
err, Plato rejected the popular view, fostereci8 by Homer, Hesiod, and th
tragedians, that the gods bring about misfortune ® He was thus in the posmon_}?
having to outline causes other than the gods‘to explain why we suffer, T ;
medical analogy, worked and reworked in the dialogues, attests the usefulness__r:)l_l
the physicians’ naturalizing explanatioqs to F_’lato’s own task. In fact, I wi
argue that the two major tenets of medical etiology, h}lmoral change and our
alienation from our bodies, have clear parallels in his ethics, the latter in our lack
of self-knowledge, the former in the volatility of desires, pleasures., and pains .
The operative word here, however, is parallel: the badness inherent in the

body, as Plato argues in the Republic, is itself too “fqreign” to the soul to
explain psychic badness.” In that text, he locates the foreignness of the bod t}iﬂ
its corruptibility (the soul being immortal). Plato could also understand_
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‘strangeness of the body in terms of the non-human, good-indifferent causes that
operate there. In the Phaedo, it is precisely because those working in the inquiry
into nature {(peri phuseds historia) rely on physical causes—-air, water, and other
“strange” things, or the contraction and the relaxation of the sinews—in their
accounts of cosmic events and human actions that Socrates says he went his own
way (97d5-99d1): how absurd, he says, to explain the fact that T am sitting in jail

The buffer between the body and the soul is formalized by analogy. But
nalogies, of course, are double-edged swords, predicated as much on similarity

tensions that analogy supports, | suggest, that make the medical analogy so
gnificant to Plato’s understanding of the relationship between the body and the
soul."! The medical analogy is a slippery creature. Since it is not really an
gument, it does not fit comfortably within readings that seek to define and

fend Plato’s philosophical positions. At the same time, its scope and complex-
ity, developed across dialogues, can escape dramatic readings of single works.

nature of the ethical agent.!?

I'begin by looking more closely at how the physical body is represented as a
of vulnerability in classical Greek medicine. Then, building on this discus-

ng two texts, the Protagoras and the Philebus, as points of orientation. I
fgue, first, that in the early, “Socratic” dialogues Plato adapts the idea of
hysiol “bare” life to conceptualize a principle of ethical life centered

rationality, beliefs, and agency.'® The body thus offers, on the one hand, a

_ nsider how the medical analogy develops as Plato grows increasingly
fterested in how the things inside of us, particularly appetitive desires, corrupt
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our capacity for agency and, more specifically, our cfapacity 10 seek' the gooq, p
The most significant change to the analogy, 1 sugge_st, is that the physical Causes -
in medical etiology, primarily the humors, acquire e_xp!anatory power. The
increased significance of bodily causes raises the question of whether' they can, __
in fact, cross the gulf of analogy (o exercise power over the soul and, if so, hoy, |
that crossing transforms the tension between human and not-human, seif an

- ithin the ethical agent. ' .
not slef)ff ;::tl]:ere only a preligminary exploration of ﬂ}ese strategies. Nev:jartheles.s.,_
I hope that by focusing on how the body was helping to define the blind Spos
and discontinuities in the self in this period, we can gain a better uuderstandmg
of Plato’s account of psychic disease without rltilymg on the contemporary |
discourses of psychoanalysis or cognitive science. ™ That is not to say there are.
no points of contact between present and past models of the s‘elf. Indfzed, by
restoring diachronic change to ancient Greek concepts of the ethlcall subject, we
may see how the enduring problem p0§ed by having a body to 'bemg a person’
takes shape in the West. Giving full weight tq that problel}l can, in turl_l, belp us
to understand that the object of ancient practices of care Is far more lively and
complex than we have realized."

pwnplay the agency of the gods, casting them, rather, as ex
{ motivations and forces internal to the subject."”
It is true that integral parts of the self, such as the thumos, as well as forces
ike anger, grief, or love, can generate a sense of inner conflict in early poetry.®
et if we assume that the gods simply give metaphorical €xpression 1o thig
onflict, we risk losing sight of the labor, both conceptual and imaginative, that
oes into shaping the explanatory frameworks of both medicine and philosophi-
al ethics. That is to say, if debates about Homeric agency are conflated with
iscussions about Platonic psychology—with some critics acknowledging love
r anger as forces, others insisting on their status as beliefs—we do not ask how
e tension between a physical force and a belief, so critical in Plato, emerges as
threat to the autonomy of the agent.”' Yet it is arguably through this process of
mergence, insofar as it raises questions about what kinds of causes operate
de the self, that the very notions of “psychology” and “autonomy” become
telligible. .
In epic poetry, as well as in other evidence for archaic religious beliefs and
actices, we find that interactions between gods and people require the idea that
rwerful minds can act on the world in unseen, unysually efficacious ways.
ough we may want to distinguish between a hero’s decision to restrain from

ternalized versions

Medicine and the Care of the Body n we draw will not affect whether the gods are involved. Homeric heroes

The name Plato has long been synon?émous with the del}igratlon of the body_
the Western philosophical tradition.” The vantage point qf _the present thus
frames “the body” in Plato as familiar and frankly unpromising territory, B1_1_;
Plato’s views on the body do not arrive ex nihilo. Nor does the l?ody h_ave tq be
bad. In fact, “the” body may not be a necessary category at all in earlier Greek
he."? ‘ _ &
thml‘céne means of denaturalizing the physical body is by making strang(? and
er concept that has come to seem obvious, namely tlllat of natural causality: T, e
idea that everything can be traced to hidden physical causes can appear. less
inevitable if we take seriously the most important altemat.lve to it. In Homcr
well as in other early poetry and prose, pher&omena that disrupt either a sensﬂe
seif or the persona presented to others—-a birth pang, a surge of energy, a
of insight—are conventionally attributed to the gods or ot.her dacmoz}lc ;gf_:
Scholars focused on the origins of science or na!tural philosophy still 1sm;
these beliefs as a kind of primitive trust in capricm!.ls' gods.. Othgrs, convcefl‘$¢.
have been reluctant to admit any incursion of divinized intentions and__
into the sphere of the person in early poetry. This reluctance can be explaimn

dden pain or other feelings of rupture would have been the inference that a
god had somehow crossed into the terrain of the self 2 How, then, are the
boundaries between the self and a god conceptualized?

The ability of a god or another daemonic agent to affect us can be explained
terms of a straightforward power differential: gods are stronger than people.
soon as Achilles realizes that Apollo deceived him as he stormed the walls of
v, he rages that he would try to exact revenge, “if the power (dunamis)
onged to me” (fliad 22.20). That power, of course, does not belong to
hilles nor to any other mortal.

- Sheer force, however, cannot fully account for the gods’ advantage. Very
en, the asymmetry of power between mortals and immortals is expressed in
emic terms: “but always the mind {noos) of Zeus is a stronger thing than a
n’s mind,” Homer observes, as the Olympian drives on the fury in Patroclus’
eart (Iliad 16.688-91). Hesiod says something similar—“so it is in no way
0ssible to escape the mind of Zeus” (Works and Days 105)—in remarking on
i army of diseases that overtake us in deadly silence. Throughout antiguity,
w _ * model as invalidating any claim the iults of daemonic force, such as plague or erds, are imagined to arrive via
gracritlz:)iz gijf;drer:}gttz;:: f(l) lfg;t(;e(f:fe;nuine age_m:y.lS For those working WS, Jweapons largely defined by their power to catch their victims up.
restore moral responsibility to the Homeric hero, it has been advantageou ares.
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the threshold of our awareness. In conceptualizing the nside of the body ag
objective rather than subjective, that is, conscious Space, the medicaj writers
allow part of the daemonic realm to be incorporated

Mortals, then, are not simply weak but blind. Qur lack of knowledge h?s.
something to do with the fact that gods can move in the w.or.ld unseen. Byg i
some cases there is nothing to see. Zeus, for example, stirring the fre}}zy i
Patroclus’ heart, is acting by his intentions alone. tht we atre truly l?lmd to, alien m th
then, are the intentions and desires of more powerful m:pds c.apable of interfey. t_’f d1.sea§e until it is too latq—h en
ing in our own feelings and thoughts. These t{ansgress'lons fmply that we are monitoring the body for faint si
bound not only by skin but also by the edges of a conscious field. They lr}dex 2 yond
world animated by pity, love, envy, and anger, a world \J}febbt?d by a kind of . 0 a )  medicine in the Lo Lh.

thical electricity that situates our triumphs and our sufferings in a community and fo_urth centuries: the I?ody is untrustwlorthy. Iq l‘lght of the body’s natural
ef ds and humans volatility and opacity, optimal health requires medicine’s steady and knowled-
0 g(;v[?xch of this is familiar ground. Revisiting it, h(_)\yever, can reminfl us of the . geable pand.” | |

lanatory burden faced by those offering naturalizing models of disease and . Tt is not hfﬂd to see, however, tha't bo fhf"s do ot onI .
explana Such models must account for why we are too weak to ward off these grow and flourish. Though often more mplicit than explicit in medical writi
contitons 8 dH:O blind to see them coming. More complicated—but no Jeg; there is a strong sense in these authors of an “automatic” princip
cond{tlons an Idoo is the expectation that these models can be aligned wit ife operative in the body.*® Sometimes aligned with the body's nature. py
D st o i zlurgl(lfcwr—z“ . with a kind of inner heat, this Principle is particularly visible in physiological
a moral and SOflak[?r that from the sixth century onward, many “physicists” rocesses and events like digestion or blinking, as well as ig the body’s own

medical i O‘:min to shift their attention away from the gods to describ truggle to overcome disease.™ In addition to mechanical causation, then, we
and medical Wr‘(;‘.:f_S eghere no one of the body’s constituent elements, thing so find in medical writing a nascent sense that organisms have a natural drive
health L con“;l}t]]on “'Id ” has become too powerful under the influence of th flourish.”® That drive can, as we have seen, be conquered by incoming force.
like phlegm or ehacl'lu,C h forces.” In the words of one Hippocratic author, th d co-opted by the disease process. lts susceptibility to this fate can explain the
hot or the col;i g]r ot iir-gszal techné saw “that the things inside a human being fiur d for rechné. Nevertheless, its presence Suggests we need a slightly more
d}SC?’ggmrs i« give mteil'l claim its explanatory weight is the elaboration in fifth anced account of the relation of biological life to technical control,
hllg'fourtﬁh Z;;‘;ti]\:;s melcslical writing of the mechanisms by which these “things One of the most remarkabie things about this principle of life is that it is
la)?ing about disease. Indifferent to the good of t_he w'hole l?ody, hugors olpe_rat
on a principle of limitless expansion by attracting like thmgs to tbel;rjl(sie ;e‘s,-
process catalyzed by impersonal stuffs a‘nd forces, dufmmez's, embe el'_ in
cosmic economy of power.” The process is not teleological, Sll:l‘CC the ma lin
humors do not, like Zeus, “aim” for hegemony. Rather, .by gather.llgg the
selves together gradually” (kata mikron sullegomena), d‘xseases 'bul t1.1p
power to spring suddenly on people, as tl“l& autl.101: of the H{pp‘ocratlc tr;a ise
Regimen writes.”® The force of that (;prmg ifr:iumcs a.cg;)tctlaik%;ent to harm

roduces the unexpectedness o aemonic . : _
SUddg\]f{clrelsisnrgﬂs brief synopsis of humoral etiology, it is p'os.s1ble to see hto:lfnthe
physical body becomes a conceptual resource fpr exp!ammg the const a}l"s o
weakness that opens us to suffering. The power differential between rflore =
immortals has been rethought, first, in terms of a struggle bet‘weenhm}p ol
forces outside the body and the things inside of it, then as the triumph o _ﬁ s . . :
humor inside the body over the other parts. 'I_‘he greatest threat to our \ﬁfen___.—_ o1 own diseases. The fec hné,
lies in the humors, labile stuffs that, caught in a world of CC:I:tinl.la] ; 3 SSS .
ily diverted from life.”® We can also begin to see how the “innate badne . e world. Tt also keeps us fro |
the by dy is magnified by failures of seeing and knowing. In On Regimer,. The belief that beauty or virtue must be nurtured has deep roots in Greek
:‘2:303 VyVhl; :lrisfases can “spring” upon us is that they accumulate force below. ight > Nevertheless, with the emergence of the body as & Jace ot ek

vigilance speaks to a premise that is central to Greek

author offers the quasi-Socratic observation that if people had knowledge,
ey would never fall into their diseases™*—patients cannot will themselves to
come healthy the way a Homeric hero might check his thumos (Mliad 9.254-

just as it is not possible, as Aristotle will point out, to persuade someone not
get hot or feel hunger, since he will suffer these things anyway.”

Our estrangement from the automatic operations of life in the body is why
must impact our heaith or oyr diseases in a mediated way: through what we
‘whether we exercise, when we sleep, and so on.*® Byt the causal refations

ind eating, sleeping, and exertion to outcomes in the body are complex and
ue-—hence the need for experts to help us realize our natural desire to
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coneept of care, and in fact the responsibility to take care, is transformeqd and
expanded. I suggested above that naturalizing models of disease, despite.
appearing to dwell entirely on amoral stuffs and forces, bave an implicit burdey °
to situate suffering in relationship to a social or moral order. The possibility o
taking responsibility for a body that lies outside the dynamics of prajse and

Plato’s attack icine | .
blame and fowards the body as its guardian may help form this bridge, In of contemporary medicine in Republ;

Yet it also gives an indication of the challenges bein

¢ X attests jig authority,

glancing briefly at medical etiology, we could conclude that it depends on whas i G i r . & mounted to its claim

we might call the fragmentation of agency: the sudden Symptom is no longer t}?é ' g:%i?g;::sp erzf: ilsnaﬂ::ege;?(; The ﬁ;lcmm of many of these Challengess tlg
outcome of malicious daemonic intent; it is the result, rather, of a causal serjeg of the mind or the soul* 15 what care Obthe body so there is a neeq for a care
catalyzed by physical elements and realized through the stuffs inside the body, Socrates declares in Plato’s Apolo > Elmh ably the most well-known €Xample
The medical art resurrects agency. By enabling intelligence and the desire to be esides trying to persuade y; 05 8, " have been going about doing nothing
healthy to cut across the non-human flux in which an embodied person i » young and old, to care (epimeleisthai) not for

our bodies nor f .
dangerousty embedded, it recuperates a role for personal agents who may, by 3{')0&7-b 2). Weoll;a\?; I)lfg‘l;r g[;ossessmns but for the highest welfare of your soul”

exercising power over the body, contain its vagaries and thus avert o Teverse anced at the practices of bodily care that are 4 likely
suffering, R . 8¢S as a concern in the Jate fifth
The idea that we are capable of managing the risks of having a body offars eotury.  turn oW 10 the Protagoras and s i

an inchoate model of ethical subjectivity that will prove deeply influential i
both philosophical ethics and popular morality.* It is true that extant medical
writings show little interest in positioning patients as ethical agents, in large part.
because physicians themselves usually arrogate power over health *! Neverth
léss, many of these texts are commiited, implicitly (by addressing themseives
a lay audience) or explicitly, to educating patients.* By putting the knowledg
of how to take responsibility for the body in the public sphere, they lay th
groundwork for an ethics of care that is taken up in moralizing texts.

; . ) ) . - ak of .
The most extensive of the educational texts in the Hippocratic Corpus is th herate g::!:e gngtagozas has recenly come to Athens, and Hippocrates,
treatise mentioned earlier, On Regimen, a text that declares outright that peopi ouse, where the great lssopﬁfs ltn;gs ;}::t iSOchates will accompany him to Callias®
I L H : 5 = 3 Nng. Socra i i
shogld learn to “help ‘thefmielves. The afltho‘r‘ Is targeting two specific it 0 get light, he engages Hing., 4 t g tes acquiesces, but,.as they wait
audiences of medical paideia.** The first comprises “the great majority of people Ppocrates in some preliminary questioning to see

who necessarily live haphazardly and cannot take care lepimeleisthai] of their - knows what he is gelting himself into, Taking advantage of his interlocu-
health by neglecting everything else.”® The second, smaller audience is made i i
up of those who are well off and convinced there are no benefits of wealth o
anything else without health—in other words, an audience willing to purs Socrates introd _
health at all costs. Such devotion to the care of the body may appear improbaj_h_: what he | ¢ uce§ the analogy after seeing that Hippocrates has little sense
Yet it gains some credibility from a passage from Republic Il in which:E i '
has Socrates complain about the “excessive care of the body” (hé peritté:ﬁ_a

epimeleia tou somatos) that has taken off among the leisured classes. “The 2 e;eiosgs’ 1 like a merchant of toodstuffs, Both supply nourishment, the
obsessions,” he says, “always make people imagine they are sick and neve; hant laclissl(c)u] and the latter to the body.* The problem is that just ’as a
them stop taking pains over the body” (407b4-c6). Xenophon’s Socrates, on obist o nowledge about wh‘ether his wares wil] heip or harm his clients
other hand, is far less negative about the care of the body—indeed, Xenop soul (31 33 dlggﬂOI:ant of whetheighis teachings wili be beneficial or harmfuy} t(;
tells us that he “never neglected the body and did not praise others for i Simb] “l; of. 33423-5).% Those who buy from hir, then, are taking a
neglect” (Memorabilia 1.2.4; cf. 3.12.6-8). Elsewhere he reports that Socr ey, are s they themselves have medical knowledge of the soul.® Iy

_ . i th
encouraged his followers to care for (epimeleisthai) their health, both by scek fey e m even graver danger than the buyer of provisions. If you buy
knowledge from experts and by paying attention to the impact of food an :




354 Body, Sou!, and Medical Analogy in Plato

Brooke Holmes 355

In Alcibiades 1, the strategy of defining the soul against what
i the fore as we watch Socrates, adopting his exhortatory
dialogue’s namesake to care for himself. It is useful for us,

en for the many initiates to later Platonism for whom the A
opaedeutic text, that Alcibiades is uncertain about what this care entails. >
crates explains himself by following a process of elimination, running
ough 4 list of candidates whose care might be equivalent to caring for the self
y to reject each of them, He begins with objects within the orbit of the self,
t far from its center, things like shoes and rings. Each object is abandoned on

grounds that it merely belongs to a part of the body (127e-128d). These
ailures are reflected in the grammar of care. In each case, the object, rather than
eplacing the reflexive as the genitive object of the verb “to care,” merely

places the reflexive to the position of a possessive genitive (16n sauton
melél, sautou epimeléi, 12846).

purchase (314a3-b1). But with knowledge, the soul is thc_a jar. Tl.le moment yoy
open it to the sophist you are vulnerable to th'e power of his teachings. o
Socrates here takes for granted the basic tenets .of contemporary medicing
that we have just seen: the importance of food or dnn!_( to ‘hfaalthf, the idea of
body at risk and in need of prophylactic. measures, the mabxhty,o the per-s(?,} to:
take those measures without expert guidance, and the person’s l:esponsll?mt ,
given the worth of the body, to seek .out knowledge. By placing particylg
weight on the chanciness of acting in ignorance, hi: appeats to referenC? the
familiar late fifth-century opposition between fuché (chance_) and te_'chne, a
opposition that, as we can see from sever‘al extant texts, carried special reson
ance in medicine.’' Yet whereas the medical authors are f_ocused primarily on
proving that medicine is a techné capable of systematic re§uit§, .Socrate
accepting medicine’s authority, dwells darkly on a world in which it is ab;gn
He returns repeatedly to the idea pf thc' threat posed by ignorance (3134
313e2-314al, 314b1) while reminding Hlppogrates how very much is at stak i i .
be warns, that you do not risk what is most dear to you on a roll of the ntrasted either to it or to a body part, Yet the art of caring for the body does
ta_ke Ciﬁ D o - qualify as an art of caring for oneself, and in the next phase of the argument
e éocr:tes.’ very introduction of the analogy means he takes it for granteq_th :
there are two different things involved hen_e: body and soul. One means of
understanding this difference is in terms of hierarchy: the soul, as we hav _]_gst
seen, is most dear; Hippocrates, Socrgztes assumes, qatu:ally holds 1; to be of
greater worth than the body (313a6-7). Bu'f what justifies t!xe value of the
I would like to look briefly at how this claim of value defines the soul ag
the body before returning to their zft:;nities and what the analogy tells us about
by a sout left untended. .
e &lliriegalitfz(f;::e?‘ tr}:ark'mg the soul’s worth, Socrates gppends a short desc.r}p_.
the soul is that “on which conducting one’s own affairs wgll or por’orly E;a saé
é kakés prattein)] depends” (313a7-8). But w.hat' does this meanl.1 To l;g_ug
dependence of one’s own things points to an intimacy between the soul. atn
person stressed in other early dialogues. In the 4poto_gy, as we .hfive Just
Socrates, reflecting on his life’s work, reca!ls. urging his fellow cltlzm:ls1 ne ;
to take care that the soul be as good as possible bu't also to care for eble o
heautou epimeleisthai). That the care for the sou} is here mterchgngea_ ¢
the care for oneself suggests, as Eric Havelock pomt.ed oug over thlrté(l yeal
that Socrates’ commitment to the soul was founded in large part on the Iggve[ec
of the soul with the person.”® Like Burnet and others. before hlml,1 e
insisted that Socrates’ call to care for the soul was a radically new 1; ep ]
in Greek society.”* He emphasized, too, the noyelty of using t; t; _
pronoun to create the self as an object of care. Bqt if we accept I_30 R
soul and the Socratic self as similar innovations, it becgmes dlfflCLl' -
to define one another. This makes the presence of a third, contrasting !

self, useful.

it is not comes
tole, urge the
as it would have
lcibiades 1 was g

,» & pair
allows him to move body parts (hands, eyes) into the same class with

bjects (tools, harps). The process culminates with the displacement of the body
ther” (heteron) than the person precisely because it is the consummate
t of use rather than a user (129¢7). The body thus becomes the foil against
h the person is defined in a relationship of agency and passivity. From here
fates jumps to the equation of the person with the soul, stating that the user
the body just is the soul, The soul’s identity is then reinforced by a second, no
mportant, binary: ruler and ruled. Since, as Socrates asserts and Alcibiades
ily cs%ncedes, the body cannot rule itself, the soul must be its ruling element
5).
he first opposition, between active and passive, recalls the working defini-
f the soul in the Protagoras passage as that through which we acr. Its
gral role in agency can justify the priority of its care in different ways. In
iades 1, it is quite simply because the soul is a user that it is equivalent to
tson, whose significance as an object of care is assumed. Plato could also
e soul’s capacity to act to privilege the care of the soul over that of the
_bn the grounds that, as the caretaker of the body, the soul must be in
al health if it is to do its job. The medical writers themselves show little
Test in treating the souls of their patients.” In the Republic, however, we do
i¢ argument that while a healthy body cannot improve the soul, the health
-soul determines how well it can supervise the body (III, 403d2-4); the
ent resurfaces in a fragment of Democritus.’® The rationale for the claim

§ several pages later, where Plato points out that a body is not treated by a
but by a soul (408e1-5). ‘
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It is not only because the soul is responsible for the care of the body that it

own care is a priority. Plato could also establigh the \jalufe of the soul ViSji‘i-vis
the body by emphasizing its capacity to detern'nne action in accordance with an
understanding of benefit and harm conceptualized more broadly. That capacity
is explicitly recognized in the Protagoras, where §ocrates says the soul
determines whether someone acts well or poorly. In this context, the ‘t?ody isa
foil not only because it is passive and instrumental, but a!so because it cannot
discern goodness or badness. Such disc_ernment plays' an important role in the
early dialogues, where Socrates often invokes the difference be{ween merely
instrumental goods, such as health, whose goodness or badness 1s contingent,
and a good that is not for the sake of anything else, name_Iy the flourishing of the .
soul.” Socrates also sometimes makes the related claim that ?hose who are "
experts in these contingent goods do not, by virtuc? of th‘at expertise, under.st:and
whether these goods are really good or bad in a given s‘ltuatlon..The physlc1‘an,
for example, might know the nature of health and disease w1t£100ut knowing
“whether health or disease is the more terrible” (La. 195(;9-10). In contrast,
those who have achieved knowledge four court can c.letemu}]e t:lle \_f;'ﬁuti ofl thfl;;'
o e ol s ke gOOd-fIg]S: 1:;35 lilnaz:;f;gset;fa?xf ?)fha\‘?’i:)r is zli;etd-" it also offers a model object of expert knowl .
Of' tl?fhsoul, (t:ih TR e o : ; » We saw that the object of medical knowledge in thig
M Fooc i ted period is not simply the body, but more broadly  principle of biological life that
Q-Herehm,bmgn., i\:rczsc::t ilvtlca;f:) tS(;I;‘ﬂsz isi;u‘fh;";:z: $:' ;g:; I;?%{,ﬁ;g:ﬂif;ﬁj had begun to register in medicinc’gzﬁekli of vision behind the “automatic” body
:ﬁfc;;laslt, tth:: sguly 'determines ti1e good and the bad. In what terms, then, can we - It is this principle, I suggest, that allows

he similarities implied by analogy? lato to limn an analogous principle, what we could call a principle of ethicaj
i arities imy / ) : “ L
estab(l)lrsllg i)lfv?::sl answer wl:)uld be that, although the body’s relationship to the us to the body, namely “what is injured by

SO. Well then, if through yielding to the opinion of the ignorant we ruin that
which is benefited by health and injured by discase, is life worth living for yg

[biGton) when that is ruined? And that is the body, is it not?
CR. Yes.

S0. Then is life worth livi
CR. Certainly not,

S0. But is it worth living when that is ruined which is injured by the wrong and
improved by the right? Or do we think that part of us, whatever it ig, that which
justice and injustice concern, is less important than the body?

CR. Not at all.

SO. But it is more valyable [timidteron]?

CR. Of course. (Crito 47d8-48a4)

ng when the body is worthless and ruined?

It is perhaps surprising that the soul is not named here,®
only makes it more credible that what interests the
dialogues is not an existing idea of the soul, but rather
concerned with right and wrong and defined against the good-indifferent body.
Yet once again, the body’s role in definition is not limited to that of a foil.
Insofar as it is understood as “what is benefited by health and injured by

disease,” i edge about benefit and

" lts absence, however,
Socrates of the early
the part of us that is

) . : at there are things beneficial or harmful to i _ . . ‘ .
Eggl?hlzecvzlrlttll:é%:snst ’o?;:rsl(;e;;gei for the soul. It is certainly true that this is part sggosts that Just e pr ol g an analog)( with the body in these terms is that it
of the body’s usefulness at the beginning of the Protagoras. B.ut chrates goes hﬁﬁwed - }a s diraerc
beyond questions of benefit and harm to explore the relatl_onshlp bet'ween calth Sitoas
ignorance, risk, and the need for experts that was ce?ntral to medical authority by
the late fifth century, He thus casts the soul, for all its closeness tq fhe_ persgn,-'a
in some way naturally strange to that person, so strange tha} familiarity w1th;
needs must be mediated by knowledge that comes frorq outside, ' :
The specificity of this knowledge becomes clear in another n}e.dlcal anatl;_l}-___
gy, this time in the Crito. Socrates here trades? the buy'er of provisions for PE
athlete, who has to follow the advice of his trainer or h‘13 physician in qr(_Ier- ILO
to destroy his body. Socrates emphasizes the expertise of the physxclelm )
contrasting it to the ignorance not only qf the laypersog but‘ also of the alrg
community that was traditionally responsible for nurturing virtue, The ai;la Ogi
is interesting not only for its emphasis on expert knowledge but also for how
represents the object of that knowledge.

Siinply “doing well.”™™ It seems to have been a fundamental “Socratic” maxim

that everyone wants to do well, Later in the Protagoras, Socrates turps this into
A defining feature of human nature: “to want to go towards those things that one
thinks bad instead of [things thought] good is not, it seems, in human nature len
Anthropou phuseil” (358¢7-d2).5° Thay s, “we, humans, are hardwired to seek

our own good,” as Heda Segvic observes of this passage. “What we want is,
ltimately, to do well for ourselves. The striving for this condition of doing well,
hich Socrates calls ‘the good,” is something that every human soul comes
quipped with,”%®

The crux of Socrates® claim in the Protagoras, however, rests on the verb
0 think.” For if we are animated by a natural principle of ethical life, the good
d the bad shouid, far from being defined subjectively, be objectively deter-
ined. That objectivism would seem to be the very reason there are experts in
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barm and benefit.” If what we, qua ethical beings, really want is the actua] "

good—and Socrates makes clear in the Gorgias that someone who, having
pursued what he thought good, turns out to have been harmed did not truly wapy
the presumed good (468b1-d7)—then we need these “phgsicians” of the soul 1 -
help us align what we judge good with the actual good.”® At the same time, the
Socratic emphasis on care makes it clear that this alignment also requires 2ood
deal of labor on the part of the person. That is, however indispensable the
expert, his knowledge means nothing if it is not internalized by the “ugep
through thinking, given that the user can act only in accordance with what he
thinks is good. The beauty and the difficulty of a principle of ethical life thyg
conceptualized lies in its conflation of deliberative agency and natural flourigh- dge to affect it in thi i .
ing: if one has knowledge. the desires and the actions it motivates spring from ' t;egargumemtuﬂ]gl(tigtsgizﬁgslsg?\?;g ;‘;bt‘;;;{li‘;m Ciﬂalﬂgowever, besause, as
the soul. Once the objective and subjective facets of our nature have been united Instead, he begins to speak of beliefs that peo %e ifvut b ow ledge altogether.
we becore, as it were, “moral automata,”6 9acting in such a way that sustains the - wrprisingly equating these with beliefs aboli)n \I:fhat is ela o thBe B rathef
flourishing of cur inbotn, rational agency. _ ‘ L pparent bait-and-switch on the topic of knowied e agde?'am- nf('[)th‘ ocrates
The challenge of such a model, however, arises from the difficulty of ex. good and pleasure have puzzled commentators.” Wi T wi llls conllation of the
plaining how what we think is good becomes misaligned with the good. That ere, however, is whether the explanation tha't g at Wwish to consider briefly
misalignment is easier to explain in medicine. For there is, as we saw above, 3 - deed identify a “mechanism” internal to, if not Eﬁm s of Srror does
natural discontinuity betwee% a non-conscious, “objective” principle of biologi: bout the good. ’ owing, then forming beliefs
cal life and our motivations.™ That is to say, it is precisely because the person is - Socrates’
riot his body that, without expert knowledge, he unwittingly reproduces the ea of percept(:l‘:lndziitg})ur?ilgrrll.t ;Egl;ta:'lgym\zen?{géumi poins ot woround the
indifference of the external physical world to his health, thereby becoming a to us when they are closer and smaller at agdistarfcs .. gﬁpomts out, appear larger
force of tuché.”" But how should we understand the misalignment between a than things far away. Judging the amount of oodn:; Ings closer sound louder
principle of ethical life and our motivations? Despite the significance of risk i claims, is subject to the same type of distortgions Tlf_ltj Fasfe in something, he
the opening of the Protagoras, chance alone cannot explain a split inside § ad us to form our beliefs—and hence. to ac.t inac::i; i apenrences thal
soul between our natural desire for the objective good and the subjective desires aggerated vis-3-vis the true goodness or ,Pleasur e in il)l,n ways—-are often
on which we act: if the soul is defined by its capacity to seek the good, we nieed only remedy for such a situation, Socrates declares. is aalj object or act1v1t3n/;' The
to know how our capacity to identify the good goes wrong. In other words, in E: nders the deceptive image ineffectual (akuron) ;hereb meﬁsm!ng techné” that
state of ignorance, it does not make sense that psychic agency, in relation to its goodness-pleasure and see what we truly want i ¥ aliowing us to gauge
internal, natural end, casts about at random. Rather, we would expect that )
somehow grows perverted, much as in naturalizing models of disease the force
of life acquires a pathological expression.”* Why, then, does the soul’s infiate
drive to seek the good misfire? .
Towards the end of the Protagoras, Socrates gives us an answer to' this
question that is as interesting for what it does not say as for what it does sa
Socrates claims at the outset of the argument that he intends to refute a view that
he ascribes to the masses:

Though Socrates does not give any specific reasons why he rej i iti

the chargt_ed language of power—whereas knowledgi: sh:)?ii?tsbgu :oI:l,Sigpn’
_ “hegerlioplc” (hégemonikon) and “ruling” (archikon), on this view it ig e{l ﬁng
- abf_aut_ like a slave” (hosper peri andrapodou)—suggests that he nI:a , E.d
- objecting to the assumption that force flows towards knowledge (knowledy .
. under Fhe thun?b of the passions) rather than away from it (knowledge in§§ .
- mentalizes bodies and passions).” If this is right, we could speculate tli;at we eu-
~only when our capacity to know has been corrupted through “mechanismr’l:

nternal to knowing: fove and anger and fear are just too different from knoxf/-

Now if doing well for us lay in doin i i i

\ i f 2 and choosing things of greater dimen-
. sions and_m :llot'domg and rejecting things of small dimensions, what would
- our salvation in life be? Would it be the art of measurement or the power of the

It seems most people think something like this about knowledge, that it is noth
ing strong, no leading or ruling element. They don’t see it like that. They hold:
that it is not the knowledge that a man possesses which governs him, but some
thing else—now passion, now pleasure, now pain, sometimes love, and fre
quently fear. They just think of knowledge as a slave, pushed around by all the:
other affections. (Protagoras 352b3-¢2) : e

first glance, this explanation does appear to move awa from the re

on of ignorance as chance in the opening discussion of thjé dialogue wlijlr:rseeli]tt?s ;
ause the laypers_on has no idea about benefit and harm that anyth}ng he does :I

}gamble.. Here, in contrast, Socrates appears to isolate what Plato will call, in
epublic, a defect (pathéma) of our nature (X, 602d2), namely our suscel;ti- i
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problem of oyr desires,
to the Philebys o see
movements in the body

. I enon (hé tou phainomenou dunamis) see the medical analogy developing to accommodate the
b111tyjo the (llstortmg l;:orw :rsoitteh;eﬁiil: ré?:;anatién of wﬁy our natural tendenc; . especially the desire for sensory pleasure. 1 then return
That “defect” can ;;lcth‘; 00321 is diverted towards apparent goods. Ignorance, - how these desires are transformed from analogues of
:l(:eﬁr E;:l;?f sfg‘;’?)r( the lacl% of knowledge of harm and bepeﬁjtg but a pathologica| into echoes of them,
conc{ition of our faculties of judging, bel‘ieving, and d*?Sﬂ’ mg. " .
Yet at the same time, the sense of risk and chanciness fostered by the Medi- . - . o
cal analogy at the beginning of the dialogue does not disappear. Socrates i _ The Place of the Body in Psychic Disease
vehement in his denial that things inside us—fear or anger or love—.-cau yank us -_ _ , _ '
around if we have knowledge. When, later in the dialogue, he shn“til to beliefs - : The{e are unmistakable ‘echoes of Socrates’ explanation of error i
about the good, he does allow for some yanking around, but _he emphasizes th.e ras in th | :
ditions outside us, rather than inside us, that render our lives unstable. It Is " earlier dlqlogues to develop' a systema‘tlc dei"ense of the good over
e that the phenomena that make us wander are produced througl} our own - Once again, we learn that Just as seeing things at close proximit
g‘cl:ilties of perception—this is why technical amelioration is poss1bl§. StilI,._: : . ini sures i
what Socrates stresses is how this “defect™ opens us tova world where things are more intense (41e9-42b6), Herfi, 100, 'such distortion requires 2 methp d to cut
always moving their position relative to us. The art brmgs calm to our souls by_ way the part of pleasure or pain that is apparent and not real (te phainomenon
cutting through this flux to put objects in proper perspective. 14 makes o i’ ouk on). o
Nevertheless, despite Socrates’ emphaS}S on the way the world fna.es us This time, however, the pfoblem of perceptual illusion is surpassed by
ander this way and that, he adheres to the idea of a pattern f’f misfiring: what another problem, that of “false’ Pleasures. These pleasures lead us astray not
is losest always appears biggest and, less overtly but no less important, what is because they promise more benefit than they deliver. Rather, the benefit they
closost se0 s )a:lwelljys to be precisely what we do not really want. So even if promise turns out to be no benefit at all. To defend this claim, Socrates begins
c!osest ;-e:ég come within our reach, we do not grasp at all of them just‘becaus_e by recapitulating what he describes as a common definition of pleasure
$ZI;Y ;el there. Indeed, even in the openirllg discgssion about sophists hand
merchants we get the sense that the buyegﬁls not simply hapless lb‘{t Pe}‘l'_ aps
attracted towards the wrong kinds of foods.™ But if our changing relationship 9 hs and witheri ins and aches and suffer; d all the Kinds of
objects is not enough to explain error, we need an expla_natlon _Of_Wh;’It?:f 5:51:2 \ifi?hnth::s!e ;;geg:’hgggian aches and sufferings an the kinds o
faculty of perception habitually makes the.kmds of ;Elsmkess I;dciis Il.zclemnf yefa"r% PRO. Yes, that is often said,
pleasure to certain objects or activities like fishcakes or sex. d other eaﬂy: S0. And when something has been restored o its natural state, then we decided
some scholars have argued that the Socrates Of the Pfotq]§orast§n uments. that this restoration is a pleasure. (Philebus 42¢9-d7)
dialogues would chalk such errors up (o appetitive desire.”’ Yet these arg nilfro'm.
do not acknowledge Socrates’ deliberate slpff; in the Protagc;ras fa\z«'rize o asure, on this view, is the outcome of changes
speaking of anarchic things inside us to descr_lbmg Ilmw our ftz}cu tty 0 ézs‘unguo this nature, with the ey dy assent of Pro tarchus, his
exposes us to an anarchic world. That shift points to, if not a disj :

S0. It is often said, 1 think, that when the nature of anything is corrupted

through combinations and divisions and fillings and emptyings and any

to a nature. Socrates presents

mterlocutor, in physiological
i d on “things inside us” and those focuse tms that recall C(‘)‘ntempc')rar)’/’ medical writing and the fragmel}ts of the sixth-
between explanations of error focu?)e on o 1%1 e fifth-century “physicists. Yet, having defined pleasure in these terms,
. i en them, o ; : § ‘ . .
x perc_ept{onS, ?t :ealiilz dlflfszsrglitoetl‘f}zerstood this difference when he wrot ﬂr;t:es ?l?h]:lzdﬁ;ili)l; trltzs :;:) d;rilt)lrl 1;; é)ob\;\;zr. gtelf: 1;; t;g :3;5 i?;a?oh;fr’l ni(::g
the }!thol:adff;u l;u(t) by tl"lz time he wrote the Philebus——genen:ally agreed to"b__ cing for us”g( 4249.1 g)? Wia ¥ g
late dialo‘guc—.he thought it necessary to address the anarchic elements withi

t ifi that is, there were no movements in the body
involve: hence no pleasure and pain?* Protarchus is skeptical, unwilling to deny that
i i their own terms turns out to involw
us directly, Taking those elements on

inging i ther aspect of contemporary medicine, namely the thing; ; ewv?,?d,fs alwal%/sﬂfll Owt;:l . thl; ‘:’aﬁh@d ]th? t (and te kai katf’.{{’ arnldd 1111 us, too, iﬁ :
bringing éntohfc:qus 211310 teers irl: the turmoil of the physical werld. I tarn 10 * dQse ;ay. ta er K Iim fetute this claim, as someone like Melissus mig

i body that implicate u L L ne, Socrates says he

]!:)lotlt(leat (l)moi\f:v the prgblefn of the disordering elements inside us is njltrog!_lct:‘ir odily restoration ¥
the Philebus in relationship to the concerns of the Protagoras. 1 will thén -

;
: ; , I ks of this pl “delight i ‘
briefly consider two earlier texts, the Gorgias and the Republic, where we: il ® Speaks of this pleasure as 120t i

$ tack, setting out
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-pretend to know what is best for the body but in truth cater only to bodily
 pleasures (464b2-465b6).% The contrast gives rise to a second contrast between
-the apparent good of the soul, to which rhetoric caters, and the soul’s objective
- good, which is properly cared for by an art of justice. The analogy upholds the
arallel between biological life and ethical life that we saw in the early dialo-
gues. The common enemy, however, is no longer simply ignorance, as in the
Protagoras, but ignorance qua the desire for pleasure. Since this pleasure is a
alse good, in the absence of true technical expertise one does not merely
- gamble with harm but actively courts it.*®
Strictly speaking, the analogy that Socrates offers isolates two kinds of
leasure, one bodily and the other psychic, and hence two kinds of disease.” [f
e look carefully, however, he appears to hold that all desires occur in the
oul.*™® Therefore, every misguided desire is an expression of psychic disease,
Ithough in the case of cooking the misjudgment of the soul also hurts the health
f the body. On this model, the enemies of bodily health that are most active in
edical writing, namely the humors, disappear into the background, allowing
e agents (patients, doctors, cooks) whose behaviors influence the humors (o

to show that despite the reality of becoming, it is not an objective good and thyg
ided as much as possible. . e
shourll:ihl;z}?ivf(tufrom proximate pleasures to false pleasures gg:; us ﬂalm ﬁlteinat-wg
i i be derai y the fluctuating
r understanding how our happiness can be t 3
SCItlsrﬂelaoi'othe world. In the Protagoras we wander this way fmd thf—lt (and te kqi
Eat») by trying to grasp the physical world perceptually, like chlld.ren w%ge.d_
rou d)t; a large dog on a leash. In the Philebus, we are lmphf:at.ed in the “this .
arolmandythat” of the world by our own physicality. Indeed, it is because our
;ava{}i{' es are the point of deepest implication in an unstat?le physical world that:
S?)c:'ates later blames them for the greatest and most intense false pleasurgs_ ;.
st i i I in terms of filling and"
One recognizable benefit of accounting fo? pleasure . ..
emptying is that these mechanisms can explain _why people are con§1stent i .
theli)r 31('nistakes about the good. That is to say, the idea that emp?ylng‘brmgs W’Fh'
it the desire for filling can clarify why the soul (wrongly) identifies Cfartam__
:)b'ects i.e., objects that “fill” the body or the soul, as good or pleasant in the:
fi : 1, &; ;'ather than explaining why it misjudges the amount of goodness o .. Spatients, k)
ust place, : By putting this explanation of pleasure on the table, merge as the significant causes of disease.
pleasure in an object. l? 131 on one of the greatest difficulties in defending: Yet even as the humors recede from view as causal factors in bodily dis-
Socrates aifo ccinfr?ntfateegf_a human being. Whereas the miseries of bodil ase, they appear to be informing Plato’s attempt in the Gorgias to describe in
virtue as the natural s umn: . reas | e of bodl .
i i life in such a condition is not wor g,
disease make it easy to see why ] e with Tt pate. sttt
isfiring of our desire for the good is not correlatec v 1 fact,
‘r‘[}ﬁhﬁrngsp feels good, making it possible to clamr} thatitisa natura! g(;od. ]Th
challenge of combating this claim can expla’m. why the medlc;:t1 Zna og
becomes increasingly useful to Plato in “middie’ dlﬂ!Ogﬁ;;:S sn;:lhtzsas fle t:g?
] i irst, for the resources 1t offers Pia
and the Republic. It is useful, first, Ic Tees Plato as Lo 02,
i ings insi h as appetitive desires, dera pac
describe how the things inside us, suc j capact
i it is also true that the more Plato can descr
to desire and pursue the good. But it isa L the mo can deser
jecti the easier it will be for his “expexl
iseases of the soul as objective conditions, 1 be :
g;)sifzon to override whatever seems or feels good to the patient: the more robu
the diagnoses, the greater authority commanded by an art of carei o
Of course, we might wonder why the idea of a medu}‘;a}; a;;na ofg31( is elea's{jré's
i , in the passage from the Philebus, false pleast
cessary if, as Socrates suggests m. : e e by
i : if all diseases can be frace
are caused by our embodiment: 1 : bods,
things are not so simple,: |
therapy of the soul? In truth, however, :
gz:tzlro?zr?der:tagg how the body becomes relevant to the causeslotfogsgglh
diseases, I would like to look in greater detail at how this new formula
i alogy takes shape. o
medﬁ: 22 tur%lyfor a moment, then, to one of the Ir:i{?s: extendg;innla)e]géﬁ_ gn .
ies i ’ this time in the Gorgias, a dialogue o laced ¢
B e betmeon Pt iddl ks.% Socrates, again the.
between Plato’s early and m1d‘ e works. tes, n 48
:Oéglzr begins the analogy by differentiating betwe::n mec,l,lcu;le, Whlfzigfio
als) a tec’hne‘ of caring for the body, and cookery, a “knack” whose p )

re leads to ever greater appetites and more turbulence in the soul.® The heart
the problem lies in the natural insatiability of appetite, which, left unchecked,
irals out of control, much as a humor will do in contemporary medical
planations.” 1t is the possibility that a disease will become entrenched and
urable that makes Socrates urge those who have erred to seek a “cure” as
so0n as possible (480a6-b2). The insatiability of humors and desires creates the
ed for physicians and trainers to disciplipe the body (504a2-4) and experts in
the soul who, by creating order and regularity, can counter the soul’s natural
iess (504d5-e4).°
Deep similarities between humors and desires become increasingly visible
ie Republic, where the analogy between vice and disease achicves a new
¢l of prominence and complexity. Both humors and desires are natural and,
ed, constitutive elements of the body and the soul respectively.” Yet once
they are also a source of potential danger: like humors, the more desires
indulged the more numerous and intense they become, co-opting the
ational energies of the soul.®® Just as in contemporary medical writing,
¢ humors come to enslave life to a force of dissolution, burgeoning desires
€It our beliefs and drive us to seek ever greater pleasures. In Republic VIII,
fo Tikens the avatars of appetitive desires in the city, the drones, to bile and
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phlegm in the body because they disord%I; the politeia in which they are foung,
and he equates this disorder with disease. ' _

In the Gorgias and the Republic, Plato does not necessarily reject SOCrates'
explanation of error in the Protagoras. Ratl‘lﬁl‘, he goes beyond the idea of 3
faulty faculty of perception to elucidate what it means for us to harbor the causes
of disease within, creatively adapting contemporary explanations of disease 1o

probe the springs of our desires and the hidden state of a diseased soul. From -

this perspective, if the power of the phenomenon catalyzes an error, iF is because.
there is already a tendency towards disease within us: as Plato says in Republic

VIIL, the weak soul, like the body, requires only a small push to fall into disease -
(556e4-10). Even for the apparently healthy soul, lawless elements are buried -

within, capable of springing up on us unawares (1X, 572b3-8).

By focusing on these antinomian elements, Plato deepens the analogy be

tween the physical body and the soul first developed in relationship to-a: :

principle of ethical flourishing. At the same time, he lays the goundwork fo.
rethinking the question of where body and soul meet; ’In th'e Gorgias, as we have
just seen, disease is blamed on the person’s “errors aga:lgst the body (479a8
an idea that extends the depiction of the soul in Alcibiades 1 as rulfer an
guardian. But as Plato pays more attention to the forces .Of f!ux and d1§0rde
within us, can we say that power also flows in the other direction? T'hat is, ca
the unstable nature of the body function not only as a model of psychic disorde
but also as a cause of it?

In fact, in a number of dialogues, the physical body does surge up beyond

the boundaries of the medical analogy as the major threat to the health of th

soul In the Phaedo, for example, the soul is dragged “towards things which

main the same,” not by the “power of the phenomenon,” as mth
;?;?;gfms, but by the body; it is the body that makes the squl wgﬁnder abOE.l_t_ lik
a drunken man by forcing it to lay hold upon change'able things.” The Ph;lef;u
too, as we have just seen, faults our physical embodlplept f9r false pleasures,
much so that the most obvious remedy for our psych.lc 111§ is to have no co :
with the body at ail. The more Plato focuses on the things inside us that harm thi
soul, it would seem, the more prominent the body becon}es. o
Nevertheless, as I observed at the beginning of this paper, Plato .ms15t_
the Republic that while external forces can induce the natur‘al badness in at o
or a soul, it is only innate badness that can be biamed for_ disease anq COITUp! §0
(X, 610a1-3). That is, Plato does not lose sight of the idea found in tl}e_;t atrl_i
dialogues that the principle of ethical life is destroyed by a meche‘nmsm _11_11 erm
to it. Moreover, even in texts that openly blame the body for. ethn':al fault; th
body cannot easily be conflated with the physical body described in cm;o :‘n
rary medicine and at times by Plato himseif. Whereas tt_lat lattt;,]r_ Lo
necessarily implicated in a mechanical world and lacks sentience, ; e‘_
the Phaedo appears to have beliefs conditioned by th.e experience of pleas
Plato’s sense of the difference between the physical body and a se
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pelieving body can explain why, in the majority of his texts, he prefers to situate
the appetites in the soul. Still, even in upholding the difference between body
and soul, Plato continues to explore how the body contaminates the soul.

One of Plato’s most detailed attempts to describe the body-soul threshold is
the Philebus, whete, as we have just seen, the very rhythms of biological life
become a threat. I cannot do justice to the scope of his account here. What I
want to stress, rather, is that in imagining the pleasures of becoming, Plato
omes fo apply the fine-grained sense of sameness and difference that characte-
zes analogy to the causal relations between the body and the soul.”®

Early in the dialogue, Socrates, in fact, describes sensation as a disturbance
at is both common to the body and the soul and particular (idion) to each
3d5-6). That particularity is critical, for it guarantees a certain amount of
utonomy to each part. The body, for example, can be affected independently of
e soul. Indeed, the strategy that Socrates develops to evade the world-in-fiux,
ter he admits the impossibility of denying its power, hinges on the idea that
any physiological processes, such as growth, escape our awareness (leléthe . . .
émas, 43b1-6).” These processes are sensed, it turns out, only if they are
ifficiently iniense to produce pains and pleasures. That the life of the body
roceeds largely below the threshold of our awareness is, as we saw above, a
entral tenet of medical writing, where we often find the idea that trouble is
erceived only at a given level of intensity.'” That idea is a godsend for
ocrates, faced with the indisputable reality of the physical world. For it allows
im to claim that by minimizing fluctuation inside the body through the
Vbidan(:l%lof intense pleasures and pains, we can keep physical tarbulence out of
e soul.

Yet the difference between an invisible movement and one that surfaces in
awareness is not simply quantitative, but qualitative. Herein lies the key in
Philebus to maintaining a decisive boundary between body and soul. For in
ssing over from the body into our awareness, movements appear not as
phenomenal pains and pleasures, as they tend to be in the medical writers, but
motivations to action, desires, and beliefs.'® Psychic movements may
ugh not in all cases) begin in the body, but they are not simply bodily, since
y also draw on memories of what is needed for the correction of psychic
equilibrium (in pain) as well as beliefs about the good.'” The result is that the
chic seismos, unlike the somatic one, informs future behavior and ideas
t value. Despite its origins in the physical, then, it belongs firmly to the
m of the ethical.

n the Philebus, then, Plato describes how the physical body surfaces, as it
in the soul through sensory pleasures and pains. He thus bridges the gap
halized in analogy between the mechanical body of the medical writers and
etitive desires. He does so by implicating the soul in the body’s own
my of force on the grounds that if the problem with appetitive desires is
hey grow stronger the more they are indulged, the intense bodily changes
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establishes our capacity for deliberative agency against the foil of the physical
body, while at the same time adapting that body’s objective tendency towards
life to describe our agency as a natural gravitation towards the good. The very
naturalness of our desire for the good makes it impossible that anyone would
desire fo live a life directed otherwise.'® If we do not want to err, however, and
- if we deny that physiological forces can take the place of our intentions, the
. challenge becomes to explain how our faculties of belief and desire are made
strange from within.

In taking up this challenge, Plato devotes increasing energy to describing
the nature of the soul as a place not unlike the inside of the physical body. In so
doing, he eventually allows the very instability of the body to surface in the soul.
f, in the Protagoras, the measuring art promised to protect the soul from the
agaries of the external world, in the later dialogues the care of the soui is

consequent on that indulgence have an active role to play in fostering instability
in the soul. The body is thus no longer simply an instrumen? but a causal agen
in its own right. Nevertheless, because the path from 'ph)./smlo.gi.cal Ch&qge to
motivated behavior always passes through the soul, bodily instability remains a5
ethical problem. . . _ .
At the same time, if Plato succeeds in the Phtlebu.? in securmng the differ.
ence between body and soul at the level of causes, th.at difference hardly protects
the soul from the body, For the very thing that divides a humor from a des?re,
namely the capacity of a desire to motivate action, is what allows_; the ﬂ“‘i&lﬁtion
of the physical world to lodge in the intimate recesses of our ethical hfe_. That 5
is, Plato’s elaboration of the medical analogy creates a pa.th for the physxolpgmal
body to become the body of tactile pleasures and .affecuve responses. It is thi.s :
body that motivates our entanglement in the material world, and in Fhat sense it
is no longer really a body at all. It has become, rather, th‘at “:‘hlch IS most: : : ]
precious to us: the soul. Plato had already, in the Republic, firmly 1033_13d. while Plato never gives up the idea of a threshold between the body and the soul,
appetitive desires in the soul. What we see in the Philebus is the representation ¢ admits enough of the body into the soul to require a rethinking of the
of those desires not as parallels to the tumultuous stuffs in the body but as both oundary between self and not-self: if the p‘robleml of chrgtlc ignorance is that
echoes and transformations of the tumult those stuffs create. - © are Strangers to our true natures, Plato increasingly insists that making our
By mapping this path, Plato preserves the difference between body and soul ue nature familiar requires silencing the body that surfaces in the soul through
while encroaching on the authority of medicine to describe and manage the esires masquerading as desires for the good. His elaboration of the analogy
pathological potential of the body. He appropriatefﬂsthe medical idea of a ! . . |
threshold between the body and the conscious person.™ The body'tha't su‘rfaces. zing a psychophysical subject under the care of philosophy.
through pleasures, desires, and emotions thus inc.hcates a malfunct‘lomng in our
nature that threatens to destroy not biological life l?ut‘ our capacity to live as.
humans.'® Body gua body cannot be ethically bad if it is to accommodate:_lts .
own contimium of health and disease. Rather, it is the body t_hat surfaces in g
mediated, “analogical” way in the soul that compels the soul’s innate badness t
unfold. The continuum of sameness and difference inside the analogy thus ta!ke
on new life, determining not whether ethical life is bare li.fe Or not—a _rel;):tl_on
ship of identity or opposition—but rather how ethical a given human life is on.
the basis of the proximity of the body.'”

Notes

1. This article has been much improved by insightful feedback from the volume
editors, Karen Bassi and Peter Euben. [ also wish to thank Kathryn Morgan, Danielle
llen, David Wolfsdorf, Mast Evans, Barbara Kowalzig, and Heinrich von Staden for
mments and stimulating discussion; their questions and objections have made  this
paper stronger. 1 thank, too, the audience for an abridged version of this paper at the
_Platonisms” conference at the University of South Carolina in March 2008. Finally, I am
1y grateful to the Institute for Advanced Study, where this paper was researched and
ritten under ideal conditions with the support of a Mellon Fellowship for Assistant
fessors in the Schoot of Historical Studies,
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aittian Conception of Virtue,” Journal of the History of Philosophy 33 (1995): 381-408;
€. Brickhouse and N. D, Smith, “Incurable Souls in Socratic Psychology,” Ancient
hilosophy 22 (2002); 21-36; T. C. Brickhouse and N. b, Smith, “Socrates on Akrasia,
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crates to Plotinus, eds. C. Bobonich and P. Destrée (Boston and Leiden, The Nether-
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Conclusion: Beyond Analogy

I have argued that fifth- and fourth-century medicine creates an inﬂue_ntla
paradigm for explaining why we suffer in the absence of angry gods or mali
cious daemons. At the heart of this paradigm lies the physical body, defl_ne.
both by its natural principle of flourishing and its equally‘ na{:u_ral tendech
toward disorder. These tendencies, coupled with our lack of intuitive kr_xowl_edg.
about how to take care of the body, necessitate the arts of the trainer,
especially the physician. This paradigm become's integral' to. Plato’s ac:co'l_lpteE
why we err. By recognizing a principle of ethical flourishing, he definitive
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i : Ancient and Contemporary Views, s 8 an eauti, g € entrusted to chance is VEry unsee
i6. E. Spelman, “i(-m]lsan(fri)sg()d‘;a[atze Bodies: Toward a Corporeal Ff?”,”"?’_sm' 25. The most important early fragment is Alcmaeon [24] B4 (Diels-Kranz). See also
{S]gbfdies-sggﬁ?%dig-?jr;ive.rsity Pr,ess 1994}, 5; and Carone, “Mind and Body,” 229 ppocratesi, On the Nature of @ Human Being 4 (I. Jouanna, ed, and trans., Hippocrate
oomington: ?

; Ine : nature de I'homme, Corpus Medicorum Graecorum [.1.
231, with nn. 7, 13, '
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; - =Littré VI, 40), and the helpful gencralization g : of psychic heaith on the grounds that Platg
;’?;(53, izguﬁ}czg\??ﬁgig.lgélenedica] writing)s we have reflect a wide range of - is some truth in this, but, as I argue above
genrc;s and perspectives on the nature of bodies and disea§es. The' Meno Papyrus (esp, .

4.26-28, 14.6-11, in W. H. 5. Jones, trans., The Medical Writings of Anonymoys
Londinensis [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1947]), thought to be l?asecj_ on a
Peripatetic medical doxography, suggests that tt'lgre was an even greater dl?’EI'Sl[y of
opinions in fifth- and fourth-century medical writing }han we hav‘e ext.anf. Slnce I.am
mainly interested in establishing the differenc.equ.mcdlcal explanation vis-a-vis inagico-
religious explanation, I focus on a set of _posmblhtles enabled by naturalizing explanation

ily realized in every treatise. .
o ngg-n f?ﬁ;spa;::lryatcs], On Ancieg Medicine 14 (J, Jouanna, ed. and tr'fms:, Hippocrage,
L’'Ancienne médecine, t. 2.1 [Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1990], 136,8-9=Littré 1, 602?.

27. Though the inquiry into nature obviousl_y contributes to the concept of imper-
sonal force, it appears that if is the medical writers th a{ljapt dunama:r to mean the
capacity of something with 2 phusis to act and suffer, whlch_ is the sense in which ?lato
uses it: see 1. Souilhé, Etude sur le terme dynami; dfms les dialogues de Platon ‘(‘Pans;_ F.
Alcan, 1919, reprinted New York: Garland Publ1shlpg, 1987); H. von Staden, “Reading
the Agonal Body: The Hippocratic Corpus,” Mefi:ctne and tl'fe History of the Boc?y; :
Proceedings of the 20th, 21st, and 22nd International Sym;{osmm on th('e Comparative
History of Medicine: East and West, eds. Y. Otsuka, 8. Sakai, and S. Kuriyama (Tokyo:

i ica, 1999), 287-94. ‘ o
ISleﬂzlgl‘l ‘]‘E‘l:‘ucorr0 ﬁ:rszf:;gg do noz arise among people all' at once; tlzey gathefr thgrr,l,selvgs fo-
gether gradually before appearing with a sudden spring [athrods ekphainetai]” {[Hipp
crates], On Regimen 12, Joly-Byl, ]24,29—126,1=L1tt‘ré VI,_ 472). "

29. For examples where the replacement of intentional agency wit mcchamcgl
causes is explicit, see, e.g., [Hippocrates], On the Sacrec.i Disease 1 (Jouanna, 8,}-
13=Littré VI, 360-62); [Hippocrates], Regimen in Acute Dfseases 1’7 .(R. Joly, efi. and
trans., Hippocrate. Du régime des maladies aigués. Appendice. De_ / (fhment. Igj, l usagf
des liguides, 1. 6.2 [Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1972], 42,22-43:21=L1ttre 1L, 260-‘14 ). ] .

30. See, e.g., [Hippocrates], On Places in a Human Being 43 (E. M. Crai € . z{fn
trans., Hippocrates. Places in Man [Oxford: Clarendoan.ress, 1998.]’ 80,16-18=I.:1ttreﬁ K
336-38): “when the body is mastered by the things administered 10 1t,‘the same t’l}mgs at
otherwise make it thrive prevail over the body and produce the cl)pp’osﬁe effects,

31. [Hippocrates], Regimen 12 (Joly-Byl, 124,29-126,3=L1ttre V.I, 472)1.) oo

32. See Plato, Republic 1, 341el-7: it is not jlufﬁ;lcgt fosr gilsgnge_}r:zt to be a body

ing else, and this is why the medical technd wa red. _
needzg?rlrl;g;:agk?ng of what bodiesydo on their own the medical wx::ters usually ;se_ t ,';e}
expression apo lfautomaton, or the adjective aur«?maros, e, ['Hlppocrates], ncrg_ _7.
Medicine 21 (Jouanna, 148,6-7=Littré I, 624); [Hippocraies], Drsealses af Wa}m]m_
(Littré VIIIL, 34); [Hippocrates], On Generation/On the Nat'ure of Child 18 (§: OI ‘);, .
and trans., Hippocrate. De la génération. De la nature de Uenfant. Des rr_;alc’l ‘I;frl 5.02 :
Jeetus de huit mois, t. 11 [Paris: Les Belles Le%tres, 1970}, 62,14=Litiré 'erlo'o'lé
Descriptions of health as a kind of quasi-democratlg ba.Jance in the bmiy oﬂegl O}\I’ e
the importance of this automatic principle of organization. R. Sta!ley,' Ment ti‘:: :
111, and M. Vegetti, “Metafora politica ¢ immagine del corpo negli scritti ippocia o
Formes de pensée dans la collection hippocratique: actes du Ve Colloque :‘;tti’rmllw i
hippocratigue de Lausanne, 21-26 septembre 1981, eds. F. Lassem.: m;lq m;s o
(Geneva: Droz, 1983), 569-89, contrast the humoral models of health with Pla !

edic i
“democratic” reading of health, see G, Viastos, “Equality and Justi‘hge‘;’:xng:r’lyﬁgré:li
Cosmologies,” Classical Philology (1947); 156-78; G, Vlastos, “Isonomia,” American
Journal of Philology 74 (1953): 337-66. Cf. von Staden, “Reading the Agonal Body,”
complicating the idea of humoral balance, !

3 34. On a principle of life, see esp. [Hippocrates), Epidemics VI5.1 (D. Manetti and
A, Roselli, eds. and trans., Jppocrate, Epidemie, Libro Sesto [Florence: La Nuova alia,
1982], 100,8-102,2=Littré v, 314). Inner heat is associated with life in many medical
writers (B, Gundert, “Soma and Psyche in Hippocratic Medicine,” in Wright and Potter,
Psyche and Soma, 16-17, 33), and becomes important in Aristotle’s biology (Generation
of Animals 2.4, 739a9-13, b20-26; Parts of Animals 2.7, 652b7-17). On debates about
human nature that took a biological-physiological approach, see [Hippocrates}, op
Ancient Medicine 20 (Jouanna, 145,18-147,1=Littré 1, 620-22); [Hippocrates], On
Regimen 12 (Joly-Byl, 122 22-27=Littré VI, 468); [Hippocrates], on the Nature of a
Human Being 1 (Jouanna, 164,5-7=Litiré VI, 32); Plato, Philebus 2%9a8-¢7, with M.
chiefsky, Hippocrates. On Ancient Medicine (Boston and Leiden, The Netherlands:
Brill, 2005), 38-40. Aristophanes’ declaration in the Symposium (189dS) that he will
_speak on hé anthrdping phusis looks like a parody of the medical discourse of Eryxima-
hus, It is curious that the life principle in medicine is generally nor designated by psuché
(pace Claus, Toward the Soul, 153). Perhaps, then, the creation of biological-organic life
as an object of medical knowledge helps free up psuché to become the moral and rational
analogue of that life-principle: this soul guarantees life because of its capacity for ratipnal
gency, not because it automatically animates the body. Claus, Toward the Soul, 163,
otes that Plato is reticent in the early dialogues about the “animating” function of the
suché,
35. As Jaeger, Paideia, 26-30, observed half a century ago.
36. [Hippocrates], On the Techné 11 (1. Jouanna, ed. and trans, Hippocrate. Des
ents. De U'art, . 5,1 [Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 1988], 238,1-2=Littré VI, 20).

37. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 3.5, 1113b26-30. Medical authors sometimes
aw attention to the contrast between wanting to bring something about and having the
ower to achieve it, where the latter depends on technical knowledge and (raining. See

ippocrates], On the Techné 9 (Jouanna, 235,5-8=Littré VI, 16), with contemporary
phistic paraliels in Jouanna, ad loc; [Hippocrates), On Places in a Human Being 46
raik, 84,18-21=Littré V1, 342).

38. At [Hippocrates], On Regimen 11l 68 (Joly-Byl, 198,12-14=Littré VI, 600), the
e adapts automatically to seasonal change, whereas the human being, because he has
endmé, has to prepare deliberately for such change. On the dunamis of techné, see
iHippocrates], On the Techné 11 (Jouanna, 238,20-239,3=Littré VI, 22).

39. Nurturing vittue: see esp. Pindar, Nemean VII1.40-42, with M. Nussbaum, The
agility of Goodness: Luck and Ethics in Greek Tragedy and Philosophy (Cambridge:

bridge University Press, 1986), 1-3; and §. Halliweil, “Traditional Greek Concep-
ns of Character,” in Characterization and Individuality in Greek Literature, ed. C.
Hing (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), 32-33.

- 40. See Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 3.5, where culpable neglect of the laws
13b33-1114a3) is directly related to a failure to care for one’s ethical disposition, the
tation of which is described on analogy with the formation of a disease: “But our
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dispositions are not voluntary in the same sense that our actions are. (()lflr_dac;;ons are
unger our control from beginning to end, because we are aware of the individy stages,

Brooke Holimes 375

» On Ancient Medicine 1 {Jouanna, 118,10-119 4=Littrg L 570-72)
e : itions: individual stages of thej See Schiefsky, Hippocrates. On Ancient Medicine, 5-13 with further bib
beginning of our dispositions; the individu i Y, Hipp , er bibliography.
but e only conttlrr?llaottiil:eatigc as ifgl the case of illness. They are, however, voluntary jp, - 52. See also Plato, Hippias Minor 372¢6-373a2 Gorgias 505a2-bg, 512a2-b7; 5.
:ihevemrfJ metlll:a?r ; was originaliy in our power to exercise them one way or the othe, maeus 44b8-c2, The value of the soul means th
e sense

(1114b30-1115a3, trans. Thomsen). For the “delayed reaction” model of sickness, see
also Plato, Gorgias 518¢2-el.

Gorgias 477b8-e6, 479bd-c4,
33. E. Havelock, “The Socratic Self ag It Is Paredied in Aristophanes’ Clouds,”

Yale
. led, katq- lassical Studies 22 (1972): 6-9,

i s where we find the vocabulary of neglect (ame Classic

f’l' Te;h‘xlglyl; :ﬁemigis;;:::atic Corpus it is the physician who fails to take care: see, 54. J. Bumnet, “The Socratic Doctrine of the Soul,” Proceedings of the British Acaq-
eleds o elei i] Internal Afffections 26 (P. Potter, ed. and trans., Hippocmte_s, vol. 6 emy 1916, esp, 243-45; and Havelock, “The Socratic Self,” 5, 14-15. On psyche in the
iy [;{'lgp: clr&:sss, and London: Harvard University Press, 1988], 162,15-1'8=L1ttre VI, fifth century, see Claus, Toward the Soul; D. J. Furley, “The Early History of the Concept
ggzl;l {r}llingP’ocratcs;}, On Diseases 1 12 (R. Wittern, ed. and trans., Die hippokratische

of Soul,” Bulletin of the Institute of Classical Studies 3 (1956), 6-7; A. Laks, “Souf,
Sensation, and Thought,” in The Cambridge Companion 1o Early Greek Philosophy, ed.
A A Long {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), 250-51; and Gundert,
‘Soma and Psyche,” on psuché in the medical wricers, See also above, n. 46, for other
' examples whete a care of the mind or soul is advocated alongside the care of the body.
55. On iits propaedeutic function, see Annas, “Self—Knowledge,” 112-13, !

56, On the soul ruling the body as 5 Socratic idea, compare Xenophon, Memorabilig
4.8-9; 4.3.14.

57. See above, n. 47.
58. Democritus [68] BI87, B234 (Diels-Kranz), The reason why the care of the soui
-Is more important is made clear at B159, where the soul, tried in
found guilty of causing the body’s troubles by the reckless pursuit
ol or a utensil were in a bad State one would blame the person who used it
At Xenophon, Memorabilia 1.4.13 i
health and combat illness, Cf. Plato, Charmides 174¢2-7:
since health belongs to a different art.
59. E.g., at Plato, Euthydemus 281ad-e5, and Meno 87e5-89a7, intelligence and
. iels-Kranz); Empedocles [31] A98 (Diels-Kranz); Ant sdom are required to uge 1ot just a craft but any possession,
47. Democn.n;s Ef] 5)3 lc(r]i:t‘ilzis{ggl ng (Dﬁ:ls-Krmz); Isocrates Peace 39-40. Th . 60.In Alcibiades 1, physicians may know about the body,
phm} (87) 56 (Dﬁe - 31325 l;ave things to say about the psuché (e.g., [Hippocrates], flar_.v,__'  that they know themselves (131a2-3). See also Charmides 164
medical }\:}nterss ;gel;:)suanna 234,10= Littré I, 72) as well as our cognitive and emotional 61. Cf. Plato, Gorgias § 11e6-512b1, where Socrates
es 19, » 234, 10= : " -
:V ar’i’{ii,s- ?ocr a full overview, see Gundert, “Soma and Psyche.” The author of ‘0 ames the soul, i
Cecimon tably offers care for both the body and the soul. Nevertheless, therap 62. Sec above, p, 379,
Regimen no E; {1 oral, and the medical authors do not broach the idea that beliefs 63. It is worth remembering that it i because that tendency towards life js already
aem'ams(lasrg:‘;?au;n;or I;leasure) shape the patient’s behaviors and thus constitute onsidered endangered in medicine (and hence in need of fechné) that Plato can
e c : ;
; IESI(I;:TSHHI tparget of technical manipulation. See further, B, Holmes, The ;ﬁobféfa;
Plepasure and the Limits of Medicine,” Proceedings of the Xilih Colloguium Ifi"[;_gideh
cum, August 11-13, 2008, eds. L. Dean-Jones and R. J. Hankinson (Boston an o
] lands: Brill, forthcoming). .
The igth;;f?hc analogy between noutishment and teachings, see also Plato, P ha‘_"’d
-9; Jic IX, 585a8-586b4, . .. :
270‘3:99'(;?1181;;: ::xpertise of the physician or the trainer vis-3-vis ;};% g;ac;m;t’is? glgd;;%(;d]_
) . i -3; Gorgias -/, B
ired for bodily health, see also Plato, Cr:ro_47b1 3; - . _
;?Iglr;;ﬁﬁe (;lilows zs to avoid chance and perceive benefit: Republic 1, 341e6-7; ;‘ympa
ium 186¢5-d3. ,
smmSO. On “soul-doctors,” see also Plato, Gorgias 504d5-¢4, 514d3-e9.

Schrift De morbis I [Hildesheim, Germany, and New York: G. Olms Verlag, 1974), -
=Littré V1I, 160). - ) E
28,1[3;2 12)1_. the education of laypersons, see [Hippocrates], Affections 1 (P. Pot.ter, e'd,.

d tra;ls Hippocrates, vol. 5 [Cambridge, Mass., al:ld London: Harvafd University
;n 198%] 6,1-7=Littré VI, 208); the proem is now widely agreed _to‘be iptegral to the :
ter:tSS!See aIsc; l;lato, Laws 7120b2-e6; 857c6-el: medical knowledge distinguishes the frge

ient from the slave patient. o

Patlﬁl;?’ [Hippocrates], On Regimen IV 87 (Joly-Byl, 218,20—22—?.,!ttre VI, .642). e
44‘ On medical paideia, see Yaeger, Paideia, 3-45, and Schiefsky, Hippocrates, On,
jent Medicine, 36-46, o o

Anai{; [Iiippocrates], On Regimen 111 69 {(Joly-Byl, 200,23-27=Littré Vl: 604 606)..
46- Although the author of On Regimen observes that many before him have written :
on the s.ubject of human diaité (1 1, Joly-Byi, 122,7=Littré VI, ?‘6(% thg- spett'e of_te);tls g]as
i ici d specifically dietetics, in Homer
) ent. The absence of internal medicine, an : omer
I‘:':;) ?l:;s}t;r}f;d in antiquity: Plato, Republic 111, 406a5-7, 408a5-b2; Celsus, On Medicine,

proem 4-5,

but this does not guarantee
al-c6.

makes the same point, byt

mnastics as the “masters” of the body, see Plato, Gorgias 518al-5: cf. Sophist 22931,
. 64. For the contrast between an object or product and a self-reinforcing practice, see
Ussbaum, The Fragility of Goodness, 97-98. On wisdom as a self-reflexive function or
ill, see Havelock, “The Socratic Seif,” 5-7; A. Nehamas, “Socratic Intellectualism,” in

ehamas, Virtues ofAurhemicity (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999), 27-5 8;
d'D. Russell, Plato on Fleasure and the Gopd Life (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2005),
43

65. See also, e.g., Plato, Euthydemus 28222,

66. H. Segvic, “No One Errs Willingly: The Meaning of Socratic Intellectualism,”
rd Studies in Ancient Philosophy 19 (2000 20,
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jecti ici ion™ of the self articulated by Gj|]
the “objective-participant conceptmr‘l o lated by Gil,
67.!?0??:%; Epifc, 11-12, who stresses the importance of participation in 2
Peﬁ:&iig with shared values to a person’s self-cor_lceptlon, as wel.l as t:le person’s
zgem ts to uphold this conception by basing h'is actions on reasons; see : so( }?nnaS,
“Self- I;(nowledge ” Gill finds considerable continuity between archaic poetic lomer)
; 1- ter hilosoi:hical (Plato) models. Yet the idea that kn?wledge rests. nft])t with the
2gmr:unit§)/ but with the expert suggests that Plato’s perspecttl)ye has.bﬂlf:l:j 1: l:;gcebddhy
i i ts, including ody.
ates about technical knowledge an.d‘ its objec ludi .
%%ntemzzraéicg:bofeihe idea of a psuché that participates in an objective Log(?s in
He:;f:litus—see [22] B11i3, B116 (Diels-Kranz)—but the idea that there are experts in its
d by the medical analogy. ) o .
o Sﬁegmg: tr:nfiilﬁlf)hga:gzl elfdaemonism, our only motivation for our agtions 13 a belief
about tl;e gogdysee T. Irwin, Plato’s Ethics (New York: Oxforg] Umve:';lty E(r;:es, ]9(19’5)1'
is I ivati ified as unnatural or, rather, “diseased”
- this state of motivation can be class;fle
521_5';’)‘;1;?; ar:f misaligned with the truth. That is, only when we kpow the thOdth \ive
gzsire naturally: see Segvic, “No One Errs Willingly,” 9 and passim on what she caljg
] H tin .11 . ) ' N
Socgg“i;())v??hc fxpression “moral automata,” see Carone, Cfﬁculatmg Machines, 65:,
70' The needs of the body do, of course, surface in conscwlflsness ;s zl:]unger r(tn- :h;trslti
: i ¢ underdetermined—hence the ne:ed or medic experts totell
. pli?l)tlf:] elzft t}ﬁ:‘:rhgl:}rl, ::rhen, and so on. For a fascinating rare exceptl(_m, where the |
zog Ws I;lleed fo,r a given humor appears consciously as a desire for certain foods, ?c :
‘[I?Iigpocrates], On Diseases IV 39 (Joly, 93,26-94,9=L1ttre' VI'I, 558}693’(:.}1. ?t;te; ht:(;,o :1 I,a;
.' when Plato treats the relationship between hu{ager ?:ld c‘!esme in the Philebus, .
i is necessary to the formation of desire.
Capac;tly ]f%l;l:ll;@:g;}(;rl:m patient whose actions towards the bod)g[ aireﬁgg;fetrl?gsgl;y ;el:inf;é-
: ¢ 228 8-12=Litré VI, 6-5), s
Hippocrates], On the Techné 5 (tlouanna, 28, : .
S?:iént f’s});y chance successful in finding what will ber;efit hllm. ute that i
p 72. The opposite of living is dying. At the same time, dlsease has‘ta n? urfc;m:y i
i s i ife. In the same way, although the opposite of ag '
oot b chaaions of h'fe. Id be expected to cause our capacity to:
hance, in fact a disease of the soul could be exp >
::2:1 ttt?eb;oi)d to misfire rather than eliminate it altogethl.:r.l-S;) a person does not stop
s.
i liefs about the good but rather forms the wrong belie .
form%g Iz;nlihc idea of being enslaved to the passions, ]sgessl;. 1Jt;zgst,gsFreedom, Slavm.'y,_
. » Hi it 6 ( 1 169-88,
le Psyche,” History of Political Thought I
wnd tl;z Fg;li:}; s;{ft from knowledge o belief, see T. Penner,. Socrates on';he Sg.eeng‘;g.
f Knc;wledge- Protagoras 351b-357e,” Archiv fiir Geschichte der fhl osop 'sM :
01997)' 117~49. arguing that Socrates accepts “diachronic belief-akrasia, ‘that 13:;1 it
f:hange. of belie,fs about the good under the pressure of phf:n{mlena,f bli; gerﬁﬁii{]‘]‘gusms _
belief-akrasia and diachrenic knowledge-akras;c;.zglf. 31’)5.8\;&;0!}'3321;0; d Stidigj culaasnes
i me by Pleasure: Protagoras - , _ ;
ngl?:;:ﬁhgvzf i-mzZO(}oG)).j 131, pointing out that Socrates seems to .dlspgnsemw;;l;i :lh
opposition between psychological forces and kr_lo:flledge ahoegma:;lig ;nh(i)srbirl e
im that a person is always gov . A
new argument based on the claim t . R ot
i i i h of knowledge is hard to ignore and, 15
is best, Still, the claim about the strengt ' e and, ol &
implici to false beliefs about the good, may sugg :
s o pBoses nowledge flation of the good and the pleasant
iti the hedonism of the many. On th.e conflal ' shl
g:;?{ulfagi been reluctant to ascribe this position to Socrates and explain the thDIllSI:ﬂ_

the Protagoras as a purely strategic argument: see R. Weiss, “Hedonjsm in the Prozago-
ras and the Sophist’s Guarantee,” Ancient Philosophy 10 (1990): 17-39; M. McCoy,
“Protagoras on Human Nature, Wisdom, and the Good: The Great Speech and the
Hedonism of Plato’s Protagoras,” Anciens Philosophy 18 (1998): 21-39; Russell, Plato
on Pleasure, 238-48. Others see Socrates as an enlightencd hedonist, notably, J. C. B.
Gosling and C, C. W. Taylor, The Greeks on Pleasure (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982),
69-77, Nussbaum, The Fragility of Geodness, 106-17; and Irwin, Plato’s Ethics, 78-94,
G. Vlastos, “Socrates on Acrasia,” Phoenix 23 (1969): 71-88 argues that Socrates does
not need to endorse the masses’ ideas about what, on balance, would constitute living
well, or even what is pleasant, to accept that knowledge is strong or that we always aim

. value) to be effective and defending the possibility that the pleasures to be judged may be
© qualitatively different; this reading leaves adequate room for philosophical pleasure,
Nevertheless, it is true that Socrates Never openly critiques the hedonism of the masses in
the Protagoras, The critique is explicit eisewhere: see Plato, Phaedo 83b5-c3; Repubiic
 IX, 586al-bs.

75. On this perceptuat defect, which comes to be associated with the appetitive part
- of the soul, see J. Moss, “Pleasure and Hlusion in Plato,” Philosophy and Phenomenolog-
- ical Research 72 (2006): 503-35,

76. Recall how Socrates broaches the delicate question of what Hippocrates wants
. from Protagoras, whose expeitise turns out to be making his students into clever speakers
(311d-312¢).

- 77. See Brickhouse and Smith, “Socrates on Akrasia,” 1-17, arguing against the
“standard view” that for Socrates we have only rational desires. With Devereux,
“Socrates” Kantian Conception,” they cite Laches 191c8-€2 and Charmides 167e1-5 to
show that Socrates does recognize a distinction between an epithumia {for pleasure) and a
boulésis (for good), Yet Socrates does not hang any theoretical weight on these ostensible
acknowledgements of the power of pleasure. The fact that the measuring art targets the
power of appearances rather than desires makes desires casually inert in Protagoras, See

78. On the “medical” tope of the Philebus, see . Frede, “Disintegration and Resto-
ation: Pleasure and Pain in Plato’s Philebus,” in The Cambridge Companion 1o Platg,
d. R. Kraut (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 435, 450, 456.

© 79. See Frede, “Disintegration and Restoration,” 431-37, on interaction with discus-
ions of pleasure in early dialogues, including Protagoras.,

80. See also Plato, Philebus 31d-32b.

81. The idea is first introduced at Plato, Philebys 32¢-33¢, where not feeling plea-
ure and pain is the most divine life,

¢ 82, Such pleasures and pains, however, still involve the soul. See also Plato, Phije-
us 45e5-7: “it is clear that the greatest pleasures and the greatest pains arise from some
nd of badness of body and soul and not from virtue.”

83. Conversely, what is beneficial, e.g., medicat regimen, can be unpleasant: see,
Piato, Gorgias 47807-9. But even the masses in the Protagoras can see that
immediate pleasure sometimes results in greater (bodily) pain.
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84. Claus, Toward the Soul, 174-80, also makes Gorg:‘asda tur:ling E?i?i’eg‘i:,- ;;tthe
- 1 ic or i f the soul-body analogy” g 0a
“psychosomatic or pragmatic use o :
gl‘ound?) ti:rat; 15 3lfliry into the soul (ibid., 178). I see tl}e enriched anaflfgy.as'mme.
pragmatis & fi qas it makes the control of the desires mtegra! to the nctioning of
ptrk?'grazliatlcerl::iroa?lrd knowledge. And whereas Claus sees the soul in the Gorgias as more
ical a > An .
: bl Ifce it as increasingly implicated in corporeal flux. leasureble foods
u %5 See also Plato, Gorgias 499d4-el, where Socrates contrasts ple:
e : : - .
' i *s proper functioning (areté), ’
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b2, PIat(‘) sTf g?tiat?ga;;;s)t :\Sval;lerr:;zgltig:;, they are sufficiently intense to compel actl:(l)él_s
fhe thrcshol OR( ublic 13( who ends up in a state of madness, for examp}ﬁé n.aiseu?n e =
e tyrail't Ts “fgfermasiercd” by disease at [Hippocrates], On the T“hl’;e ;(1%( aden.
tzi-;%siﬁ[flji(:gé VI, 4-6). On incurability in the'HippocraE!c‘ COI‘PUS} ;2?8 o 1‘2 alad;

“Inc,urability and Hopelessness: The Hippocratic Corpus, o Lra nf:ional hippocratighe;
dans la Collection hippocratique: actes des Ve Collogue in b’"’; and 1. Désautéls
Qictgbec du 28 septembre qu 3 octobre 1987, (*:dsi)lP-tP OSG"S’S)'I tN{;’;);gl’ic Pessimism and
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