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PREFACE 

The chief aim of this edition and commentary is to provide the basic 

tools required for an understanding and appreciation of Plato’s Phaedo. 

The commentary attempts to anticipate the needs of those who may as 

yet be relative beginners in Greek language, while also waymarking a 

path through the maze of ideas and arguments contained in the dia¬ 

logue. The secondary literature on the Phaedo - of which a selection is 

listed in the Bibliography - is large, and presents a bewildering variety 

of interpretations of both the whole and its parts, which may itself 

seem impenetrable without a guide. Considerations of space generally 

prevent detailed discussion of this literature; instead I have usually 

contented myself with indicating what seems to me the most promising 

way forward, referring to the work of others only where I am conscious 

of having borrowed directly from it, although my own interpretations 

will often have been formed through consideration of the alternatives 

offered by others. The fundamental assumption throughout the com¬ 

mentary is that the dialogue is a unified whole, and that the best 

evidence for the interpretation of any particular part will come from 

an analysis of its relationship with the parts that precede and follow it. 

That such an approach allows the work to offer up a complex but 

consistent sense is, I think, some kind of guarantee of its usefulness. 

(‘Sense’ in this context means what I find intelligible, which on the 

whole seems to coincide with what others find so.) But at no point do 

I mean to exclude other interpretations, if these can be shown to be 

better. By their nature, commentaries tend to acquire a certain author¬ 

ity; the present one claims to be no more than a set of reasoned judge¬ 

ments reached by one reader, which he intends as at least a helpful 

starting-point for others. 

My own interest in Plato is primarily in his skills as writer and as 

philosopher. He is an inconspicuously deliberate and artful author, 

who repays continual re-reading: each new encounter with his texts 

tends to reveal new connections, further layers of allusive subtlety. 

There are sudden changes of pace and tone, between narrative de¬ 

scription, quick exchanges of argument, inventive story-telling, solemn, 

passionate declamation, and ironic humour. The combination of these 

elements, together with his decision to retire behind his characters, 

vii 



PREFACE viii 

makes Plato’s works peculiarly tantalising and elusive. Yet at the same 

time there is also a remarkable precision in the construction of his 

arguments, on both the large and the small scale, which belies the 

informal dramatic and conversational framework in which they are 

set. Unsuccessful though many of these arguments may be, the quality 

of the mind behind them is unmistakable (and a large part of the 

Phaedo in fact consists in the criticism by the participants of each other’s 

arguments). There are some aspects of Plato’s substantive ideas which 

we are likely to find unacceptable, even chilling - for example, the fate 

he proposes in the Phaedo for the souls of ordinary mortals who have led 

ordinary, apparently decent lives. Nevertheless, there is a grandeur 

and simplicity about the general world-view that underlies some of the 

longer Platonic dialogues (the Phaedo itself, the Symposium, the Republic, 

or the Phaedrus) which it is hard not to find seductive. 

I am grateful to numerous friends and colleagues who have allowed 

me to try out my ideas on them, or who have commented on parts of 

the commentary; none of the faults that will remain are theirs. The 

whole commentary was discussed in draft, over a year or more, at 

the weekly meetings of the informal Centre for Ancient Philosophy at 

Bristol, and has benefited greatly from criticism from fellow-members 

and from students. Important modifications of my views have also 

stemmed from discussions of papers developing or bringing together 

ideas in the commentary with audiences at Trinity College, Dublin, 

Brown and Boston Universities, the Universities of Leiden and Am¬ 

sterdam, the Universita degli Studi di Perugia, and the Universite de 

Paris XII. All of these papers either have been or will be published, 

and will help to fill out the following Introduction, which has had to 

contract as the commentary expanded: see Rowe 1992a, which defends 

my methods of interpretation (cf. also Rowe 1992b); Rowe 1991, 1991— 

92, 1993.1 My chief thanks, however, must go to Pauline Hire, of the 

Cambridge University Press, for her continuing encouragement and 

flexibility over deadlines, to Susan Moore for her keen copy-editor’s 

eye, and to the general editors, Pat Easterling and Ted Kenney, for 

their gentle suggestions, admonitions, and attempts to introduce a 

greater economy of style. 

1 For the style of references to secondary literature, see Select Bibliography, 

P· ‘9- 



PREFACE IX 

The commentary claims to belong to no particular school of inter¬ 

pretation, although it no doubt especially reflects Anglo-Saxon habits 

of mind. It is written in the belief that rational discussion of the issues 

is always possible, however different our perspectives and presupposi¬ 

tions may be, and that no one variety of approach is likely to have a 

monopoly of understanding. The volume is dedicated to the Interna¬ 

tional Plato Society, one of whose aims is to promote Platonic studies 

across national, cultural and other boundaries. 

Centre for Ancient Philosophy, Bristol C. J . R . 

June igg2 
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INTRODUCTION 

1. LITERATURE AND PHILOSOPHY 

A typical class of British philosophy students, coming to the Phaedo for 

the first time, will probably wonder why they have to wait for so long 

before getting to any real philosophy; and many recent books and 

articles on the dialogue, themselves written by philosophers, will en¬ 

courage them to skip smartly to the four arguments for immortality 

and the long passage on explanation, looking at the rest - if at all - 

merely as a place from which to excavate hidden premisses. A typical 

class of literature students, on the other hand, will be puzzled and 

irritated when they come to the ‘philosophical’ parts. This is, of course, 

a caricature; it is however true that the work makes unfamiliar de¬ 

mands on the modern reader. The closest parallel is with a serious 

novel, or a play; and there are indeed features which the dialogue 

shares with tragedy, for example the chorus-like presence of Phaedo 

and Echecrates, and an Aristotelian-type ττεριττέτεια or reversal of for¬ 

tune (see also 11535/ where Socrates compares himself with a tragic 

hero, albeit ironically). 

The analogy should not be pressed too hard. The Phaedo is certainly 

aawwLnf creative fiction (written some twenty years after the events it 

pretends to relate). But a convefsatiOnTTetween philosophers is hardly 

a promising subject either for the novelist or for the dramatist; and 

while Plato as writer of dialogues, like the writer of novels or plays, 

withdraws behind his characters, he probably does so less far and less 

genuinely in the case of a dialogue like the Phaedo, where the direct¬ 

ness and singlemindedness of Socrates’ delivery of his general message 

about the importance of the philosophical life makes it hard not to see 

him in this respect as the authentic voice of Plato himself. If we wish 

to identify the genre to which the Phaedo belongs, it will perhaps best 

be treated as hovering somewhere between that of serious fiction or 

1 This is the standard form of reference to Platonic works: T15’ represents 

the page number in the relevant volume of H. Stephanus’ 1578 edition of 

Plato, ‘a’ the relevant section of that page, and ‘5’ the line in that section. 

(Line-numbers will normally only be given in this volume in references to Phd. 

itself.) 



2 INTRODUCTION 

drama on the one hand, and that of the treatises of an Aristotle or a 

Kant on the other. But there is one respect in which the analogy will 

certainly hold. It is as perverse to equate reading the Phaedo with 

reading certain portions of it as it would be to stage excerpts of Oedipus 

Tyrannus and call it a performance of Sophocles’ play, or to claim to 

have read War and Peace on the strength of having read the first or the 

middle three hundred pages. 

In fact, however, the ‘philosophical’ sections of the dialogue bulk so 

large that it is impossible to ignore them. The more pressing task - at 

least from a modern standpoint, when discussion of the Phaedo tends to 

be dominated by professional philosophers - is to demonstrate the im¬ 

portance of the allegedly ‘non-philosophical’ parts of the work. What 

makes it all the more pressing is that the verdict on most or all of the 

arguments at the core of the conversation reported by Phaedo is gener¬ 

ally negative. Thus we have the odd situation that what is generally 

recognised, even by its philosophical critics, as one of the greatest 

works of European prose literature, is simultaneously seen as resting on 

a series of philosophical mistakes. But how can bad philosophy make 

great literature? 

My response is, first, that the critics have been too hasty in con¬ 

demning Plato’s arguments, which are more carefully and ingeniously 

constructed than they have sometimes supposed; second, and more 

importantly, that exclusive concentration on these has prevented a 

proper estimation of the subtlety of Plato’s own attitude towards them, 

which becomes apparent when we begin to look at them in their dra¬ 

matic context. Analysing the individual arguments may be a useful 

pedagogical exercise, but is only a part of the process of interpretation. 

We need also to understand them in their context: how they are re¬ 

ceived by the characters in the dialogue itself, why each is succeeded 

by the next, and so on. What emerges is a picture, not of a series of 

self-standing arguments woodenly inserted into a dramatic framework, 

but rather of a group of philosophers engaged in debate, listening, 

criticising, and responding to each other; and this is indeed what phi¬ 

losophy is, according to the Phaedo. The Phaedo is a written represen¬ 

tation of live philosophical conversation, in which failure is, and is 

acknowledged to be, as much a possibility as success (and perhaps rather 

more frequent), and where either will have immediate consequences 

for choice and action: most immediately, we shall be able to judge the 
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reasonableness or otherwise of the contentment with which we see 

Socrates facing his execution. If none of the arguments proves the 

immortality of the soul, then on the terms of the discussion, death will 

be something to be feared; if they are successful, we should not fear 

death, but rather the manner of our life, which according to Socrates 

will determine our fate ‘in Hades’. Seen in this way, the ‘philosophical’ 

and ‘non-philosophical’ parts of the dialogue together form a perfectly 

integrated whole. 

2. PLATO’S CONCEPTION OF PHILOSOPHY 

The distinction between literature and philosophy is certainly not one 

that would have interested Plato. After all, he had before him examples 

(Parmenides, Empedocles) of philosophers who wrote in that highest 

of literary forms, epic verse. (If he sometimes opposes poetry and philo¬ 

sophy, that is because of the lies he claims that most existing poetry 

tells.) What would have interested him more is the distinction between 

written representation of philosophical activity and doing philosophy 

itself (as artistic representation of anything differs from that thing). 

According to the view he has Socrates develop in the Phaedrus, philo¬ 

sophising consists in actual, live conversation between individuals in 

search of the truth (φιλο-σοφία). Written texts ‘contain much that is 

merely for amusement’,2 and should not be taken too seriously either 

by their authors or by their readers, because they are incapable of 

teaching anyone anything. The man who knows anything about the 

most important subjects (‘the just, the fine and the good’), if he writes, 

will do so ‘for the sake of amusement..., laying up a store of reminders 

both for himself, when he “reaches a forgetful old age”, and for anyone 

who is following the same track’;3 the best writings ‘have really been a 

way of reminding people who know’.4 Although Plato’s own works are 

not explicitly included within the scope of these remarks (and cannot 

be, since from within the dramatic context of the Phaedrus they are 

themselves conversations rather than written texts), it is hard to see 

any grounds for excluding them. We thus reach the surprising result 

that neither the writing of a dialogue like the Phaedo, nor the reading 

of it, will count as doing philosophy as such. 

2 Phdr. 277e. Phdr. 2ηΜ. 4 Phdr. 278a. 



4 INTRODUCTION 

We may of course ourselves enter into a kind of conversation *vith 

the text, and can indeed hardly avoid doing so: at every point in the 

dialogue we shall need to ask, like those taking part in it, whether what 

is being said is acceptable or not. But this will not be a real conversa¬ 

tion, since the other party, the text, is dumb, and if you ask it some¬ 

thing, it cannot reply, but ‘stands there in solemn silence’.5 According 

to the Phaedrus, the essential feature of philosophical conversation or 

‘dialectic’ (διαλεκτική, the art of διαλέγεσθαι) is that it involves ex¬ 

change: one person (the one who has some knowledge) produces state¬ 

ments, which another person then questions, forcing the first to defend 

what he has said, and so on. Only so, it is suggested, is any advance, or 

transfer of knowledge, possible. 

It cannot of course be assumed that what Plato (or rather Socrates) 

says in one dialogue is necessarily applicable to any other. Each dia¬ 

logue is self-contained; and there are moreover numerous cases in 

which Plato’s views seem to have changed or evolved.6 However, the 

conception of philosophy we find in the Phaedrus does appear in most 

respects to be directly transferable to the Phaedo. The only significant 

difference is that whereas the Phaedrus seems to presuppose that the 

conversation will be between unequals (master and pupil), the protag¬ 

onists in the Phaedo appear close to being equals (see §4); but there 

is no obvious reason why the latter type of situation should be ruled 

out - if advance is possible between master-philosopher and pupil, it 

will a fortiori also be possible between two or more philosophers work¬ 

ing together. Just so Socrates, Simmias and Cebes agree that they have 

(probably) achieved a definite result, after a long conversation of the 

type recommended in the Phaedrus: statement, followed by questioning, 

leading to defence of the statement, and so on. 

It may have been this view of philosophy - as a two-way process - 

that determined Plato’s initial choice of the dialogue form. The closest 

approximation to philosophy in writing will be a written portrayal of 

philosophers in dialogue with each other. Simple declamation, or the 

rehearsal of arguments without the possibility of criticism or counter¬ 

argument, is the province of the rhetorician, not of the philosopher. To 

the extent that even dialogues cannot be forced to defend themselves, 

Plato as writer will himself be playing the rhetorician. But in reading 

5 Phdr. 275d. 6 Cf. below, §8. 
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them, and entering their fictional context, we become like the audience 

of a conversation, able like them to learn from it and to share in (or 

reject) its conclusions. 

3. THE AIMS OF PLATO’S PHILOSOPHICAL 

WRITING 

The Phaedo has two main conclusions: that the best life is the life of 

philosophy, and that the soul is immortal. They are inseparably con¬ 

nected, in that the main argument for the choice of the philosophical 

life is that it will ensure a better fate for us after death, which clearly 

presupposes that we survive it as conscious beings. That Plato firmly 

believed in both propositions is hardly in doubt, since he recurs to 

them repeatedly in other dialogues. But would he have been content if, 

as philosophers, and using the methods he recommends, we went on to 

reject the case for immortality? More generally, does he see philosophy 

as an open-ended process which may lead in unforeseen directions, 

even to the extent of undermining his own beliefs, or rather as moving 

ineluctably towards the confirmation of those beliefs? Is he, in other 

words, a philosopher still groping for the truth, whatever it may be, or 

one who thinks he already has it, and is trying to confirm it for himself, 

or even (a third possibility) just looking for ways of allowing us, his 

readers, to begin to see it? 

So far as the Phaedo goes, none of the three alternatives is obviously 

false. Socrates admits that even the last argument for immortality, the 

one about which he is most optimistic, is based only on hypotheses, on 

whose precise meaning he has declined to commit himself. Then again, 

given that he has accepted criticism of previous arguments, he ought 

also to be prepared to accept criticisms of this one - and Plato’s argu¬ 

ments for immortality elsewhere, in the Republic, Phaedrus, and Laws, 

are in fact of a quite different type. Yet if he could seriously have 

envisaged dropping the idea of immortality, it is odd that he should 

have made it so central to the case for the philosophical life, which he 

would certainly not have given up; and it could be that he in fact had 

a longer story to tell about his ‘hypotheses’ which he chose not to allow 

Socrates to divulge, perhaps because he thought it excessively techni¬ 

cal for his intended audience. Similarly, earlier in the dialogue, when 

he has Socrates complain about his inability to discover the kind of 
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αιτία or explanation of things that he was looking for, he could mean 

either that he has abandoned the search, or that he is still hopeful 

about finding what he wants; or else, again, he has more up his sleeve 

than he chooses to tell us. 

Aristotle certainly attributes to Plato a set of ‘unwritten opinions’7 

about the first principles of explanation which might fit the bill — and 

which he might also have claimed to be capable of converting the 

hypotheses of the final argument into something more solid. But if he 

did come to form such opinions (and Aristotle’s evidence is hard to 

write off), we cannot be sure how strongly he held them, or that he 

had formed them by the time when he wrote the Phaedo. There is in my 

view nothing in the dialogue which compels us to believe that he had. 

No doubt he could have said more on many subjects, but we have no 

reason to believe that the projects he suggests (for further investiga¬ 

tion of his hypotheses, and for a complete teleological explanation of 

things) have already been completed. On the other hand, he clearly 

thinks that they can be successfully completed. In other words, the 

Plato of the Phaedo is a thinker whose mind is neither completely made 

up nor completely open. Like the Socrates he portrays, he knows what 

he believes in a general way, but is still busy constructing the argu¬ 

ments he needs to support his opinions, and to convince us of them. 

4. THE PHAEDO AND PYTHAGOREANISM 

The Phaedo is set in Phlius in the Peloponnese, where Phaedo, fresh 

from Athens, relates the story of Socrates’ last hours to Echecrates, 

a native of the city. Echecrates was evidently one of a number of 

Pythagoreans working in Phlius; he and his friends therefore seem an 

entirely appropriate choice of audience for a conversation which turns 

around two ideas which themselves seem to have been quintessentially 

Pythagorean: that the soul is immortal, and that it may be reincar¬ 

nated periodically in different bodies. However, the Phaedo not only 

fails to mention Echecrates’ Pythagorean credentials, but actually casts 

doubt upon them, since it represents him as an enthusiastic supporter 

of the soul-as-harmony theory, which is incompatible with immortal¬ 

ity. No doubt he was a Pythagorean, but somewhat unorthodox, and 

7 Arist. Phys. 209^4-15. 
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a rather odd choice if Plato’s aim was to introduce us to an ambience of 

(orthodox) Pythagoreanism. His true role is perhaps just as a philoso¬ 

pher, outside Athens, who is anxious for news of Socrates. Phaedo, we 

are told, had been taken as a prisoner of war during the Spartan war 

with Elis, and sold in Athens (apparently as a male prostitute), where 

his freedom had been bought at Socrates’ instigation; he then joined 

Socrates’ circle, and left for his home town of Elis after the execution, 

calling in at Phlius on the way.8 

It used to be held9 that Simmias and Cebes were also Pythagoreans, 

on the grounds that they are said to have ‘associated with’ (συγγίγ- 

νεσθαι) the famous Pythagorean thinker Philolaus when he was in 

Thebes.10 But ‘associating with’ someone does not necessarily imply 

adherence to their ideas; and there is no ancient evidence outside the 

Phaedo for the affiliation of either Simmias or Cebes to Pythagorea¬ 

nism. Again, Simmias’ espousal of the harmony theory of soul proves 

nothing: even if it was held by at least one Pythagorean (Echecrates), 

and is therefore claimed to be ‘Pythagorean’, holding a single view in 

common with a school does not make one a member of it. Rather, 

Simmias and Cebes are, like Phaedo, members of Socrates’ group; they 

have participated many times before in philosophical discussions (‘our 

questions and answers’),11 and are less interested in doctrine than in 

listening to argument, and in finding out what can be established by 

argument. Paradoxically, it is Socrates himself, the master of those 

who know nothing, who has acquired ‘Pythagorean’ beliefs: in the 

Apology, Plato represents him as agnostic about survival after death.12 

5. THE ‘THEORY OF FORMS’ 

‘Forms’ (είδη) play a fundamental role in much of the conversation in 

the Phaedo. They are the things which ‘we’ (Socrates and those who 

have taken part in discussions with him) label as ‘what is (equal, or 

beautiful, or good, or anything else)’,13 and of whose essence ‘we’ give, 

or try to give, an account.14 The standard formula used for referring to 

forms is αύτό τό F, i.e., apparently, what is just Τ'" and nothing else; e.g. 

8 See McQueen and Rowe 1989. 9 See esp. Burnet 1911. 

10 Phd. 6rd. 11 Phd. 73d, 78d. 12 Ap. 40c. 

13 Phd. 75d. 14 Phd. 78d. 
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equality, or beauty, not particular examples of equality or beauty. That 

such things exist is enthusiastically endorsed by Simmias and Cebes; 

Simmias calls it ‘a hypothesis worthy of acceptance’.15 In fact, the 

version of the form-hypothesis which appears in the Phaedo, and espe¬ 

cially its stress on the idea that forms somehow exist separately from 

particulars, is likely to be Platonic rather than authentically Socratic. 

But by portraying it as a familiar topic to those present Plato avoids 

the need to explain in detail what believing in ‘forms’ might amount 

to. The implication is perhaps that any philosophically-minded reader 

will easily come to see that, whatever ‘forms’ may be, and whatever 

their relationship with particulars, the assumption that they exist is 

necessary and uncontroversial. To the extent that it is possible to talk 

about, and define, something like equality (if not beauty) without 

special reference to any individual pair of equal things, Plato may seem 

to have a point; on the other hand, we may well have doubts about 

whether, as he supposes, what we are talking about in such cases is the 

sort of thing we could have grasped in some discarnate state, or wheth¬ 

er it is capable of‘explaining’ (being the αίτία/αϊτιον of) particulars.16 

The latter proposition is one that ‘Socrates’ himself treats as a hypothe¬ 

sis: it is one of the two hypotheses that he leaves for further investiga¬ 

tion at the end of the final argument,17 the second being the basic 

proposition that ‘each of the forms is something’.18 But the difference 

between us and him is that whereas we would be likely to approach 

these propositions with scepticism, he clearly thinks that they will turn 

out to be viable.19 

6. PLATONIC CONCEPTIONS OF THE SOUL 

The word in the Phaedo which we translate as ‘soul’ is ψυχή. What this 

word refers to is something which inhabits the body while the latter is 

alive, and is indeed what brings life to it; it is also apparently, in 

essence, an entity with rational thoughts and desires, which acquires 

irrational tendencies — desires which are out of line with its rational 

essence - through its association with the body. Both conceptions 

have their roots in ordinary Greek language: in non-philosophical con¬ 

texts, ψυχή ranges in meaning between something close to our ‘life’, 

16 Phd. 98d. 16 See PM ioob, etc. 17 Phd. 107b. 18 Phd. 102a. 

19 See above, §3. 
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and ‘mind’, as the seat of consciousness, thought and emotion. In yet 

another role, it is that shadowy, insubstantial version of our former 

selves which, in Homer and in later poetry, goes to Hades when we die, 

still with visible shape but impotent and witless. It is from this idea 

that the main part of the argument of the dialogue begins, since it is 

what allows Socrates to gain easy acceptance for his definition of death 

as the separation of the ψυχή from the body. He is then forced to show 

that the ψυχή which survives this separation is durable and has ‘power 

and intelligence’,20 as he has claimed, so grafting his own view of it (as 

animator of the body, and as a rational entity) onto the Homeric one, 

and extending the vague Homeric notion of continued existence into 

a full-blown immortality. In one partly playful context, Socrates en¬ 

visages souls which were too attached to the body and its concerns 

in life as weighed down by corporeal elements, and so visible, like 

Homeric shades;21 but in other passages discarnate souls are invisible 

and incorporeal. 

Two problems in the treatment of the ‘souf jin the Phaedo can be at 

least partlyTmfigated. 'The first problem is that it seems odd to make a 

rational entity responsible for the life of a biological organism, many of 

whose aspects are distinctly non-rational. However, Socrates’ claim is 

only that the soul may become purely rational, when divested of the 

body. While incarnated, he hints, it is necessarily involved to some 

degree in the body’s activities. In other dialogues the point is more 

explicitly recognised, through the division of the soul into rational and 

irrational parts; the Phaedo seems carefully to leave it open whether the 

soul is composite or unitary,22 perhaps because it is more interested in 

its potentiality to achieve a godlike rationality than in what it is forced 

to be by its conjunction with a body. 

The second problem is that whereas Socrates is clearly concerned to 

establish the immortality of the individual soul (since it is the individ¬ 

ual’s fear of death that forms the starting-point of the discussion), that 

is actually incompatible with the belief - to which he appears to be 

equally committed - in a cycle of reincarnation of souls. He does not 

propose any continuity of consciousness between one period of incar¬ 

nation and another: the donkey into which Sardanapallus’ soul enters 

does not remember having been Sardanapallus. The only soul which 

20 Phd. 70b. 21 Phd. 8ic-d (cf. io8a-b). 

22 See esp. Phd. 78b-8ob, with nn. 
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will apparently maintain its identity is the truly philosophical one, 

which will join the company of the gods. That, however, may be 

enough for Plato’s purposes, since philosophy then becomes important 

just because it is the only way of achieving full immortality - though 

the cost of achieving it, if it involves giving up everything except the 

search for knowledge, may seem rather high. 

7. MYTHS AND PHILOSOPHY 

The conversation Phaedo reports as having taking place in the prison 

falls into a number of interrelated parts. Socrates begins by defending 

his cheerfulness at the prospect of death. Challenged on the chief pre¬ 

supposition of this defence, the survival of the soul after the demise of 

the composite thing we call a ‘human being’, he then mounts a series 

of three arguments to try to establish it. Simmias and Cebes, however, 

are unconvinced: they ignore the first argument, claim that the second 

does not prove enough, and introduce powerful objections to the third 

- to the dismay of the others present, whose critical powers seem to be 

markedly inferior to those of the two Thebans. Socrates rallies them, 

but instead of defending his third argument, mounts an assault on the 

rival account of the soul proposed by Simmias (the ‘harmony’ theory), 

and then, in response to Cebes’ objection, introduces a fourth and last 

argument, prefaced by a long disquisition on types of explanation. 

Finally, he launches into an elaborate ‘myth’ or story about the vari¬ 

ous destinations of the soul after death. 

If the ‘philosophy’ of the Phaedo is identified with those parts of it 

which modern philosophical commentators find interesting,23 then the 

myth at the end is certainly not philosophical. But from the point of 

view of what I claim to be Plato’s view of philosophy,24 the issue is 

rather less clear-cut: the myth, after all, is set within the same conver¬ 

sational context as the preceding arguments, and takes its starting- 

point from them (‘if indeed the soul is immortal ... ’; ‘since the soul is 

clearly immortal .. ,’).25 Moreover, elements of Socrates’ story link up 

closely both with his original ‘defence’ and with the arguments for 

immortality themselves. The usual explanation of Plato’s use of myth 

is that it is a persuasive device to which he resorts as an adjunct to, or 

23 See above, §i. 24 Above, §2. 25 Phd. 107c. 
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support for, rational argument; and yet there are parts of the earlier 

arguments in the Phaedo which themselves rely heavily on persuasive 

description. Socrates gives his own verdict on the myth: it is something 

which no one with intelligence would insist on in all its details, and 

offers at best an approximation to the truth ‘about our souls and their 

abodes’.26 This perhaps justifies us in saying that he is at least less 

serious about the myth than he is about what has preceded, the conclu¬ 

sions of which he certainly literally believes. We should beware, how¬ 

ever, of supposing that he would have drawn as sharp a distinction 

between his story-telling and his argumentative (‘philosophical’) mode 

as we may be tempted to do ourselves. He appears to be as attached to 

some of the ideas underlying the myth as he is to the ‘hypotheses’ on 

which the final argument for immortality depends. Nor is it likely to be 

insignificant that the whole series of arguments begins with the ques¬ 

tion to Cebes, whether ‘we should διαμυθολογεΐν’ (‘talk / tell stories’) 

about the subject of the soul and its fate.27 

8. THE PHAEDO AND THE PLATONIC CORPUS 

Among the working hypotheses of most Platonic scholars is that the 

dialogues can be divided up into three main periods: the early, or more 
——° . I, ■ ^ Ι·ΙΙΊ«1·ΙΜ·ΜΒ'1“"··      '·«·· 

authentically bocratic, period; the middle period, in which Plato de¬ 

veloped and expressed some of his most characteristic ideas, in meta¬ 

physics, politics, and ethics; and the late period, which includes some 

of his more problematical and specialised works. This neat picture is 

based partly on stylistic arguments, partly on arguments relating to 

content, which assume that apparent differences of doctrine can best 

be explained in terms of the evolution of Plato’s thought. The Phaedo is 

traditionally assigned, on both grounds, to the middle period, in close 

association with the Symposium and the Republic, and after Meno, which 

is commonly regarded as a kind of bridge between early and late pe¬ 

riods. Such a placing is plausible enough in a number of respects: for 

example, the theory of recollection is introduced in a way that unmis¬ 

takably recalls28 (and perhaps also corrects)29 the Meno·, and some cen¬ 

tral parts of the Republic have often been seen as developments or ex¬ 

pansions of ideas in the Phaedo (the Symposium, on the other hand, 

26 io4d. 27 70b. 28 Phd. 73a-b. 29 See Phd. 77c. 
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puzzlingly includes much talk about ways of achieving ‘immortality’, 

but nothing about the actual immortality of the soul). However, I shall 

suggest in the commentary that a number of the alleged differences 

and similarities between the Phaedo and other dialogues dissolve on 

close inspection. Were the Phaedo to declare firmly that the soul is 

incomposite, as has sometimes been supposed, then that would raise 

interesting questions about its relationship to the Republic, where much 

of the argument depends on a view of the soul (at least from the per¬ 

spective of human life) as tripartite; in fact, as I have suggested,30 it 

skirts around the issue. Again, I shall propose that the passage in the 

Phaedo in which Socrates describes his ‘second sailing’ in search of the 

αιτία31 is best seen in isolation from an apparently similar passage in 

the Republic, which is talking about a different and only distantly re¬ 

lated method; and that the same passage in some respects already 

anticipates the first part of the Parmenides, which a strong body of 

opinion regards as the turning-point between middle and late dia¬ 

logues. This is not to suggest that there may not still be good grounds 

for identifying the Phaedo as a ‘middle’ dialogue. But it does signifi¬ 

cantly lessen the usefulness of such labelling, in so far as the label 

claims to tell us about the general philosophical relationship between 

the Phaedo and other Platonic works. The genetic hypothesis remains a 

hypothesis. Yet a strict unitarianism, which claims that Plato’s ideas 

never changed, is surely inconceivable. The moral is that we must 

begin with close analysis of individual works, as their own form, as 

self-standing conversations, encourages us to do in any case. The pres¬ 

ent volume attempts that task with the Phaedo. 

9. THE TEXT OF THE PHAEDO 

The most widely used text of the Phaedo, at least in the English-speak¬ 

ing world, is that of Burnet, in the series of Oxford Classical Texts. The 

text printed in this edition is based on Burnet, and one of the main 

functions of the abbreviated apparatus is to call attention to places 

where the text adopted differs from his (numerous changes of punctua¬ 

tion have also been made which are not indicated). The Clarendon 

Press some time ago commissioned a new edition of the Oxford text of 

30 See above, §6. 31 Phd. 99c- 102a. 
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Plato, and I am fortunate in having been able to call on the assistance 

of two of those responsible for this new edition, Christopher Strachan, 

who is the editor primarily responsible for the shape of the apparatus 

and editorial decisions for the new Oxford Phaedo, and David Rob¬ 

inson, in order to ensure that the apparatus should be as accurate as 

possible. In one or two places, they have persuaded me to return to 

Burnet’s reading (or to adopt a different one); they also convinced me 

of the need to include rather more information than I had originally 

intended. Christopher Strachan generously corrected and commented 

on all the entries in a draft version, and I have accepted virtually all 

his suggestions (though the choice of these entries, and any residual 

errors, remain my own). I am extremely grateful for this collaboration, 

which has allowed me access to the latest scholarly work on the text of 

the Phaedo. It is clear from our discussions that our views on the bal¬ 

ance of the arguments for particular readings frequently differ, but 

that these differences are rarely likely to have any significant impact 

on the interpretation of the dialogue; the commentary contains a de¬ 

fence of my choices in crucial cases. 

For the details of the manuscript tradition of the Phaedo, including 

the relationship between the (ten) primary manuscripts, I refer to the 

forthcoming new edition of the Oxford text. Two of these primary 

manuscripts - which fall into three families - contain early corrections, 

which also count as primary sources. Other evidence for the text comes 

from quotations of the Phaedo in other ancient authors, and from pa¬ 

pyri; there are also secondary or derivative manuscripts, which are 

occasionally the source of useful conjectures. In the apparatus, sigla 

identify readings as follows: 

c = a reading on which there is consensus between the three families of 

primary manuscripts 

m = a reading found in one or more of the primary sources 

(m) = a reading found in one of the secondary manuscripts, or in¬ 

serted by a late or uncertain hand in a primary manuscript 

t = a reading found in a quotation of the Phaedo by another ancient 

author 

p — a reading found in a papyrus fragment 

e = a reading proposed by a modern editor (e.g. Stephanus) which 

falls into none of the other categories. 
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It should be emphasised that the apparatus is highly selective, and that 

there are many other places in the text where alternative readings are 

available in the tradition, or have been suggested by editors. These will 

usually be of only passing interest to anyone except the specialist tex¬ 

tual critic or philologist, for whom the present edition is not intended. 

In general, the text of the Phaedo seems to be in good shape. It is 

however salutary to be reminded that, if what we read when we read 

‘the Phaedo’ is at least a close approximation to what Plato wrote, as we 

must hope, it is in many of its details the work of restorers. 
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ΦΑΙΔΩΝ 

ΕΧΕΚΡΑΤΗΣ ΦΑΙΔΩΝ 

EX. αύτός, ώ Φαίδων, παρεγένου Σωκράτει έκείνηι τήι 57 
ήμέραι ήι τό φάρμακον έπιεν εν τώι δεσμωτηρίωι, ή άλλου του 
ήκουσας; 
ΦΑΙΔ. αυτός, ώ Έχέκρατες. 
ΕΧ. τί ουν δή έστιν άττα εΤπεν ό άνήρ προ του θανά- 5 

του; καί πώς έτελεύτα; ήδέως γάρ αν εγώ άκούσαιμι. καί 
γάρ ούτε [τών πολιτών] Φλειασίων οΰδείς πάνυ τι επιχωριάζει 
τά νυν Αθήναζε, ούτε τις ξένος άφΐκται χρόνου συχνού 
έκεΐθεν όστις άν ήμΐν σαφές τι άγγεΐλαι οίός τ’ ήν περί b 
τούτων, πλήν γε δή ότι φάρμακον πιών άποθάνον τών δε 
άλλων οϋδεν εΤχεν φράζειν. 
ΦΑΙΔ. ουδέ τά περί τής δίκης άρα έπύθεσθε όν τρόπον 58 

έγένετο; 
ΕΧ. ναί, ταϋτα μέν ήμΐν ήγγειλε τις, καί έθαυμάζομέν 

γε ότι πάλαι γενομένης αυτής πολλώι ύστερον φαίνεται 
άποθανών. τί ουν ήν τούτο, ώ Φαίδων; 5 
ΦΑΙΔ. τύχη τις αύτώι, ώ Έχέκρατες, συνέβη· έτυχεν 

γάρ τήι προτεραίοι τής δίκης ή πρύμνα εστεμμένη τού πλοίου 
ό εις Δήλον ’Αθηναίοι πέμπουσιν. 

ΕΧ. τούτο δέ δή τί έστιν; 
ΦΑΙΔ. τούτ’ έστι τό πλοΐον, ώς φασιν ’Αθηναίοι, έν ώι ίο 

Θησεύς ποτέ εις Κρήτην τούς “δίς επτά” έκείνους ώιχετο 
άγων καί έσωσέ τε καί αύτός έσώθη. τώι ουν Άπόλλωνι b 
ηυξαντο ώς λέγεται τότε, εΐ σωθεΐεν, έκάστου έτους θεωρίαν 
άπάξειν εις Δήλον ήν δή άεί καί νύν έτι έξ εκείνου κατ’ 
ενιαυτόν τώι θεώι πέμπουσιν. έπειδάν ούν άρξωνται τής 
θεωρίας, νόμος έστίν αύτοΐς έν τώι χρόνωι τούτωι καθαρεύειν 5 
τήν πόλιν καί δημοσίαι μηδένα άποκτεινύναι, πριν άν εις 
Δήλόν τε άφίκηται τό πλοΐον καί πάλιν δεύρο- τούτο δ’ 

&-] τών πολιτών c: seel, e 
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ενίοτε έν ττολλώι χρόνωι γίγνεται, όταν τύχωσιν άνεμοι αττο- 

c λαβόντες αυτούς, άρχή δ’ έστί τής θεωρίας έπειδάν ό 

ΐερεύς τού Απόλλωνος στέψηι τήν πρύμναν τού πλοίου· 

τούτο δ’ έτυχεν, ώσπερ λέγω, τήι προτεραίοι τής δίκης γεγο¬ 

νός. διά ταύτα καί πολύς χρόνος Ιγένετο τώι Σωκράτει εν 

5 τώι δεσμωτηρίωι ό μεταξύ τής δίκης τε καί τού θανάτου. 

ΕΧ. τί δε δή τά περί αύτόν τον θάνατον, ώ Φαίδων; τί 

ήν τά λεχθέντα καί πραχθέντα, καί τίνες οί παραγενόμενοι 

τών επιτηδείων τώι άνδρί; ή ούκ εΐων οί άρχοντες παρεΐναι, 

άλλ’ έρημος Ιτελεύτα φίλων; 

d ΦΑΙΔ. ούδαμώς, άλλά παρήσάν τινες, καί πολλοί γε. 

ΕΧ. ταύτα δή πάντα προθυμήθητι ώς σαφέστατα ήμΤν 

άπαγγεΐλαι, εί μή τίς σοι άσχολία τυγχάνει ούσα. 

ΦΑΙΔ. άλλά σχολάζω γε καί πειράσομαι ύμΤν διηγή- 

5 σασθαν καί γάρ τό μεμνήσθαι Σωκράτους καί αύτόν λέγοντα 

καί άλλου άκούοντα έμοιγε άεί πάντων ήδιστον. 

ΕΧ. άλλά μην, ώ Φαίδων, καί τούς άκουσομένους γε 

τοιούτους ετέρους έχεις· άλλά πειρώ ώς άν δύνηι άκριβέ- 

στατα διεξελθεΐν πάντα. 

e ΦΑΙΔ. καί μην έγωγε θαυμάσια έπαθον παραγενόμενος. 

ούτε γάρ ώς θανάτωι παρόντα με άνδρός επιτηδείου έλεος 

είσήιει· εύδαίμων γάρ μοι άνήρ έφαίνετο, ώ Έχέκρατες, καί 

τού τρόπου καί τών λόγων, ώς άδεώς καί γενναίως έτελεύτα, 

5 ώστε μοι εκείνον παρίστασθαι μηδ’ εις Άιδου ιόντα άνευ 

θείας μοίρας ίέναι, άλλά καί έκεΐσε άφικόμενον ευ πράξειν 

59 εΐπερ τις πώποτε καί άλλος, διά δή ταύτα ούδέν πάνυ μοι 

έλεινόν είσήιει, ώς είκός άν δόξειεν είναι παρόντι πένθει- 

ούτε αυ ηδονή ώς έν φιλοσοφίαι ημών όντων ώσπερ είώθεμεν 

(καί γάρ οί λόγοι τοιούτοί τινες ήσαν), άλλ’ άτεχνώς 

5 άτοπόν τί μοι πάθος παρήν καί τις άήθης κράσις άπό τε τής 

ηδονής συγκεκραμένη όμού καί άπό τής λύπης, ένθυμουμένωι 

ότι αύτίκα εκείνος έμελλε τελευτάν, καί πάντες οί παρόντες 

σχεδόν τι ούτω διεκείμεθα, τοτέ μεν γελώντες, ενίοτε δέ 

δακρύοντες, είς δέ ημών καί διαφερόντως, ’Απολλόδωρος· 

b οΐσθα γάρ που τον άνδρα καί τον τρόπον αύτού. 
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EX. πώς yap ου; 

ΦΑΙΔ. εκείνος τε τοίνυν παντάπασιν ούτως εΐχεν, και 
αύτός έγωγε έτεταράγμην και οί άλλοι. 

ΕΧ. έτυχον δε, ώ Φαίδων, τίνες παραγενόμενοι; 5 

ΦΑΙΔ. ουτός τε δή ό Απολλόδωρος των επιχωρίων 

παρήν καί Κριτόβουλος καί ό πατήρ αυτού καί ετι Έρμογέ- 

νης καί Έπιγένης καί Αισχίνης καί Αντισθένης· ήν δε καί 

Κτήσιππος ό Παιανιεύς καί Μενέξενος καί άλλοι τινές των 

επιχωρίων. Πλάτων δε οίμαι ήσθένει. ίο 

ΕΧ. ξένοι δέ τινες παρήσαν; 

ΦΑΙΔ. ναι, Σιμμίας τέ γε ό Θηβαίος καί Κέβης καί c 

Φαιδώνδης καί ΜεγαρόΘεν Ευκλείδης τε καί Τερψίων. 

ΕΧ. τί δέ; Αρίστιππος καί Κλεόμβροτος παρεγένοντο; 

ΦΑΙΔ. ου δήτα- έν Αϊγίνηι γάρ έλέγοντο είναι. 

ΕΧ. άλλος δέ τις παρήν; 5 

ΦΑΙΔ. σχεδόν τι οίμαι τούτους παραγενέσθαι. 

ΕΧ. τί ούν δή; τίνες φήις ήσαν οί λόγοι; 

ΦΑΙΔ. έγώ σοι έξ άρχής πάντα πειράσομαι διηγήσα- 

σθαι. άεί γάρ δή καί τάς πρόσθεν ήμέρας εΐώθεμεν φοιτάν d 

καί έγώ καί οί άλλοι παρά τον Σωκράτη, συλλεγόμενοι 

έωθεν εις τό δικαστήριον έν ώι καί ή δίκη έγένετο· πλησίον 

γάρ ήν τού δεσμωτηρίου, περιεμένομεν ουν έκάστοτε έως 

άνοιχθείη τό δεσμωτήριον, διατρίβοντες μετ’ άλλήλων, άνεώι- 5 

γετο γάρ ου πρών επειδή δέ άνοιχθείη, είσήιμεν παρά τον 

Σωκράτη καί τά πολλά διημερευομεν μετ’ αυτού, καί δή καί 

τότε πρωιαίτερον συνελέγημεν τήι γάρ προτεραίοι [ήμέραι] 

έπειδή έξήλθομεν έκ τού δεσμωτηρίου εσπέρας, έπυθόμεθα e 

ότι τό πλοΐον έκ Δήλου άφιγμένον εΐη. παρηγγείλαμεν ουν 

άλλήλοις ήκειν ώς πρωιαίτατα εις τό είωθός. καί ήκομεν, καί 

ήμϊν έξελθών ό θυρωρός, όσπερ είώθει υπακούειν, είπεν περι- 

μένειν καί μή πρότερον παριέναι έως άν αύτός κελεύσηι- 5 

“λύουσι γάρ”, έφη, “οί ένδεκα Σωκράτη καί παραγγέλλουσιν 

όπως άν τήιδε τήι ήμέραι τελευτάι.” ού πολύν δ’ ούν χρόνον 

e4 ττεριμέυειν τη: έτπμένειν τη 
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έπ ιαχών ήκεν και έκέλευεν ή πας εισιεναι. εΐσιόντες ουν 

6ο κατελαμβάνομεν τον μεν Σωκράτη άρτι λελυμένον, την δε 

Ξανθίπττην (γιγνώσκεις γάρ) εχουσάν τε τό παιδίον αυτού 

και παρακαθημένην. ώς ούν εΤδεν ήμάς ή Ξανθίππη, άνηυ- 

φήμησέ τε καϊ τοιαΰτ’ άττα εΤπεν, οΐα δή είώθασιν αΐ 

5 γυναίκες, ότι “ώ Σώκρατες, ύστατον δή σε προσερούσι νϋν 

oi επιτήδειοι και σύ τούτους.” και ό Σωκράτης βλέψας εις 

τόν Κρίτωνα, “ώ Κριτών,” έφη, “άπαγέτω τις αυτήν 

οικαδε.” 

καί εκείνην μεν άπήγόν τινες των του Κρίτωνος βοώσάν 

b τε καί κοπτομένην ό δέ Σωκράτης άνακαθιζόμενος εις τήν 

κλίνην συνέκαμψέ τε τό σκέλος καί έξέτριψε τήι χειρί, καί 

τριβών άμα, “ώς άτοπον,” εφη, “ώ άνδρες, εοικέ τι είναι 

τούτο δ καλούσιν οί άνθρωποι ήδύ' ώς θαυμασίως πέφυκε 

5 προς τό δοκοΰν εναντίον είναι, τό λυπηρόν, τό άμα μεν 

αϋτώ μή θέλειν παραγίγνεσθαι τώι άνθρώπωι, εάν δέ τις 

διώκηι τό έτερον καί λαμβάνηι, σχεδόν τι άναγκάζεσθαι άεί 

λαμβάνειν καί τό έτερον, ώσπερ εκ μιας κορυφής ήμμένω 

c δύ’ δντε. καί μοι δοκεΐ,” εφη, “εί ένενόησεν αυτά Αίσωπος, 

μύθον άν συνθεΐναι ώς ό θεός βουλόμενος αύτά διαλλάξαι 

πολεμούντα, επειδή ούκ έδύνατο, συνήψεν εις ταϋτόν αΰτοίς 

τάς κορυφάς, καί διά τούτα, ώι άν τό έτερον παραγένηται 

5 έπακολουθεΤ ύστερον καί τό έτερον, ώσπερ ούν καί αύτώι μοι 

έοικεν έπειδή ύπό τού δεσμού ήν έν τώι σκέλει τό άλγεινόν, 

ήκειν δή φαίνεται έπακολουθούν τό ήδύ.” 

ό ούν Κέβης ΰπολαβών, “νή τόν Δία, ώ Σώκρατες,” 

εφη, “ευ γ’ έποίησας άναμνήσας με. περί γάρ τοι τών 

d ποιημάτων ών πεποίηκας έντείνας τους τοΰ Αισώπου λόγους 

καί τό εις τόν Άπόλλω προοίμιον καί άλλοι τινές με ήδη 

ήροντο, άτάρ καί Εύηνος πρώιην, ότι ποτέ διανοηθείς, επειδή 

δεύρο ήλθες, έποίησας αύτά, πρότερον ούδέν πώποτε ποιήσας. 

5 εί ούν τί σοι μέλει τού έχειν έμέ Εύήνωι άποκρίνασθαι όταν 

e8 εΐσιόντεξ τη: είσελθόντες τη 
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με αύθις έρωτάι (ευ οίδα γάρ ότι έρήσεται) είπε τί χρή 
λέγειν.” 

“λέγε τοίνυν”, έφη, “αύτώι, ώ Κέβης, τάληθή, ότι οΰκ 

έκείνωι βουλόμενος ουδέ τοΐς ποιήμασιν αύτοΰ άντίτεχνος 

είναι έττοίησα ταϋτα (ήιδη γάρ ώς ου ράιδιον εΐη), άλλ’ e 

ενυπνίων τινών άποπειρώμενος τί λέγει, καί άφοσιούμενος 

εί άρα πολλάκις ταύτην την μουσικήν μοι έπιτάττοι ποιεΐν. 

ήν γάρ δή άττα τοιάδε· πολλάκις μοι φοιτών το αυτό έν- 

ύπνιον έν τώι παρελθόντι βίωι, άλλοτ’ έν άλληι όψει φαινό- 5 

μενον, τά αυτά δε λέγον, ‘ώ Σώκρατες,’ έφη, ‘μουσικήν 

ποίει καί έργάζου.’ καί έγώ έν γε τώι πρόσθεν χρόνωι όπερ 

έπραττον τοΰτο ύπελάμβανον αυτό μοι παρακελεύεσθαί τε 

καί έπικελεύειν, ώσπερ οί τοΐς θέουσι διακελευόμενοι, καί 6ι 

έμοί οΰτω τό ένύπνιον όπερ έπραττον τοΰτο έπικελεύειν, 

μουσικήν ποιεΐν, ώς φιλοσοφίας μέν οΰσης μεγίστης μουσι¬ 

κής, έμοϋ δέ τοΰτο πράττοντος. νΰν δ1 επειδή ή τε δίκη 

έγένετο καί ή τού θεοΰ εορτή διεκώλυέ με άποθνήισκειν, έδοξε 5 

χρήναι, εί άρα πολλάκις μοι προστάττοι τό ένύπνιον ταύτην 

τήν δημώδη μουσικήν ποιεΐν, μή άπειθήσαι αύτώι άλλά 

ποιεΐν άσφαλέστερον γάρ είναι μή άπιέναι πριν άφοσιώ- 

σασθαι ποιήσαντα ποιήματα καί πειθόμενον τώι ένυπνίωι. b 

οΰτω δή πρώτον μέν εις τον θεόν έποίησα ου ήν ή παρούσα 

θυσία- μετά δέ τον θεόν, έννοήσας ότι τον ποιητήν δέοι, 

εΐπερ μέλλοι ποιητής είναι, ποιεΐν μύθους άλλ’ ού λόγους, 

καί αύτός ούκ ή μυθολογικός, διά ταΰτα δή οΰς προχείρους 5 

εΐχον μύθους καί ήπιστάμην, τούς Αισώπου, τούτων έποίησα 

οίς πρώτοις ένέτυχον. ταΰτα ουν, ώ Κέβης, Εύήνωι φράζε, 

καί έρρώσθαι καί, άν σωφρονήι, έμέ διώκειν ώς τάχιστα, 

άπειμι δέ, ώς έοικε, τήμερον κελεύουσι γάρ ’Αθηναίοι.” c 

καί ό Σιμμίας, “οϊον παρακελεύηι”, έφη, “τούτο, ώ Σώ¬ 

κρατες, Εύήνωι. πολλά γάρ ήδη έντετύχηκα τώι άνδρί- 

e2 λέγει τη: λέγειν τη: λέγοι (m) e3 ei άρα ττολλάκις τη: ε! ττολλάκΐζ τη 
b 1 καί πειθόμενον m: πειθόμενον τη: πιθόμενον e 
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σχεδόν ούν έξ ών εγώ ήισθημαι ούδ’ όπωστιούν σοι έκών 

5 είναι πείσεται.” 

“τί δέ; ” ή δ’ δς, “ού φιλόσοφος Ευηνος; ” 

“έμοιγε δοκεΐ,” εφη ό Σιμμίας. 
“έθελήσει τοίνυν και Ευηνος και πας ότωι άξίως τούτου 

τού πράγματος μέτεστιν. οϋ μέντοι ίσως βιάσεται αυτόν 

ίο ού γάρ φασι θεμιτόν είναι.” καί άμα λέγων ταύτα καθήκε 

d τά σκέλη έπ'ι την γην, καί καθεζόμενος ούτως ήδη τά λοιπά 

διελέγετο. 

ήρετο ούν αύτόν ό Κέβης· “πώς τούτο λέγεις, ώ 

Σώκρατες, τό μη Θεμιτόν είναι εαυτόν βιάζεσθαι, έθέλειν δ’ 

5 αν τώι άποθνήισκοντι τον φιλόσοφον έπεσθαι; ” 

“τί δέ, ώ Κέβης; ούκ άκηκόατε σύ τε καί Σιμμίας περί 

τών τοιούτων Φιλολάωι συγγεγονότες; ” 

“ούδέν γε σαφές, ώ Σώκρατες.” 

“άλλά μην καί εγώ έξ άκοής περί αύτών λέγω· ά μέν 

ίο ούν τυγχάνω άκηκοώς φθόνος ούδείς λέγειν. καί γάρ ίσως 

e καί μάλιστα πρέπει μέλλοντα έκεϊσε άποδημεΐν διασκοπεΐν 

τε καί μυθολογεΐν περί τής άποδημίας τής έκεΐ, ποιαν τινά 

αύτήν οίόμεθα είναι- τί γάρ άν τις καί ποιοι άλλο εν τώι 

μέχρι ήλιου δυσμών χρόνώι; ” 

5 “κατά τί δή ούν ποτέ ού φασι θεμιτόν είναι αύτόν εαυτόν 

άποκτεινύναι, ώ Σώκρατες; ήδη γάρ εγωγε, δπερ νυνδή σύ 

ήρου, καί Φιλολάου ήκουσα, δτε παρ’ ήμΐν διηιτάτο, ήδη δέ 

καί άλλων τινών, ώς ού δέοι τούτο ποιεΐν σαφές δέ περί 

αύτών ούδενός πώποτε ούδέν άκήκοα.” 

62 “άλλά προθυμεΐσθαι χρή,” εφη· “τάχα γάρ άν καί άκού- 

σαις. ίσως μέντοι θαυμαστόν σοι φανεΐται εί τούτο μόνον 

τών άλλων άπάντων άπλούν έστιν, καί ούδέποτε τυγχάνει τώι 

άνθρώπωι, ώσπερ καί τάλλα, εστιν δτε καί οΤς βέλτιον 

5 τεθνάναι ή ζήν οίς δέ βέλτιον τεθνάναι, θαυμαστόν ίσως 

σοι φαίνεται εί τούτοις τοϊς άνθρώποις μή όσιον αύτούς 

εαυτούς εύ ποιεΐν, άλλά άλλον δει περιμένειν εύεργέτην.” 

a4 βέλτιον <δν> e 
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και ό Κέβης ήρεμα έπιγελάσας, “ΐττω Ζεύς,” έφη, τήι 
αύτοΰ φωνήι εΐπών. 

“καί γάρ άν δόξειεν”, εφη ό Σωκράτης, “οΰτω γ’ είναι b 

άλογον ου μέντοι άλλ’ ίσως γ’ έχει τινά λόγον, ό μεν οΟν 

έν άττορρήτοις λεγόμενος περί αυτών λόγος, ώς εν τινι 

φρουράι έσμεν οΐ άνθρωποι και ού δει δη εαυτόν έκ ταύτης 

λύειν οΰδ’ άποδιδράσκειν, μέγας τέ τίς μοι φαίνεται καί ού 5 

ράιδιος διιδεΐν ου μέντοι άλλά τόδε γέ μοι δοκεΐ, ώ Κέβης, 

εύ λέγεσθαι, το Θεούς είναι ήμών τους επιμελούμενους καί 

ημάς τούς άνθρώπους έν των κτημάτων τοΐς θεοΤς είναι, ή 

σοί ού δοκεΐ ούτως; ” 

“έμοιγε,” φησίν ό Κέβης. ιο 

“ούκουν”, ή δ’ ός, “καί σύ άν των σαυτού κτημάτων εΐ c 

τι αύτό εαυτό άποκτεινύοι, μη σημήναντός σου ότι βούλει 

αύτό τεθνάναι, χαλεπαίνοις άν αύτώι καί, εΐ τινα έχοις 

τιμωρίαν, τιμωροΐο άν; ” 

“πάνυ γ5,’’ εφη. 5 

“ίσως τοίνυν ταύτηι ούκ άλογον μη πρότερον αύτόν 

άποκτεινύναι δεΐν, πριν άνάγκην τινά θεός έπιπέμψηι, 

ώσπερ καί την νύν ήμϊν παρούσαν.” 

“άλλ’ είκός”, εφη ό Κέβης, “τούτο γε φαίνεται, ό μέν- 

τοι νυνδή έλεγες, το τούς φιλοσόφους ραιδίως άν έθέλειν ίο 

άποθνήισκειν, έοικεν τούτο, ώ Σώκρατες, άτόπωι, εΐπερ ό d 

νυνδή έλέγομεν εύλόγως έχει, τό θεόν τε είναι τον έπιμε- 

λούμενον ήμών καί ή μάς εκείνου κτήματα είναι, τό γάρ μή 

άγανακτεΐν τούς φρονιμωτάτους έκ ταύτης τής θεραπείας 

άπιόντας, έν ήι έπιστατούσιν αύτών οΐπερ άριστοί είσιν τών 5 

όντων έπιστάται, Θεοί, ούκ έχει λόγον ού γάρ που αύτός γε 

αύτοΰ οΐεται άμεινον έπιμελήσεσθαι ελεύθερος γενόμενος. 

άλλ’ άνόητος μέν άνθρωπος τάχ’ άν οίηθείη ταύτα, φευκτέον 

είναι άπό τού δεσπότου, καί ούκ άν λογίζοιτο ότι ού δει άπό e 

γε τού άγαθού φεύγειν άλλ’ ότι μάλιστα παραμένειν, διό 

άλογίστως άν φεύγοι· ό δε νούν έχων έπιθυμοΐ που άν άεί 

C7 πριν <άν> e θεός m: ό θεός m 
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είναι παρά τώι αύτοϋ βελτίονι. καίτοι ούτως, ώ Σώκρατες, 

5 τουναντίον είναι είκός ή δ νυνδή έλέγετο- τούς μεν yap 

φρονίμους άγανακτεΐν άποθνήισκοντας πρέπει, τους δέ άφρονας 

χαίρειν.” 

άκούσας ουν ό Σωκράτης ήσθήναί τέ μοι εδοξε τήι τού 

63 Κέβητος πραγματείαι, καί έπιβλέψας εις ήμάς, “άεί τοι”, 

έφη, “ό Κέβης λόγους τινάς άνερευνάι, καί ού πάνυ εύθέως 

έθέλει πείθεσθαι δτι αν τις εΐπηι.” 

καί ό Σιμμίας, “άλλά μην,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες, νύν γέ μοι 

5 δοκεϊ τι καί αύτώι λέγειν Κέβης· τί γάρ άν βουλόμενοι 

άνδρες σοφοί ώς άληθώς δέσποτας άμείνους αυτών φεύγοιεν 

καί ραιδίως άπαλλάττοιντο αύτών; καί μοι δοκεΐ Κέβης εις 

σε τείνειν τον λόγον, δτι ούτω ραιδίως φέρεις καί ήμάς 

άπολείπων καί άρχοντας άγαθούς, ώς αύτός ομολογείς, θεούς.” 

b “δίκαια”, έφη, “λέγετε· οίμαι γάρ υμάς λέγειν δτι χρή με 

πρός ταύτα άπολογήσασθαι ώσπερ έν δικαστηρίωι.” 

“πάνυ μέν ουν,” έφη ό Σιμμίας. 

“φέρε δη,” ή δ’ δς, “πειραθώ πιθανώτερον πρός υμάς άπολο- 

5 γήσασθαι ή πρός τους δικαστάς. εγώ γάρ,” έφη, “ώ Σιμμία 

τε καί Κέβης, εί μέν μη ώιμην ήξειν πρώτον μέν παρά 

θεούς άλλους σοφούς τε καί άγαθούς, έπειτα καί παρ’ 

άνθρώπους τετελευτηκότας άμείνους των ενθάδε, ήδίκουν 

άν ούκ άγανακτών τώι θανάτων νύν δέ εύ ΐστε δτι παρ’ 

c άνδρας τε ελπίζω άφίξεσθαι άγαθούς - καί τούτο μέν ούκ άν 

πάνυ διισχυρισαίμην, δτι μέντοι παρά θεούς δέσποτας πάνυ 

άγαθούς ήξειν, ευ ΐστε δτι εΐπερ τι άλλο των τοιούτων 

διισχυρισαίμην άν καί τούτο, ώστε διά ταύτα ούχ ομοίως 

5 άγανακτώ, άλλ’ εύελπίς εϊμι είναι τι τοΐς τετελευτηκόσι καί, 

ώσπερ γε καί πάλαι λέγεται, πολύ άμεινον τοΐς άγαθοΐς ή 
τοΤς κακοΐς.” 

“τί ουν,” έφη ό Σιμμίας, “ώ Σώκρατες; αύτός έχων τήν 

διάνοιαν ταύτην έν νώι έχεις άπιέναι, ή κάν ήμΐν μεταδοίης; 

C2 δτι τη: τό t(m) 
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κοινόν γάρ δή έμοιγε δοκεΐ καί ήμϊν είναι άγαΟόν τούτο, καί d 

άμα σοι ή άπολογία έσται, εάν άττερ λέγεις ήμάς ττείσηις.” 

“άλλά ττειράσομαι,” έφη. “πρώτον δε Κρίτωνα τόνδε 

σκεψώμεθα τί έστιν δ βούλεσθαί μοι δοκεΐ πάλαι είπεΐν.” 

“τί δε, ώ Σώκρατες,” έφη ό Κρίτων, “άλλο γε ή πάλαι 5 

μοι λέγει ό μέλλων σοι δώσειν το φάρμακον δτι χρή σοι 

φράζειν ώς ελάχιστα διαλέγεσθαι; φησί γάρ ΘερμαίνεσΘαι 

μάλλον διαλεγομένους, δεΐν δε οΰδέν τοιούτον προσφέρειν 

τώι φαρμάκων εΐ δέ μή, ενίοτε άναγκάζεσθαι καί δίς καί τρις e 

πίνειν τούς τι τοιούτον ποιούντας.” 

καί ό Σωκράτης, “έα”, έφη, “χαίρειν αυτόν άλλά μόνον 

τό εαυτού παρασκευαζέτω ώς καί δίς δώσων, έάν δέ δέηι, 
καί τρίς.” ^ 

“άλλά σχεδόν μέν τι ήιδη,” εφη ό Κρίτων “άλλά μοι πάλαι 

πράγματα παρέχει.” 

“εα αυτόν,” έφη. “άλλ’ ΰμΐν δή τοΐς δικασταΐς βούλομαι 

ήδη τον λόγον άποδούναι, ώς μοι φαίνεται εικότως άνήρ τώι 

όντι έν φιλοσοφίαι διατρίψας τον βίον θαρρεΐν μέλλων ίο 

άποθανεΐσθαι καί ευελπις είναι εκεί μέγιστα οΐσεσύαι άγαθά 64 

έπειδάν τελευτήσηι. πώς άν ουν δή τούθ’ ούτως έχοι, ώ 

Σιμμία τε καί Κέβης, έγώ πειράσομαι φράσαι. 

“κινδυνεύουσι γάρ δσοι τυγχάνουσιν όρθώς άπτόμενοι 

φιλοσοφίας λεληθέναι τούς άλλους δτι ούδέν άλλο αύτοί 5 

έπιτηδεύουσιν ή άποθνήισκειν τε καί τεθνάναι. εΐ ουν τούτο 

άληθές, άτοπον δήπου άν εΐη προθυμεΐσΟαι μέν έν παντί τώι 

βίωι μηδέν άλλο ή τούτο, ήκοντος δέ δή αύτού άγανακτεΐν 

δ πάλαι προυθυμούντό τε καί έπετήδευον.” 

καί ό Σιμμίας γελάσας, “νή τον Δία,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες, 

ού πάνυ γέ με νυνδή γελασείοντα έποίησας γελάσαι. οίμαι b 

γάρ άν τούς πολλούς αύτό τούτο άκούσαντας δοκεΐν εύ πάνυ 

είρήσθαι εις τούς φιλοσοφούντας - καί συμφάναι άν τούς μέν 

παρ’ ήμΐν άνθρώπους καί πάνυ - δτι τώι όντι οί φιλοσο- 

φούντες θανατώσι, καί σφάς γε ού λελήθασιν δτι άξιοι είσιν 5 

τούτο πάσχειν.” 
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“καί άληθή γ’ άυ λέγοιεν, ώ Σιμμία, ττλήν γε του σφάς 

μή λεληθέναι. λέληθεν γάρ αύτούς ήι τε θανατώσι καί ήι άξιοι 

είσιν θανάτου καί ο'ίου θανάτου οί ώς άληθώς φιλόσοφοι, 

c εΐπωμεν γάρ”, εφη, “προς ημάς αυτούς, χαίρειν εΐπόντες έκεί- 

νοις· ήγούμεθά τι τον θάνατον είναι; ” 

“πάνυ γε,” εφη ύπολαβών ό Σιμμίας. 

“άρα μή άλλο τι ή την τής ψυχής άπό τού σώματος 

5 άπαλλαγήν; και είναι τούτο τό τεθνάναι, χωρίς μεν άπό τής 

ψυχής άπαλλαγέν αυτό καθ’ αυτό τό σώμα γεγονέναι, χωρίς 

δε την ψυχήν άπό τού σώματος άπαλλαγεΐσαν αύτήν καθ’ 

αυτήν είναι; άρα μή άλλο τι ήι ό θάνατος ή τούτο; ” 

“ούκ, άλλά τούτο,” εφη. 

ίο “σκέψαι δή, ώγαθέ, εάν άρα καί σοί συνδοκήι άπερ έμοί- 

d έκ γάρ τούτων μάλλον οΤμαι ή μάς εισεσθαι περί ών σκο- 

πούμεν. φαίνεται σοι φιλοσόφου άνδρός είναι έσπουδακέναι 

περί τάς ήδονάς καλουμένας τάς τοιάσδε, οΐον σιτίων 
καί ποτών; ” 

5 “ήκιστα, ώ Σώκρατες,” εφη ό Σιμμίας. 

“τί δε τάς των άφροδισίων; ” 

“ούδαμώς.” 

“τί δε τάς άλλας τάς περί τό σώμα θεραπείας; δοκεΐ σοι 

εντίμους ήγεΐσθαι ό τοιούτος; οΐον ΐματίων διαφερόντων 

ίο κτήσεις καί ύποδημάτων καί τούς άλλους καλλωπισμούς 

τούς περί τό σώμα πότερον τιμάν δοκεΐ σοι ή άτιμάζειν, 

e καθ’ όσον μή πολλή άνάγκη μετέχειν αύτών; ” 

“άτιμάζειν έμοιγε δοκεΐ,” εφη, “δ γε ώς άληθώς φιλό¬ 

σοφος.” 

“ούκούν ολως δοκεΐ σοι”, εφη, “ή τού τοιούτου πραγ- 

5 ματεία ού περί τό σώμα είναι, άλλά καθ’ όσον δύναται 

άφεστάναι αύτού, προς δε τήν ψυχήν τετράφθαι; ” 

“έμοιγε.” 

“άρ ουν πρώτον μεν εν τοΐς τοιούτοις δήλός έστιν ό 

C7 άπό om. m t 
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φιλόσοφος άπολύων ότι μάλιστα τήν ψυχήν άττό τής του 65 

σώματος κοινωνίας, διαφερόντως των άλλων άνθρώπων; ” 

“φαίνεται.” 

“καί δοκεΐ γέ που, ώ Σιμμία, τοΐς πολλοΤς άνθρώποις 

ώι μηδέν ήδϋ των τοιούτων μηδέ μετέχει αυτών ούκ άξιον 5 

είναι ζην, άλλ’ εγγύς τι τείνειν τού τεθνάναι ό μηδέν φρον¬ 

τίζουν των ηδονών αϊ διά τού σώματός εΐσιν.” 

“πάνυ μέν ούν άληθή λέγεις.” 

“τί δέ δη περί αυτήν τήν τής φρονήσεως κτήσιν; πό- 

τερον έμπόδιον τό σώμα ή ού, έάν τις αυτό έν τήι ζητήσει ίο 

κοινωνόν συμπαραλαμβάνηι; οΐον τό τοιόνδε λέγω· άρα έχει b 

άλήθειάν τινα όψις τε καί άκοή τοΐς άνθρώποις, ή τά γε 

τοιαύτα καί οί ποιηταί ήμΐν άεί θρυλοϋσιν, ότι ούτ’ άκούομεν 

άκριβές οΰδέν ούτε όρώμεν; καίτοι εί αυται τών περί τό 

σώμα αισθήσεων μή άκριβεΐς εΐσιν μηδέ σαφείς, σχολήι 5 

αΐ γε άλλαΐ' πάσαι γάρ που τούτων φαυλότερα! εΐσιν. ή 

σοί ού δοκούσιν; ” 

“πάνυ μέν ουν,” έφη. 

“πότε ουν”, ή δ’ ός, “ή ψυχή τής άληθείας άπτεται; όταν 

μέν γάρ μετά τού σώματος έπιχειρήι τι σκοπεΐν, δήλον ότι ίο 

τότε έξαπατάται ύπ’ αύτού.” 

“άληθή λέγεις.” c 

“άρ’ ούν ούκ έν τώι λογίζεσθαι εΐπερ που άλλοθι κατά¬ 

δηλον αύτήι γίγνεταί τι τών όντων; ” 

“ναί.” 

“λογίζεται δέ γέ που τότε κάλλιστα, όταν αύτήν τούτων 5 

μηδέν παραλυπήι μήτε άκοή μήτε όψις μήτε άλγηδών μηδέ 

τις ήδονή, άλλ’ ότι μάλιστα αύτή καθ’ αύτήν γίγνηται έώσα 

χαίρειν τό σώμα, καί καθ’ όσον δύναται μή κοινωνοΰσα 

αύτώι μηδ’ άπτομένη όρέγηται τού όντος.” 

“έστι ταΰτα.” ίο 
“ούκοΰν καί ενταύθα ή τού φιλοσόφου ψυχή μάλιστα 

άτιμάζει τό σώμα καί φεύγει άπ’ αύτού, ζητεί δέ αύτή καθ’ d 

αύτήν γίγνεσθαι; ” 
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“φαίνεται.” 

“τί δέ δή τά τοιάδε, ώ Σιμμία; φαμέν τι είναι δίκαιον 

5 αύτόήούδέν;” 

“φαμέν μέντοι νή Δία.” 

“καί αύ καλόν γέ τι καί άγαθόν; ” 

“πώς δ’ ου; ” 

“ήδη ουν πώποτέ τι των τοιούτων τοΐς όφθαλμοΤς είδες; ” 

ίο “ούδαμώς,” ή δ’ ός. 

“άλλ’ άλληι τινί αίσθήσει των διά του σώματος έφήψω 

αυτών; λέγω δέ περί πάντων, οΐον μεγέθους πέρι, ύγιείας, 

ισχύος, καί τών άλλων ένί λόγωι άπάντων τής ουσίας ό 

e τυγχάνει έκαστον ον άρα διά τού σώματος αυτών τό 

άληθέστατον θεωρείται, ή ώδε έχει· ός άν μάλιστα ήμών 

καί άκριβέστατα παρασκευάσηται αυτό έκαστον διανοηθήναι 

περί ου σκοπεί, ούτος άν έγγύτατα ιοι τού γνώναι έκαστον; ” 

5 “πάνυ μέν ούν.” 

“άρ’ ουν εκείνος άν τούτο ποιήσειεν καθαρώτατα όστις 

ότι μάλιστα αύτήι τήι διανοίαι ιοί έφ’ έκαστον, μήτε τήν 

όψιν παρατιθέμενος έν τώι διανοεΐσθαι μήτε τινά άλλην 

66 αΐσθησιν έφέλκων μηδεμίαν μετά τού λογισμού, άλλ’ αύτήι 

καθ’ αυτήν είλικρινεΐ τήι διανοίαι χρώμενος αυτό καθ’ αυτό ειλι¬ 

κρινές έκαστον έπιχειροΐ θηρεύειν τών όντων, άπαλλαγείς 

ότι μάλιστα οφθαλμών τε καί ώτων καί ώς έπος εΐπεΤν σύμ- 

5 παντός τοΰ σώματος, ώς ταράττοντος καί οΰκ έώντος τήν 

ψυχήν κτήσασθαι άλήθειάν τε καί φρόνησιν όταν κοινωνήι; 

άρ’ ούχ ούτός έστιν, ώ Σιμμία, εΐπερ τις καί άλλος, ό 
τευξόμενος τού όντος; ” 

“ΰπερφυώς”, έφη ό Σιμμίας, “ώς άληθή λέγεις, ώ 
ίο Σώκρατες.” 

b “ούκούν άνάγκη”, έφη, “εκ πάντων τούτων παρίστασθαι 

δόξαν τοιάνδε τινά τοΐς γνησίως φιλοσόφοις, ώστε καί προς 

άλλήλους τοιαύτα άττα λέγειν, ότι ‘κινδυνεύει τοι ώσπερ 

e7 τήν c: τιν’ e e8 μήτε τινά m t: μήτε τη p t 
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άτραπός τις έκφέρειν ημάς μετά τοϋ λόγου εν τήι σκέψει, 

ότι, εως άν τό σώμα έχωμεν καί συμπεφυρμένη ήι ημών ή 5 

ψυχή μετά τοιούτου κακού, οΰ μή ποτέ κτησώμεθα ΐκανώς 

ου έπιθυμοΰμεν φαμέν δε τούτο είναι τό άληθές. μυρίας 

μεν γάρ ήμΐν άσχολίας παρέχει τό σώμα διά την άναγκαίαν 

τροφήν έτι δε, άν τινες νόσοι προσπέσωσιν, έμποδίζουσιν c 

ήμών τήν του όντος Θήραν, ερώτων δε και επιθυμιών και 

φόβων καί ειδώλων παντοδαπών καί φλυαρίας έμπίμπλησιν 

ήμάς πολλής, ώστε τό λεγόμενον ώς άληθώς τώι όντι ύπ5 

αΰτοΰ ουδέ φρονήσαι ήμΐν έγγίγνεται ουδέποτε ούδέν. καί 5 

γάρ πολέμους καί στάσεις καί μάχας ούδέν άλλο παρέχει ή 

τό σώμα καί αΐ τούτου έπιθυμίαι. διά γάρ τήν τών χρη¬ 

μάτων κτήσιν πάντες οί πόλεμοι γίγνονται, τά δέ χρήματα 

άναγκαζόμεθα κτάσθαι διά τό σώμα, δουλεύοντες τήι τούτου d 

θεραπείαν καί έκ τούτου άσχολίαν άγομεν φιλοσοφίας πέρι 

διά πάντα ταϋτα. τό δ’ έσχατον πάντων ότι, εάν τις 

ήμΐν καί σχολή γένηται άπ’ αύτού καί τραπώμεθα προς τό 

σκοπεϊν τι, έν ταΐς ζητήσεσιν αυ πανταχού παραπΐπτον 5 

θόρυβον παρέχει καί ταραχήν καί εκπλήττει, ώστε μή 

δύνασθαι ύπ’ αύτού καθοράν τάληθές. άλλά τώι όντι ήμΐν 

δέδεικται ότι, εί μέλλομέν ποτέ καθαρώς τι εΐσεσθαι, 

άπαλλακτέον αύτού καί αύτήι τήι ψυχήι θεατέον αύτά τά e 

πράγματα- καί τότε, ώς έοικεν, ήμΐν εσται ού έπιθυμούμέν 

τε καί φαμεν έρασταί είναι, φρονήσεως, έπειδάν τελευτή- 

σωμεν, ώς ό λόγος σημαίνει, ζώσιν δέ ού. εί γάρ μή οΐόν 

τε μετά τού σώματος μηδέν καθαρώς γνώναι, δυοΐν θάτερον, 5 

ή ούδαμοΰ έστιν κτήσασθαι τό είδέναι ή τελευτήσασιν τότε 

γάρ αύτή καθ’ αύτήν ή ψυχή εσται χωρίς τού σώματος, 67 

πρότερον δ’ ού. καί έν ώι άν ζώμεν, ούτως, ώς έοικεν, 

έγγυτάτω έσόμεθα τού είδέναι, εάν ότι μάλιστα μηδέν 

όμιλώμεν τώι σώματι μηδέ κοινωνώμεν, ότι μή πάσα άνάγκη, 

μηδέ άναπιμπλώμεθα τής τούτου φύσεως, άλλά καθαρεύωμεν 5 

b4 τις om. m t [μετά ... σκέψει] e 
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απ’ αύτοϋ, έως άυ ό θεός αυτός άπολύσηι ή μάς· καί οΰτω μεν 
καθαροί άπαλλαττόμενοι τής τού σώματος άφροσύνης, ώς τό 
είκός μετά τοιούτων τε έσόμεθα καί γνωσόμεθα δι’ ημών 

b αυτών πάν τό ειλικρινές, τούτο δ’ έστιν ίσως τό αληθές· 
μη καθαρώι γάρ καθαρού έφάτττεσθαι μη ου θεμιτόν ή ν’ 
τοιαΰτα οίμαι, ώ Σιμμία, άναγκαΐον είναι προς άλλήλους 
λέγειν τε καί δοξάζειν πάντας τους όρθώς φιλομαθείς, ή ου 

5 δοκεΐ σοι ούτως; ” 
“παντός γε μάλλον, ώ Σώκρατες.” 
“ούκούν”, έφη ό Σωκράτης, “εΐ ταύτα άληθή, ώ εταίρε, 

πολλή ελπίς άφικομένωι ο! εγώ πορεύομαι, εκεί ϊκανώς, 
εΐπερ που άλλοθι, κτήσασθαι τούτο ου ένεκα ή πολλή 

ίο πραγματεία ήμΤν έν τώι παρελθόντι βίωι γέγονεν, ώστε ή γε 
c άποδημία ή νυν έμοϊ προστεταγμένη μετά άγαθής έλπίδος 
γίγνεται, καί άλλωι άνδρί δς ηγείται οί παρεσκευάσθαι τήν 
διάνοιαν ώσπερ κεκαθαρμένην.” 

“πάνυ μεν ουν,” έφη ό Σιμμίας. 
5 “κάθαρσις δε είναι άρα ου τούτο συμβαίνει, δπερ πάλαι 

έν τώι λόγωι λέγεται, τό χωρίζειν ότι μάλιστα άπό τού 
σώματος τήν ψυχήν καί έθίσαι αυτήν καθ’ αυτήν παντα- 
χόθεν έκ τού σώματος συναγείρεσθαί τε και άθροίζεσθαι, 
καί οίκεΐν κατά τό δυνατόν καί έν τώι νϋν παρόντι καί έν τώι 

d έπειτα μόνην καθ’ αυτήν, έκλυομένην ώσπερ δεσμών έκ 
τού σώματος; ” 

“πάνυ μεν ουν,” έφη. 
“ούκούν τούτο γε θάνατος ονομάζεται, λύσις καί χωρισμός 

5 ψυχής άπό σώματος; ” 
“παντάπασί γε,” ή δ’ δς. 
“λύειν δέ γε αύτήν, ώς φαμεν, προθυμοΰνται αεί μάλιστα 

καί μόνοι οί φιλοσοφούντες όρθώς, καί τό μελέτημα αυτό 
τούτο έστιν τών φιλοσόφων, λύσις καί χωρισμός ψυχής 

ίο άπό σώματος· ή ού; ” 
“φαίνεται.” 

ci έμοΐ m t: μοι m d ι δεσμών m: έκ δεσμών m t 
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“οΰκοΰν, όπερ έν άρχήι έλεγον, γελοΐον άν εΐη άνδρα 

παρασκευάζονθ’ εαυτόν έν τώι βίωι ότι έγγυτάτω όντα του e 

τεθνάναι ούτω ζην, κάπειθ’ ήκοντος αύτώι τούτου άγανακτεΐν; ” 

“γελοΐον πώς δ5 ου;” 

“τώι όντι άρα,” έφη, “ώ Σιμμία, οί όρθώς φιλοσοφούντες 

άποθνήισκειν μελετώσι, καί τό τεθνάναι ήκιστα αύτοΐς 5 

άνθρώττων φοβερόν, έκ τώνδε δέ σκόττει. εϊ γάρ δια- 

βέβληνται μεν ττανταχήι τώι σώματι, αυτήν δέ καθ’ αυτήν 

έτπθυμοϋσι τήν ψυχήν έχειν, τούτου δή γιγνομένου εΐ 

φοβοΐντο και άγανακτοΐεν, οΰ πολλή άν άλογία εΐη, εΐ μή 

άσμενοι έκεΐσε ΐοιεν, ο! άφικομένοις έλπίς έστιν ου διά βίου 68 

ήρων τυχεΐν (ήρων δέ φρονήσεως), ώι τε διεβέβληντο, τούτου 

άπηλλάχθαι συνόντος αύτοΐς; ή άνθρωπίνων μεν παιδικών 

καί γυναικών καί ύέων άποθανόντων πολλοί δή έκόντες 

ήθέλησαν εις 'Άιδου έλθεΐν, ύπό ταύτης άγόμενοι τής 5 

έλπίδος, τής τού δψεσθαί τε έκεΐ ών έπεθύμουν καί συνέσε- 

σθαι· φρονήσεως δέ άρα τις τώι όντι έρών, καί λαβών σφόδρα 

τήν αύτήν ταύτην έλπίδα, μηδαμού άλλοθι έντεύξεσθαι αύτήι 

άξίως λόγου ή έν "Αιδου, άγανακτήσει τε άποθνήισκων καί b 

ούχ άσμενος είσιν αύτόσε; οΐεσθαί γε χρή, έάν τώι όντι γε 

ήι, ώ εταίρε, φιλόσοφος· σφόδρα γάρ αύτώι ταύτα δόξει, 

μηδαμού άλλοθι καθαρώς έντεύξεσθαι φρονήσει άλλ’ ή έκεΐ. 

εΐ δέ τούτο ούτως έχει, όπερ άρτι ελεγον, ού πολλή άν 5 

άλογία εΐη εί φοβοΐτο τον θάνατον ό τοιούτος; ” 

“πολλή μέντοι νή Δία,” ή δ’ ός. 

“ούκούν ικανόν σοι τεκμήριον”, έφη, “τούτο άνδρός, όν 

άν ΐδηις άγανακτούντα μέλλοντα άποθανεΐσθαι, ότι ούκ άρ’ 

ήν φιλόσοφος άλλά τις φιλοσώματος; ό αύτός δέ που c 

ουτος τυγχάνει ών καί φιλοχρήματος καί φιλότιμος, ήτοι τά 

έτερα τούτων ή άμφότερα.” 

“πάνυ”, έφη, “έχει ούτως ώς λέγεις.” 

“άρ’ ούν”, έφη, “ώ Σιμμία, ού καί ή όνομαζομένη άνδρεία 5 

τοΐς ούτω διακειμένοις μάλιστα προσήκει; ” 

e8 δή e: δέ c a5 έλθεΐν m p: μετελθεΐν m a6 τε m : τι m 
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“πάντως δήπου,” εφη. 

“ούκοϋν και ή σωφροσύνη, ήν και οί πολλοί ονομαζουσι 

σωφροσύνην, τό περί τάς επιθυμίας μη επτοήσθαι αλλ 

ίο όλιγώρως έχειν καί κοσμίως, άρ’ ού τούτοις μόνοις προσήκει, 

τοΐς μάλιστα τού σώματος όλιγωρούσίν τε και εν φιλοσοφιαι 

ζώσιν; ” 

d “άνάγκη,” εφη. 

“εϊ γάρ έθέλεις”, ή δ’ δς, “έννοήσαι την γε των άλλων 

άνδρείαν τε καί σωφροσύνην, δόξει σοι είναι άτοπος.” 

“πώς δή, ώ Σώκρατες; ” 

5 “οίσθα”, ή δ’ ός, “ότι τον θάνατον ηγούνται πάντες οι άλλοι 

των μεγάλων κακών; ” 

“καί μάλ’,” εφη. 

“ούκοϋν φόβωι μειζόνων κακών ΰπομένονσιν αύτών οΐ 

άνδρεΐοι τον Θάνατον, όταν ύπομένωσιν; ” 

ίο “εστι ταύτα.” 

“τώι δεδιέναι άρα καί δέει άνδρεΐοί εΐσι πάντες πλήν οί 

φιλόσοφοι· καίτοι άλογόν γε δέει τινά καί δειλίαι άνδρεΤον 

είναι.” 

e “πάνυ μεν ουν.” 

“τί δε οί κόσμιοι αύτών; ού ταύτόν τούτο πεπόνθασιν 

άκολασίαι τινί σώφρονές είσιν; καίτοι φαμέν γε άδύνατον 

είναι, άλλ’ όμως αύτοϊς συμβαίνει τούτωι δμοιον τό πάθος 

5 τό περί ταύτην την εύήθη σωφροσύνην φοβούμενοι γάρ 

ετέρων ηδονών στερηθήναι καί έπιθυμούντες εκείνων, άλλων 

άπέχοντάι ύπ’ άλλων κρατούμενοι, καίτοι καλούσί γε άκο- 

6g λασίαν τό υπό τών ηδονών άρχεσθαι, άλλ’ όμως συμβαίνει 

αύτοϊς κρατουμένοις ΰφ’ ηδονών κρατεϊν άλλων ηδονών, 

τούτο δ’ δμοιόν έστιν ώι νυνδή έλέγετο, τώι τρόπον τινά δι’ 

άκολασίαν αύτούς σεσωφρονίσθαι.” 

5 “έοικε γάρ.” 

“ώ μακάριε Σιμμία, μη γάρ ούχ αύτη ήι ή όρθή προς 

άρετήν άλλαγή, ήδονάς πρός ήδονάς καί λύπας προς λύπας 

καί φόβον πρός φόβον καταλλάττεσθαι, καί μείζω πρός 

a8 καί2 om. t 
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έλάττω, ώσπερ νομίσματα, άλλ’ ήι εκείνο μόνον το νόμισμα 

ορθόν, άντί ου δεΤ πάντα ταϋτα καταλλάττεσθαι, φρόνησις, ίο 

καί τούτου μεν πάντα καί μετά τούτου ώνούμενά τε καί b 

πιπρασκόμενα τώι όντι ήι καί άνδρεία καί σωφροσύνη καί 

δικαιοσύνη και συλλήβδην άληθής άρετή, μετά φρονήσεως, 

καί προσγιγνομένων καί άπογιγνομένων καί ηδονών καί 

φόβων καί τών άλλων πάντων τών τοιούτων χωριζόμενα 5 

δε φρονήσεως καί άλλαττόμενα άντί άλλήλων μη σκια¬ 

γραφία τις ήι ή τοιαύτη άρετή καί τώι όντι άνδραποδώδης τε 

καί ούδέν ύγιές ούδ’ άληθές έχηι, τό δ5 άληθές τώι όντι ήι 

κάθαρσίς τις τών τοιούτων πάντων καί ή σωφροσύνη καί c 

ή δικαιοσύνη καί άνδρεία, καί αύτή ή φρόνησις μή κα¬ 

θαρμός τις ήι. καί κινδυνεύουσι καί οί τάς τελετάς ήμΐν 

ουτοι καταστήσαντες ού φαύλοι τινες είναι, άλλά τώι όντι 

πάλαι αίνίττεσθαι ότι ός άν άμύητος καί άτέλεστος εϊς 5 

'Άιδου άφίκηται έν βορβόρωι κείσεται, ό δε κεκαθαρμένος 

τε καί τετελεσμένος έκεΐσε άφικόμενος μετά θεών οίκήσει. 

είσίν γάρ δή, ώς φασιν οί περί τάς τελετάς, ‘ναρθηκοφόροι 

μεν πολλοί, βάκχοι δε τε παΰροΓ. ουτοι δ’ είσίν κατά τήν d 

έμήν δόξαν ούκ άλλοι ή οί πεφιλοσοφηκότες όρθώς. ών δή 

καί εγώ κατά γε τό δυνατόν ούδέν άπέλιπον εν τώι βίωι, 

άλλά παντί τρόπωι προυθυμήθην γενέσθαν εί δ’ όρθώς 

προυθυμήθην καί τι ήνύσαμεν, έκεΐσε έλθόντες τό σαφές 5 

είσόμεθα, άν θεός έθέληι, ολίγον ύστερον, ώς έμοί δοκεΐ. 

ταύτ’ ουν έγώ,” έφη, “ώ Σιμμία τε καί Κέβης, άπολογούμαι, 

ώς εικότως ύμάς τε άπολείπων καί τούς ενθάδε δέσποτας ού 

χαλεπώς φέρω ούδ’ άγανακτώ, ήγούμενος κάκεΐ ούδέν ήττον e 

ή ένθάδε δεσπόταις τε άγαθοΐς έντεύξεσθαι καί έταίροις· 

τοΐς δέ πολλοΐς άπιστίαν παρέχει, εϊ τι ουν υμΐν πιθανώ- 

τερός είμι έν τήι άπολογίαι ή τοΐς ’Αθηναίων δικασταΐς, ευ 

άν έχοι.” 5 

είπόντος δή τοϋ Σωκράτους ταΰτα, ύπολαβών ό Κέβης 

έφη· “ώ Σώκρατες, τά μέν άλλα έμοιγε δοκεΐ καλώς λέγεσθαι, 

τά δέ περί τής ψυχής πολλήν άπιστίαν παρέχει τοΐς άνθρώποις }ο 

e3 [τοΐς ... παρέχει] e 
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μή, έπειδάν άπαλλαγήι τοϋ σώματος, ούδαμοϋ έτι ήι, άλλ’ έκείνηι 

τηι ήμέραι διαφθείρηταί τε καί άττολλύηται ήι άν ό άνθρωπος άττο- 

θνήισκηι, εύθύς άτταλλαττομένη τοϋ σώματος, καί έκβαίνουσα 

5 ώσπερ πνεύμα ή καπνός διασκεδασθεΐσα οϊχηται διαπτομένη 

και ούδέν ετι ούδαμού ήι. έπεί, είπερ είη που αυτή καθ’ 

αυτήν συνηθροισμένη καϊ άπηλλαγμένη τούτων των κακών 

ών σύ νυνδή διήλθες, πολλή άν είη ελπίς καί καλή, ώ 

b Σώκρατες, ώς άληθή έστιν α συ λέγεις- άλλά τούτο δή 

ίσως ούκ ολίγης παραμυθίας δεΐται καί πίστεως, ώς έστι τε ή 

ψυχή άποθανόντος τού άνθρώπου καί τινα δύναμιν έχει καί 

φρόνησιν.” 

5 “άληθή”, έφη, “λέγεις,” ό Σωκράτης, “ώ Κέβης- άλλά τί δή 

ποιώμεν; ή περί αυτών τούτων βούλει διαμυθολογώμεν, είτε 

είκός ούτως έχειν είτε μή; ” 

“εγώ γούν”, έφη ό Κέβης, “ήδέως άν άκούσαιμι ήντινα 

δόξαν έχεις περί αύτών.” 

“οϋκουν γ’ άν οίμαι”, ή δ’ δς ό Σωκράτης, “είπεΐν τινα νύν 

c άκούσαντα, ούδ’ εί κωμωιδοποιός είη, ώς άδολεσχώ καί ού 

περί προσηκόντων τούς λόγους ποιούμαι, εί ούν δοκεΐ, χρή 

διασκοπεΐσθαι. 

“σκεψώμεθα δέ αύτό τήιδέ πηι, είτ’ άρα έν "Αιδου είσίν αί 

5 ψυχαί τελευτησάντων τών άνθρώπων είτε καί ού. παλαιός 

μεν ουν έστι τις λόγος ού μεμνήμεθα, ώς είσίν ένθένδε 

άφικόμεναι έκεϊ, καί πάλιν γε δεύρο άφικνούνται καί γί- 

γνονται έκ τών τεθνεώτων καί εί τούθ’ ούτως έχει, πάλιν 

γίγνεσθαι έκ τών άποθανόντων τούς ζώντας, άλλο τι ή εΐεν 

d άν αί ψυχαί ήμών έκεϊ; ού γάρ άν που πάλιν έγίγνοντο μή 

ουσαι, καί τούτο ικανόν τεκμήριον τού ταύτ’ είναι, εί τώι 

όντι φανερόν γίγνοιτο ότι ούδαμόθεν άλλοθεν γίγνονται οί 

ζώντες ή έκ τών τεθνεώτων εί δέ μή έστι τούτο, άλλου άν 
5 του δέοι λόγου.” 

“πάνυ μεν ουν,” έφη ό Κέβης. 

“μή τοίνυν κατ’ άνθρώπων”, ή δ’ δς, “σκόπει μόνον τούτο, 

ίο 

b2~3 ή ψυχή τη t: ψυχή τη 
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εΐ βούλει βάιον μαθεΐν, άλλα και κατά ζώιων πάντων καί 

φυτών, καί συλλήβδην δσαπερ έχει γένεσιν περί πάντων 

ίδωμεν άρ’ ουτωσί γίγνεται πάντα, οΰκ άλλοθεν ή έκ των e 

εναντίων τά εναντία, δσοις τυγχάνει δν τοιοΰτόν τι, οΐον τό 

καλόν τώι αϊσχρώι εναντίον που καί δίκαιον άδίκωι, καί άλλα 

δή μυρία ούτως εχει. τούτο ούν σκεψώμεθα, άρα άναγκαΐον 

δσοις εστι τι εναντίον, μηδαμόθεν άλλοθεν αύτό γίγνεσθαι 5 

ή έκ τού αύτώι εναντίου, οϊον δταν μεΐζόν τι γίγνηται, 

άνάγκη που έξ έλάττονος όντος πρότερον έπειτα μεΐζον 
γίγνεσθαι; ” 

ναι. 
ct >, 

‘ούκούν καν έλαττον γίγνηται, έκ μείζονος όντος πρότερον ίο 

ύστερον έλαττον γενήσεται; ” 71 

“έστιν ούτω,” έφη. 

“καί μην έξ ϊσχυροτέρου γε τό άσθενέστερον καί έκ βρα- 

δυτέρου τό Θάττον; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” 5 

“τί δε; άν τι χείρον γίγνηται, οΰκ έξ άμείνονος, καί άν 

δικαιότερον, έξ άδικωτέρου; ” 

“πώς γάρ ου; ” 

“ίκανώς ουν”, έφη, “έχομεν τούτο, δτι πάντα ούτω γίγνεται, 

έξ έναντίων τά έναντία πράγματα; ” ίο 

“πάνυ γε.” 

“τί δ5 αυ; έστι τι καί τοιόνδε έν αύτοΐς, οϊον μεταξύ 

άμφοτέρων πάντων τών έναντίων δυοΐν δντοιν δύο γενέσεις, 

άπό μεν τού ετέρου έπί τό έτερον, άπό δ’ αυ τοΰ ετέρου b 

πάλιν έπί τό έτερον μείζονος μεν πράγματος καί έλάττονος 

μεταξύ αύξησις καί φθίσις, καί καλοΰμεν ούτω τό μέν αύξά- 

νεσθαι, τό δε φθίνειν;” 

“ναί,” έφη. 5 

“ούκούν καί διακρίνεσθαι καί συγκρίνεσθαι, καί ψύχεσθαι 

καί θερμαίνεσθαι, καί πάντα ούτω, κάν εί μη χρώμεθα τοΐς 

όνόμασιν ένιαχού, άλλ’ έργωι γούν πανταχού ούτως έχειν 

άναγκαΐον, γίγνεσθαι τε αύτά έξ άλλήλων γένεσιν τε είναι 

έκατέρου εις άλληλα; ” ίο 
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“πάνυ γε,” ή δ’ δς. 

c “τί ούν; ” έφη, “τώι ζην έστί τι εναντίον, ώσπερ τώι 

έγρηγορέναι το καθεύδειν; ” 

“πάνυ μέν ουν,” εφη. 

“τί;” 

5 “το τεθνάναι,” εφη. 

“ούκοΰν έξ άλλήλων τε γίγνεται ταΰτα, εΐπερ εναντία 

έστιν, καί αΐ γενέσεις είσίν αϋτοΐν μεταξύ δύο δυοΤν δντοιν; ” 

“πώς γάρ ου; ” 

“την μέν τοίνυν έτερον συζυγίαν ών νυνδή έλεγον εγώ 

ίο σοι”, έφη, “έρώ,” ό Σωκράτης, “καί αυτήν καί τάς γενέσεις· συ 

δε μοι τήν έτέραν. λέγω δέ τό μέν καθεύδειν, το δέ έγρη- 

γορέναι, καί έκ τού καθεύδειν τό έγρηγορέναι γίγνεσθαι καί 

d έκ τού έγρηγορέναι τό καθεύδειν, καί τάς γενέσεις αύτοΐν 

τήν μέν καταδαρθάνειν είναι, τήν δ’ άνεγείρεσθαι. ίκανώς 

σοι,” έφη, “ή οϋ; ” 

“πάνυ μέν ουν.” 

5 “λέγε δή μοι καί σύ”, έφη, “ούτω περί ζωής καί θανάτου, 

ούκ εναντίον μέν φήις τώι ζην τό τεθνάναι είναι; ” 

“έγωγε.” 

“γίγνεσθαι δέ έξ άλλήλων; ” 

“ναί.” 

ίο “έξ ούν τού ζώντος τί τό γιγνόμενον; ” 

“τό τεθνηκός,” έφη. 

“τί δέ”, ή S’ δς, “έκ τού τεθνεώτος; ” 

“άναγκαΐον”, έφη, “όμολογεΐν δτι τό ζών.” 

“έκ των τεθνεώτων άρα, ώ Κέβης, τα ζώντά τε καί οί 
15 ζώντες γίγνονται; ” 

e “φαίνεται,” έφη. 

“είσίν άρα”, έφη, “αί ψυχαί ήμών έν "Αιδου.” 

“έοικεν.” 

“ούκούν καί τοΐν γενεσέοιν τοΐν περί τούτα ή γ’ έτέρα 

b 11 γε τη: μέν ούν m 
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σαφής ουσα τυγχάνει- τό γάρ άποθυήισκειν σαφές δήπου, 5 
Τ' a 5 5 

η ου; 

“ττάνυ μέν ούν,” έφη. 

“πώς ουν”, ή δ5 δς, “ποιήσομεν; οΰκ άνταποδώσομεν την 

εναντίαν γένεσιν, άλλά ταύτηι χωλή έσται ή φύσις; ή άνάγκη 

άποδοΰναι τώι άποθνήισκειν εναντίαν τινά γένεσιν; ” ίο 
“πάντως που,” έφη. 

“τίνα ταύτην; ” 

“τό άναβιώσκεσθαι.” 

“οϋκοΰν”, ή δ’ δς, “εΐπερ έστι τό άναβιώσκεσθαι, Ικ των 

τεθνεώτων άν εΐη γένεσις εις τούς ζώντας αύτη, τό άνα- 72 

βιώσκεσθαι; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

“όμολογεΤται άρα ήμΐν καί ταύτηι τους ζώντας εκ τών 

τεθνεώτων γεγονέναι οΰδέν ήττον ή τους τεθνεώτας έκ τών 5 

ζώντων, τούτου δε δντος ικανόν που εδόκει τεκμήριον είναι 

δτι άναγκαΐον τάς τών τεθνεώτων ψυχάς εΤναί που, δθεν δή 

πάλιν γίγνεσθαι.” 

“δοκεΐ μοι,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες, έκ τών ώμολογημένων 

άναγκαΐον ούτως έχειν.” ίο 

“ίδέ τοίνυν ούτως,” έφη, “ώ Κέβης, δτι ούδ’ άδίκως ώμο- 

λογήκαμεν, ώς έμοί δοκεΐ. εΐ γάρ μή άεί άνταποδιδοίη τά 

έτερα τοΐς έτέροις γιγνόμενα, ώσπερεί κύκλωι περιιόντα, άλλ’ b 

εύθεΐά τις εΐη ή γένεσις έκ τού ετέρου μόνον εις τό καταν- 

τικρύ καί μή άνακάμπτοι πάλιν έπί τό έτερον μηδέ καμπήν 

ποιοΐτο, οΤσΘ’ δτι πάντα τελευτώντα τό αύτό σχήμα άν σχοίη 

καί τό αύτό πάθος άν πάθοι καί παύσαιτο γιγνόμενα; ” 5 

“πώς λέγεις; ” έφη. 

“ούδέν χαλεπόν”, ή δ’ δς, “έννοήσαι δ λέγω- άλλ’ οΤον εί 

τό καταδαρθάνειν μέν εΐη, τό δ’ άνεγείρεσθαι μή άνταποδιδοίη 

γιγνόμενον έκ τού καθεύδοντος, οίσθ’ δτι τελευτώντα πάντ’ 

ζάν) λήρον τόν Ένδυμίωνα άποδείξειεν καί ούδαμού άν c 

φαίνοιτο διά τό καί τάλλα πάντα ταύτόν έκείνωι πεπονθέναι, 

καθεύδειν. κάν εί συγκρίνοιτο μέν πάντα, διακρίνοιτο δέ 
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μή, ταχύ άν τό τού Άναξαγόρου γεγονός εΐη, ‘όμού πάντα 

5 χρήματα’, ώσαύτως δέ, ώ φίλε Κέβης, καί εί άποθνήισκοι 

μεν πάντα όσα τού ζην μεταλάβοι, επειδή δε άποθάνοι, 

μένοι έν τούτωι τώι σχήματι τά τεθνεώτα καί μή πάλιν 

άναβιώσκοιτο, άρ’ ού πολλή άνάγκη τελευτώντα πάντα 

d τεθνάναι καί μηδέν ζην; εί γάρ εκ μεν των άλλων τά 

ζώντα γίγνοιτο, τά δε ζώντα θνήισκοι, τις μηχανή μή οΰχί 

πάντα καταναλωθήναι εις τό τεθνάναι; ” 

“ουδέ μία μοι δοκεΐ,” έφη ό Κέβης, “ώ Σώκρατες, άλλά μοι 

5 δοκεΐς παντάπασιν άληθή λέγειν.” 

“έστιν γάρ,” έφη, “ώ Κέβης, ώς έμοί δοκεΐ, παντός μάλλον 

οϋτω, καί ήμεΐς αυτά ταύτα ούκ έξαπατώμενοι όμολογούμεν, 

άλλ’ έστι τώι όντι καί τό άναβιώσκεσθαι καί έκ των τεθνεώ- 

των τούς ζώντας γίγνεσθαι καί τάς των τεθνεώτων ψυχάς 

e είναι [καί ταΐς μέν γε άγαθαΐς άμεινον είναι, ταΐς δέ κακαΐς 
κάκιον].” 

“καί μήν”, έφη ό Κέβης ύπολαβών, “καί κατ’ έκεΐνόν γε 

τον λόγον, ώ Σώκρατες, εί άληθής έστιν, δν σύ εΐωθας 

5 θαμά λέγειν, δτι ήμΐν ή μάθησις ούκ άλλο τι ή άνάμνησις 

τυγχάνει ούσα, καί κατά τούτον άνάγκη που ή μάς έν προτέρωι 

τινί χρόνωι μεμαθηκέναι ά νύν άναμιμνηισκόμεθα. τούτο δέ 

73 άδύνατον, εί μή ήν που ήμΐν ή ψυχή πριν έν τώιδε τώι άν- 

θρωπίνωι εϊδει γενέσθαν ώστε καί ταύτηι άθάνατόν τι ή ψυχή 
έοικεν είναι.” 

“άλλά, ώ Κέβης,” έφη ό Σιμμίας ύπολαβών, “ποΐαι τούτων 

5 αΐ άποδείξεις; ύπόμνησόν με· ού γάρ σφόδρα έν τώι παρόντι 
μέμνημαι.” 

“ένί μέν λόγωι”, έφη ό Κέβης, “καλλίστωι, δτι έρωτώμενοι 

οί άνθρωποι, εάν τις καλώς έρωτάι, αύτοί λέγουσιν πάντα ήι 

έχει- καίτοι εί μή έτύγχανεν αύτοΐς έπιστήμη ένούσα καί 

ίο ορθός λόγος, ούκ άν οΐοί τ’ ήσαν τούτο ποιήσαι. έπειτα, 

b εάν τις επι τα διαγράμματα άγηι ή άλλο τι τών τοιούτων, 

ενταύθα σαφέστατα κατηγορεί δτι τούτο ούτως έχει.” 

εί δέ μή ταύτηι γε”, έφη, “πείθηι, ώ Σιμμία,” ό Σωκράτης, 
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“σκέψαι άν τήιδέ ττήι σοι σκοπουμένωι συνδόξηι. άπιστεΐς γάρ 

δή πώς ή καλούμενη μάθησις άνάμνησίς έστιν; ” 5 

“άπιστώ μεν έγω>γε”, ή δ’ δς ό Σιμμίας, “οΰ, αύτό δε 

τούτο”, έφη, “δέομαι παθεΐν περί ου ό λόγος, άναμνησθήναι. 

καί σχεδόν γε έξ ών Κέβης έττεχείρησε λέγειν ήδη μέμνημαι 

καί πείθομαι· οΰδέν μένταν ήττον άκούοιμι νυν πήι συ έπ- 

εχείρησας λέγειν.” ίο 

“τήιδ’ εγωγε,” ή δ’ δς. “όμολογοΰμεν γάρ δήπου, εΐ τίς τι c 

άναμνησθήσεται, δεΐν αυτόν τοΰτο πρότερόν ποτέ έπίστασθαι.” 

“πάνυ γ’,” εφη. 

“άρ’ ούν καί τόδε όμολογοΰμεν, δταν επιστήμη παρα- 

γίγνηται τρόπωι τοιούτωι, άνάμνησιν είναι; λέγω δε τινα 5 

τρόπον τόνδε. εάν τίς τι έτερον ή ΐδών ή άκούσας ή τινα 

άλλην αΐσθησιν λαβών μή μόνον ΙκεΤνο γνώι, άλλά καί 

έτερον έννοήσηι ου μή ή αυτή επιστήμη άλλ’ άλλη, άρα 

οϋχί τοΰτο δικαίως λέγομεν δτι άνεμνήσθη, ου τήν έννοιαν 

έλαβεν; ” d 

“πώς λέγεις; ” 

“οΐον τά τοιάδε- άλλη που επιστήμη άνθρώπου καί λύρας.” 

“πώς γάρ οΰ; ” 

“οΰκοΰν οΤσθα δτι οι έρασταί, δταν ιδωσιν λύραν ή ίμάτιον 5 

ή άλλο τι οίς τά παιδικά αύτών εΐωθε χρήσθαι, πάσχουσι 

τοΰτο- έγνωσάν τε τήν λύραν καί εν τήι διανοίαι έλαβον το 

είδος τού παιδός οΰ ήν ή λύρα; τοΰτο δέ έστιν άνάμνησίς· 

ώσπερ γε καί Σιμμίαν τις ΐδών πολλάκις Κέβητος άνεμνήσθη, 

καί άλλα που μυρία τοιαΰτ’ άν εΐη.” ίο 

“μυρία μέντοι νή Δία,” έφη ό Σιμμίας. 
“ούκοΰν”, ή δ’ δς, “το τοιοΰτον άνάμνησίς τίς έστι; μάλιστα e 

μέντοι δταν τις τούτο πάθηι περί εκείνα ά ύπό χρόνου καί τού 

μή έπισκοπεΐν ήδη έπελέληστο; ” 

“πάνυ μεν ουν,” έφη. 

“τί δέ; ” ή δ’ ός· “έστιν ίππον γεγραμμένον ίδόντα καί 5 

b6 μέν τη: μέν σοι τη 
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λύραν γεγραμμένην άνθρωπον; άναμνησθήναι, καί Σιμμίαν 

ίδόντα γεγραμμένον Κέβητος άναμνησθήναι; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

“οΰκούν καί Σιμμίαν ίδόντα γεγραμμένον αυτού Σιμμίου 

ίο άναμνησθήναι;” 

74 “εστι μέντοι,” έφη. 

“άρ’ ουν οϋ κατά πάντα ταΰτα συμβαίνει τήν άνάμνησιν 

είναι μεν άφ’ όμοιων, είναι δε καί άπό άνομοίων; ” 

“συμβαίνει.” 

5 “άλλ’ όταν γε άπό των όμοιων άναμιμνήισκηταί τίς τι, άρ’ 

οΰκ άναγκαΐον τόδε προσπάσχειν, έννοεϊν είτε τι ελλείπει 

τούτο κατά τήν ομοιότητα είτε μή εκείνου ου άνεμνήσθη; ” 

“άνάγκη,” έφη. 

“σκόπει δη”, ή δ’ os, “εί ταύτα ούτως έχει. φαμέν πού τι 

ίο είναι ίσον, ού ξύλον λέγω ξύλωι ούδέ λίθον λίθωι ούδ’ άλλο 

των τοιούτων ούδέν, άλλά παρά ταύτα πάντα έτερόν τι, αύτό 

τό ίσον φώμέν τι είναι ή μηδέν; ” 

b “φώμεν μέντοι νή Δί’,” έφη ό Σιμμίας, “θαυμαστώς γε.” 

“ή καί έπιστάμεθα αύτό ό εστιν; ” 

πανυ γε, ή δ ος. 

“πόθεν λαβόντες αύτού τήν επιστήμην; άρ’ ούκ έξ ών 

5 νυνδή έλέγομεν, ή ξύλα ή λίθους ή άλλα άττα ίδόντες 

ίσα, έκ τούτων έκεΐνο ένενοήσαμεν, έτερον δν τούτων; ή 

ούχ ετερόν σοι φαίνεται; σκόπει δε καί τήιδε. άρ’ ού λίθοι 

μέν ίσοι καί ξύλα ενίοτε ταύτά όντα τώι μεν ίσα φαίνεται, 
τωι δ ου; 

ίο “πάνυ μέν ουν.” 

c “τί δέ; αύτά τά ίσα εστιν ότε άνισά σοι έφάνη, ή ή ϊσότης 
άνισότης; ” 

“ούδεπώποτέ γε, ώ Σώκρατες.” 

“ού ταύτόν άρα έστίν,” ή δ’ ός, “ταύτά τε τά ίσα καί αύτό 
\ H 5 5 

5 το ίσον. 

“ούδαμώς μοι φαίνεται, ώ Σώκρατες.” 

b8-g τώι ... τώι m: τότε ... τότε τη 
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“αλλά μην εκ τούτων γ’”, εφη, “των ίσων, έτέρων δντων 

εκείνου τού ίσου, όμως αυτού την επιστήμην έννενόηκάς τε 

καί είληφας; ” 

“άληθέστατα”, εφη, “λέγεις.” ίο 

“οΰκούν ή όμοιου όντος τούτοις ή άνομοίου; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

“διαφέρει δέ γε”, ή δ’ δς, “οΰδέν έως άν άλλο ΐδών άπό 

ταύτης τής όψεως άλλο έννοήσηις, είτε δμοιον είτε άνόμοιον, d 

άναγκαϊον”, εφη, “αυτό άνάμνησιν γεγονέναι.” 

‘πάνυ μεν ουν.” 

“τί δέ; ” ή δ’ δς· “ή πάσχομέν τι τοιούτον περί τά έν τοΐς 

ξύλοις τε καί οίς νυνδή έλέγομεν τοΐς ισοις; άρα φαίνεται 5 

ήμΐν ούτως ίσα είναι ώσπερ αυτό τό δ εστιν ίσον, ή ένδεΐ τι 

έκείνου τώι τοιούτον είναι οΐον τό ίσον, ή ούδέν; ” 

“καί πολύ γε”, εφη, “ένδεί.” 

“ούκούν όμολογοΰμεν, όταν τίς τι ΐδών έννοήσηι ότι ‘βού¬ 

λεται μέν τούτο δ νύν εγώ όρώ είναι οΐον άλλο τι τών δντων, ίο 

ένδεΐ δέ καί ού δύναται τοιούτον είναι [ίσον] οΐον εκείνο, άλλ’ e 

εστιν φαυλότερον’, άναγκαΐόν που τον τούτο έννοούντα τυχεΐν 

προειδότα έκεΐνο ώι φησιν αύτό προσεοικέναι μέν, ένδεεστέρως 

δέ έχειν; ” 

“άνάγκη.” 5 

“τί ουν; τό τοιούτον πεπόνθαμεν καί ημείς ή ού περί τε 

τά ίσα καί αύτό τό ίσον; ” 

“παντάπασί γε.” 

“άναγκαϊον άρα ημάς προειδέναι τό ίσον προ έκείνου τού 

χρόνου δτε τό πρώτον ίδόντες τά ίσα ένενοήσαμεν ότι 75 

ορέγεται μέν πάντα ταύτα είναι οΐον τό ίσον, έχει δέ 

ένδεεστέρως.” 

“άλλά μην καί τόδε όμολογούμεν, μη άλλοθεν αύτό έν- 5 

νενοηκέναι μηδέ δυνατόν είναι έννοήσαι άλλ’ ή έκ τού ίδεΐν 

d5 τοΤζ e: έν τοΐς m d6 αύτό τό δ έστιν ίσον m: αύτό δ έστιν ίσον m: αύτό τό 

εστιν τη : αύτό έστιν (sic) τη 
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ή άψασθαι ή εκ τίνος άλλης των αισθήσεων ταυτον δε 

πάντα ταϋτα λέγω.” 

“ταύτόν γάρ εστιν, ώ Σώκρατες, πρός γε δ βούλεται 

ιο δηλώσαι ό λόγος.” 

“άλλά μεν δή εκ γε των αισθήσεων δει έννοήσαι ότι 

b πάντα τά έν ταΐς αΐσθήσεσιν εκείνου τε ορέγεται τού δ 

εστιν ίσον, καί αυτού ένδεέστερά εστιν ή πώς λέγομεν; ” 

“ούτως.” 

“προ τού άρα άρξασθαι ημάς όράν καί άκούειν καί τάλλα 

5 αίσθάνεσθαι τυχεΐν εδει που είληφότας επιστήμην αυτού 

τού ίσου δτι εστιν, εί έμέλλομεν τά εκ των αισθήσεων ίσα 

έκεΐσε άνοίσειν, δτι προθυμεΐται μεν πάντα τοιαύτ’ είναι οΐον 

εκείνο, εστιν δέ αυτού φαυλότερα.” 

“άνάγκη έκ των προειρημένων, ώ Σώκρατες.” 

ιο “ούκούν γενόμενοι ευθύς έωρώμέν τε καί ήκούομεν καί τάς 

άλλας αισθήσεις εΐχομεν; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

c “εδει δέ γε, φαμέν, προ τούτων τήν τού ίσου επιστήμην 

είληφέναι; ” 

“ναι.” 

“πριν γενέσθαι άρα, ώς εοικεν, άνάγκη ήμϊν αυτήν είλη- 

5 φέναι.” 

“εοικεν.” 

“οΰκούν εί μεν λαβόντες αύτήν προ τού γενέσθαι έχοντες 

έγενόμεθα, ήπιστάμεθα καί πριν γενέσθαι καί ευθύς γενό- 

μενοι ού μόνον τό ίσον καί τό μείζον καί τό ελαττον άλλά 

ίο καί σύμπαντα τά τοιαύτα; ού γάρ περί τού ίσου νΰν ό λόγος 

ήμΐν μάλλον τι ή καί περί αύτού τού καλού καί αύτού τού 

d άγαθού καί δικαίου καί όσιου καί, δπερ λέγω, περί άπάντων 

οΐς έπισφραγιζόμεθα τούτο, τό ‘δ εστι’, καί έν ταΐς έρωτή- 

σεσιν έρωτώντες καί έν ταΐς άποκρίσεσιν άποκρινόμενοι. 

ώστε άναγκαΐον ήμΐν τούτων πάντων τάς έπιστήμας προ τού 
5 γενέσθαι είληφέναι.” 

d2 τούτο τό e: τούτο c: τό αύτό e, fort, t: τό t 
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“έστι ταΰτα.” 

“και εί μεν γε λαβόντες έκάστοτε μή έπιλελήσμεθα, 

εΐδότας άεί γίγνεσθαι καί άεί διά βίου εϊδέναι· τό γάρ 

είδέναι τοϋτ’ έστιν, λαβόντα του επιστήμην εχειν καί μή 

άπολωλεκέναι· ή οϋ τοϋτο λήθην λέγομεν, ώ Σιμμία, έπι- ιο 

στήμης άποβολήν; ” 

“πάντως δήπου,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες.” e 

“εϊ δε γε οΤμαι λαβόντες πριν γενέσθαι γιγνόμενοι άπω- 

λέσαμεν, ύστερον δε ταΐς αίσθήσεσι χρώμενοι περί αυτά 

έκείνας άναλαμβάνομεν τάς έπιστήμας άς ποτέ καί πριν 

εΐχομεν, άρ’ οΰχ δ καλοϋμεν μανθάνειν οΐκείαν άν επιστήμην 5 

άναλαμβάνειν εΐη; τούτο δέ που άναμιμνήισκεσθαι λέγοντες 

όρθώς άν λέγοιμεν; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

“δυνατόν γάρ δή τούτο γε έφάνη, αίσθόμενόν τι ή ίδόντα 76 

ή άκούσαντα ή τινα άλλην αΐσθησιν λαβόντα έτερόν τι άπό 

τούτου έννοήσαι δ έπελέληστο, ώι τούτο έπλησίαζεν άνόμοιον 

δν ή ώι δμοιον ώστε, δπερ λέγω, δυοΐν θάτερον, ήτοι έπι- 

στάμενοί γε αύτά γεγόναμεν καί έπιστάμεθα διά βίου πάντες, 5 

ή ύστερον, ούς φαμεν μανθάνειν, ούδέν άλλ’ ή άναμιμνήι- 

σκονται ούτοι, καί ή μάθησις άνάμνησις άν εΐη.” 

“καί μάλα δή ούτως εχει, ώ Σώκρατες.” 

“πότερον ούν αίρήι, ώ Σιμμία; έπισταμένους ήμάς γεγο- 

νέναι, ή άναμιμνήισκεσθαι ύστερον ών πρότερον επιστήμην b 

είληφότες ήμεν; ” 

“ούκ εχω, ώ Σώκρατες, Ιν τώι παρόντι έλέσθαι.” 

“τί δέ; τάδε έχεις έλέσθαι, καί πήι σοι δοκεΐ περί αύτού; 

άνήρ έπιστάμενος περί ών έπίσταται έχοι άν δούναι λόγον 5 

η ου; 

“πολλή άνάγκη,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες.” 

“ή καί δοκούσί σοι πάντες εχειν διδόναι λόγον περί τού¬ 

των ών νυνδή έλέγομεν; ” 

“βουλοίμην μεντάν,” έφη ό Σιμμίας· “άλλά πολύ μάλλον ιο 

d 7 έκάστοτε μή τη: μή έκάστοτε τη a4 θάτερον m: τά έτερα τη 
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φοβούμαι μή αύριον τηυικάδε ούκέτι ήι άνθρώπων ούδείς 

άξίως οΤός τε τούτο ποιήσαι.” 

c “ούκ άρα δοκούσί σοι έπίστασθαί γε,” έφη, “ώ Σιμμία, 

πάντες αύτά; ” 

“ούδαμώς.” 

“άναμιμνήισκονται άρα ά ποτέ έμαθον; ” 

5 “άνάγκη.” 

“πότε λαβούσαι αί ψυχαί ημών την επιστήμην αυτών; ού 

γάρ δη άφ’ ου γε άνθρωποι γεγόναμεν.” 

“οϋ δήτα.” 

“πρότερον άρα.” 

ίο “ναί.” 

“ήσαν άρα, ώ Σιμμία, αί ψυχαί καί πρότερον, πριν 

είναι έν άνθρώπου εΐδει, χωρίς σωμάτων, καί φρόνησιν 

εΤχον.” 

“εί μή άρα άμα γιγνόμενοι λαμβάνομεν, ώ Σώκρατες, 

15 ταύτας τάς έπιστήμας- ουτος γάρ λείπεται ετι ό χρόνος.” 

d “εΤεν, ώ εταίρε- άπόλλυμεν δέ αϋτάς έν ποίωι άλλωι χρόνωι; 

ου γάρ δή έχοντές γε αΰτάς γιγνόμεθα, ώς άρτι ώμολογή- 

σαμεν. ή έν τούτωι άπόλλυμεν έν ώιπερ καί λαμβάνομεν; ή 

έχεις άλλον τινά εϊπεΐν χρόνον; ” 

5 “οΰδαμώς, ώ Σώκρατες, άλλά έλαθον έμαυτόν οΰδέν εί- 

πών.” 

“άρ’ ουν ούτως έχει”, έφη, “ήμΐν, ώ Σιμμία; εί μεν έστιν 

ά θρυλούμεν άεί, καλόν τέ τι καί άγαθόν καί πάσα ή τοιαύτη 

ουσία, καί έπΐ ταύτην τά έκ τών αισθήσεων πάντα άνα- 

e φέρομεν, ΰπάρχουσαν πρότερον άνευρίσκοντες ήμετέραν 

ούσαν, καί ταύτα έκείνηι άπεικάζομεν, άναγκαΐον, ούτως ώσπερ 

καί ταύτα έστιν, ούτως καί τήν ήμετέραν ψυχήν είναι καί 

πρίν γεγονέναι ή μάς- εί δέ μή έστι ταύτα, άλλως άν ό λόγος 

5 ουτος είρημένος είη; άρ’ ούτως έχει, καί ίση άνάγκη ταύτά 

τε είναι καί τάς ήμετέρας ψυχάς πρίν καί ήμάς γεγονέναι, 
καί εί μή ταύτα, ούδέ τάδε; ” 

“ύπερφυώς, ώ Σώκρατες,” έφη ό Σιμμίας, “δοκεΐ μοι ή 

αύτή άνάγκη είναι, καί εις καλόν γε καταφεύγει ό λόγος εις 
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τό ομοίως είναι τήν τε ψυχήν ημών πριν γενέσθαι ημάς καί η η 

την ουσίαν ήν σύ νυν λέγεις, ού γάρ έχω εγωγε οΰδέν 

ούτω μοι εναργές δν ώς τούτο, τό πάντα τά τοιαύτ’ είναι ώς 

οΐόν τε μάλιστα, καλόν τε καί άγαθόν καί τ&λλα πάντα ά 

σύ νυνδή έλεγες- καί έμοιγε ίκανώς άποδέδεικται.” 5 

“τί δε δή Κέβητι; ” έφη ό Σωκράτης- “δει γάρ καί Κέβητα 

πείθειν.” 

“ίκανώς,” έφη ό Σιμμίας, “ώς εγωγε οίμαι- καίτοι καρτερώ- 

τατος άνθρώπων έστίν πρός τό άπιστεΐν τοΐς λόγοις. άλλ’ 

οίμαι οΰκ ένδεώς τούτο πεπεΐσθαι αυτόν, ότι πρίν γενέσθαι ίο 

ημάς ήν ήμών ή ψυχή- εΐ μέντοι καί έπειδάν άποθάνωμεν b 

έτι έσται, ουδέ αύτώι μοι δοκεΐ,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες, άποδεδεΐ- 

χθαι, άλλ’ έτι ένέστηκεν δ νυνδή Κέβης έλεγε, τό τών 

πολλών, όπως μή άμα άποθνήισκοντος τού άνθρώπου δια- 

σκεδάννυται ή ψυχή καί αΰτήι τού είναι τούτο τέλος ήι. τί 5 

γάρ κωλύει γίγνεσθαι μέν αυτήν καί συνίστασθαι άλλοθέν 

ποθεν καί είναι πρίν καί εις άνθρώπειον σώμα άφικέσθαι, 

έπειδάν δέ άφίκηται καί άπαλλάττηται τούτου, τότε καί αύτήν 

τελευτάν καί διαφθείρεσθαι; ” 

“εύ λέγεις,” έφη, “ώ Σιμμία,” ό Κέβης. “φαίνεται γάρ c 

ώσπερ ήμισυ άποδεδεΐχθαι ού δει, ότι πρίν γενέσθαι ήμάς 

ήν ήμών ή ψυχή, δει δέ προσαποδεΐξαι ότι καί έπειδάν 

άποθάνωμεν ούδέν ήττον έσται ή πρίν γενέσθαι, εί μέλλει 

τέλος ή άπόδειξις έξειν.” 5 

“άποδέδεικται μέν,” έφη, “ώ Σιμμία τε καί Κέβης,” ό 

Σωκράτης, “καί νύν, εί θέλετε συνθεΤναι τούτον τε τον 

λόγον εις ταύτόν καί δν προ τούτου ώμολογήσαμεν, τό 

γίγνεσθαι πάν τό ζών έκ τού τεθνεώτος. εΐ γάρ έστιν μέν 

ή ψυχή καί πρότερον, άνάγκη δέ αύτήι εις τό ζην ιούσηι τε d 

καί γιγνομένηι μηδαμόθεν άλλοθεν ή έκ θανάτου καί τού 

τεθνάναι γίγνεσθαι, πώς ούκ άνάγκη αύτήν καί έπειδάν 

άποθάνηι είναι, επειδή γε δει αυθις αύτήν γίγνεσθαι; άπο- 

ajj Ιμοιγε πι: έμοι έδόκει τη: έμοι δοκεΐ m b6 άλλοθέν c: άμόθεν e 05 έξειν τη: 

εχειν τη 
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78 

ΙΟ 

δέδεικται μέν ουν όπερ λέγεται και νϋν όμως δε μοι δοκεΐς 

σύ τε καί Σιμμίας ήδέως άν κα'ι τούτον διαπραγματεύσασθαι 

τον λόγον έτι μάλλον, και δεδιέναι τό των παίδων, μή ώς 

άληθώς ό άνεμος αυτήν έκβαίνουσαν έκ του σώματος δια- 

φυσάι καί διασκεδάννυσιν, άλλως τε και όταν τύχηι τις μή έν 

νηνεμίαι άλλ’ έν μεγάλωι τινΐ ττνεύματι άποθνή ίσκων.” 

κα'ι ό Κέβης έττιγελάσας, “ώς δεδιότων,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες, 

ττειρώ άναπείθειν μάλλον δέ μή ώς ήμών δεδιότων, άλλ’ 

ίσως ένι τις καί έν ήμΐν τταΐς όστις τά τοιαΰτα φοβείται, 

τούτον οϋν πειρώ μεταττείθειν μή δεδιέναι τον θάνατον ώσπερ 

τά μορμολύκεια.” 

“άλλά χρή”, έφη ό Σωκράτης, “έπάιδειν αύτώι έκάστης ήμέρας 

έως άν έξεπάισητε.” 

“πόθεν ουν,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες, των τοιούτων άγαθόν έπωιδόν 

ληψόμεθα, επειδή σύ”, έφη, “ήμάς άπολείπεις; ” 

“πολλή μέν ή Ελλάς,” έφη, “ώ Κέβης, έν ήι ένεισί που 

άγαθο'ι άνδρες, πολλά δέ καί τά των βαρβάρων γένη, οΰς 

πάντας χρή διερευνάσθαι ζητοϋντας τοιοϋτον έπωιδόν, μήτε 

χρημάτων φειδομένους μήτε πόνων, ώς οΰκ έστιν εις ότι 

άν ευκαιρότερον άναλίσκοιτε χρήματα. ζητεΤν δέ χρή κα'ι 

αυτούς μετ’ άλλήλων ίσως γάρ άν ούδέ ραιδίως εύροιτε 

μάλλον υμών δυναμένους τούτο ποιεΐν.” 

“άλλά ταύτα μέν δή”, έφη, “ύπάρξει,” ό Κέβης· “όθεν δέ 

άπελίπομεν έπανέλθωμεν, ε! σοι ήδομένωι έστίν.” 

“άλλά μήν ήδομένωι γε· πώς γάρ ού μέλλει; ” 

“καλώς”, έφη, “λέγεις.” 

“ούκούν τοιόνδε τι”, ή δ’ ός ό Σωκράτης, “δει ήμάς άνερέσθαι 

έαυτούς, τώι ποίωι τινΐ άρα προσήκει τούτο τό πάθος πάσχειν, 

τό διασκεδάννυσθαι, και υπέρ τού ποιου τίνος δεδιέναι μή 

πάθηι αύτό, κα'ι τώι ποίωι τινί <(ού)- καί μετά τούτο αυ 

έπισκέψασθαι πότερον ψυχή έστιν, καί έκ τούτων θαρρεΐν 
ή δεδιέναι ύπέρ τής ήμετέρας ψυχής; ” 

d5 λέγεται c: λέγετε (m) e e6 ττειρώ μεταπείθειν m: ττειρώμεθα πείθειν m p 

eg έξεττάισητε m: έξεττάισηται m: έξιάσηται m: έξιάσητε m b8 ψυχή m: ή 
ψυχή m 
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“άληθή”, έφη, “λέγεις.” ίο 

“άρ’ ούν τώι μεν συυτεθέντι τε καί συνθέτωι όντι φύσει c 

προσήκει τούτο πάσχειν, διαιρεθήναι ταύτηι ήιπερ συνετέθη· 

εΐ δε τι τυγχάνει δν άσΰνθετον, τούτωι μόνωι προσήκει μή 
πάσχειν ταύτα, εΐπερ τωι άλλωι; ” 

“δοκεΐ μοι”, έφη, “ούτως έχειν,” ό Κέβης. 5 

“ούκούν άπερ άεΐ κατά ταΰτά και ωσαύτως έχει, ταύτα 

μάλιστα εικός είναι τά άσύνθετα, τά δε άλλοτ’ άλλως καί 

μηδέποτε κατά ταΰτά, ταύτα δε σύνθετα; ” 

“έμοιγε δοκεΐ ούτως.” 

“ΐωμεν δή”, έφη, “έπΐ ταύτά έφ5 άπερ έν τώι έμπροσθεν ίο 

λόγωι. αύτή ή ούσία ής λόγον δίδομεν τού είναι καί έρω- d 

τώντες καί άποκρινόμενοι, πότερον ώσαύτως άεί έχει κατά 

ταύτά ή άλλοτ5 άλλως; αύτό τό ίσον, αύτό τό καλόν, αύτό 

έκαστον δ έστιν, τό δν, μή ποτέ μεταβολήν καί ήντινούν 

ένδέχεται; ή άεί αύτών έκαστον δ έστι, μονοειδές δν αύτό 5 

καθ’ αύτό, ώσαύτως κατά ταύτά έχει καί ούδέποτε ούδαμήι 

ούδαμώς άλλοίωσιν ούδεμίαν ενδέχεται; ” 

“ώσαύτως”, έφη, “άνάγκη”, ό Κέβης, “κατά ταύτά έχειν, ώ 

Σώκρατες.” 

“τί δε τών πολλών καλών, οΐον άνθρώπων ή ίππων ή ίο 

ίματίων ή άλλων ώντινωνούν τοιούτων, ή ίσων [ή καλών] ή e 

πάντων τών έκείνοις ομωνύμων; άρα κατά ταύτά έχει, ή πάν 

τούναντίον έκείνοις ούτε αύτά αύτοΐς ούτε άλλήλοις ούδέποτε 

ώς έπος εΐπεϊν ούδαμώς κατά ταύτά; ” 

“ούτως αύ”, έφη, “ταύτα,” ό Κέβης· “ούδέποτε ώσαύτως έχει.” 5 

“ούκούν τούτων μεν κάν άψαιο κάν ιδοις κάν ταΐς άλλαις 79 

αίσθήσεσιν αΐσθοιο, τών δε κατά ταύτά έχόντων ούκ έστιν 

δτωι ποτ5 άν άλλωι έπιλάβοιο ή τώι τής διανοίας λογισμώι, 

άλλ5 έστιν άιδή τά τοιαύτα καί ούχ όρατά; ” 

“παντάπασιν”, έφη, “άληθή λέγεις.” 5 

“θώμεν ούν βούλει”, έφη, “δύο είδη τών δντων, τό μέν 

ορατόν, τό δε άιδές; ” 

a4 άιδή m: άειδή τη et sic in seqq. 
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“θώμεν,” έφη. 

“καί τό μέν άιδές άει κατά ταΰτά έχον, το δέ ορατόν 

ίο μηδέποτε κατά ταΰτά; ” 

“κα'ι τούτο”, εφη, “θώμεν.” 

b “φέρε δη,” ή δ’ δς, “άλλο τι ημών αυτών τό μέν σώμά έστι, 

τό δέ ψυχή; ” 

“οΰδέν άλλο,” εφη. 

“ποτέρωι οΰν όμοιότερον τώι εΐδει φαμέν άν είναι καί 

5 συγγενέστερον τό σώμα; ” 

“παντί”, εφη, “τούτο χε δήλον, ότι τώι όρατώι.” 

“τί δέ ή ψυχή; ορατόν ή άιδές; ” 

“ούχ ύπ’ άνθρώπων γε, ώ Σώκρατες,” έφη. 

“άλλά μήν ήμεΤς γε τά ορατά και τά μή τήι τών άνθρώπων 

ίο φύσει έλέγομεν ή άλληι τιν'ι οΐει; ” 

“τήι τών άνθρώπων.” 

“τί οΰν περί ψυχής λέγομεν; ορατόν ή άόρατον είναι;” 

“οΰχ ορατόν.” 

“άιδές άρα; ” 

ι5 “ναί.” 

“όμοιότερον άρα ψυχή σώματός έστιν τώι άιδεΐ, τό δέ τώι 

όρατώι.” 

c “πάσα άνάγκη, ώ Σώκρατες.” 

“ούκούν καί τόδε πάλαι έλέγομεν, ότι ή ψυχή, όταν μέν 

τώι σώματι προσχρήται εις τό σκοπεΐν τι ή διά τού όράν ή 

διά τού άκούειν ή δι’ άλλης τίνος αίσθήσεως (τούτο γάρ 

5 έστιν τό διά τού σώματος, τό δι’ αίσθήσεως σκοπεΐν τι), 

τότε μέν έλκεται Οπό τού σώματος εις τά ουδέποτε κατά 

ταΰτά έχοντα, καί αΰτή πλανάται καί ταράττεται καί είλιγγιάι 
ώσπερ μεθΰουσα, άτε τοιοΰτων έφαπτομένη;” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

d “όταν δέ γε αΰτή καθ’ αΰτήν σκοπήι, έκεΐσε οΐχεται εις 

τό καθαρόν τε καί άεί δν καί άθάνατον καί ωσαύτως έχον, 

καί ώς συγγενής ουσα αΰτοΰ άεί μετ’ έκείνου τε γίγνεται, 

ότανπερ αΰτή καθ’ αΰτήν γένηται καί έξήι αΰτήι, καί πέπαυταί 

5 τε τού πλάνου καί περί έκεΐνα άεί κατά ταΰτά ωσαύτως εχει, 
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άτε τοιούτων εφαπτομένη· καί τούτο αυτής το πάθημα φρό- 

νησις κέκληται; ” 

“παντάπασιν”, έφη, “καλώς καί άληθή λέγεις, ώ Σώκρατες.” 

“ποτέρωι ουν αυ σοι δοκεΐ τώι εΐδει και έκ των πρόσθεν και έκ 

των νύν λεγομένων ψυχή όμοιότερον είναι καί συγγενέστερον; ” e 

“πας άν μοι δοκεΐ”, ή δ’ δς, “συγχωρήσαι, ώ Σώκρατες, έκ 

ταύτης τής μεθόδου, καί ό δυσμαθέστατος, δτι όλωι καί 

παντί όμοιότερον έστι ψυχή τώι άεί ωσαύτως έχοντι μάλλον 
ή τώι μη.” 5 

“τί δε τό σώμα; ” 

“τώι έτέρωι.” 

“όρα δη καί τήιδε, δτι έπειδάν έν τώι αΰτώι ώσι ψυχή καί 

σώμα, τώι μεν δουλεύειν καί άρχεσθαι ή φύσις προστάττει, 8ο 

τήι δε άρχειν καί δεσπόζειν καί κατά ταϋτα αύ πότερόν σοι 

δοκεΐ δμοιον τώι θείωι είναι καί πότερον τώι θνητώι; ή ου 

δοκεΐ σοι τό μέν θειον οΐον άρχειν τε καί ήγεμονεύειν πεφυ- 

κέναι, τό δέ θνητόν άρχεσθαι τε καί δουλεύειν; ” 5 

“έμοιγε.” 

“ποτέρωι ούν ή ψυχή έοικεν; ” 

“δήλα δή, ώ Σώκρατες, δτι ή μέν ψυχή τώι θείωι, τό δέ 

σώμα τώι θνητώι.” 

“σκόπει δή,” έφη, “ώ Κέβης, εϊ έκ πάντων τών εΐρημένων ίο 

τάδε ήμΐν συμβαίνει, τώι μέν θείωι καί άθανάτωι καί νοητώι b 

καί μονοειδεΐ καί άδιαλύτωι καί άεί ωσαύτως κατά ταύτά 

έχοντι έαυτώι όμοιότατον εΤναι ψυχή, τώι δέ άνθρωπίνωι καί 

θνητώι καί πολυειδεΐ καί άνοήτωι καί διαλυτώι καί μηδέποτε 

κατά ταύτά έχοντι έαυτώι όμοιότατον αύ είναι σώμα, έχομέν 5 

τι παρά ταύτα άλλο λέγειν, ώ φίλε Κέβης, ήι ούχ ούτως έχει; ” 

“ούκ έχομεν.” 

“τί ούν; τούτων ούτως έχόντων άρ’ ούχί σώματι μέν 

ταχύ διαλύεσθαι προσήκει, ψυχήι δέ αυ τό παράπαν άδια¬ 

λύτωι είναι ή έγγύς τι τούτου; ” ίο 

“πώς γάρου;” c 

b4 πολυειδεΐ καί άνοήτωι τη: άν. καί πολ. m t 
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“έννοεΐς ούν,” έφη, “έπειδάν άποθάνηι ό άνθρωπος, τό μέν 

ορατόν αυτού, τό σώμα, καί έν όρατώι κείμενον, δ δή νεκρόν 

καλούμεν, ώι προσήκει διαλύεσθαι καί διαπίπτειν καί δια- 

5 πνεΐσθαι, ούκ ευθύς τούτων ούδέν πέπονθεν, άλλ’ επιεικώς 

συχνόν επιμένει χρόνον εάν μέν τις καί χαριέντως έχων τό 

σώμα τελευτήσηι καί έν τοιαύτηι ώραι, καί πάνυ μάλα. συμ- 

πεσόν χάρ τό σώμα καί ταριχευθέν, ώσπερ οί έν Αϊγύπτωι 

ταριχευθέντες, ολίγου δλον μένει άμήχανον όσον χρόνον 

d ένια δε μέρη του σώματος, καί άν σαπήι, οστά τε καί νεύρα 

καί τά τοιαύτα πάντα, όμως ώς έπος εϊπεΐν άθάνατά έστιν 

ή ου; ” 

“ναι.” 

5 “ή δέ ψυχή άρα, τό άιδές, τό εις τοιούτον τόπον έτερον 

οΐχόμενον γενναΐον καί καθαρόν καί άιδή, εις "Αιδου ώς 

άληθώς, παρά τόν άγαθόν καί φρόνιμον θεόν, οί, άν θεός 

θέληι, αΰτίκα καί τήι έμήι ψυχήι ίτέον, αυτή δέ δή ήμΤν ή 

τοιαύτη καί οΰτω πεφυκυΐα άπαλλαττομένη τού σώματος 

ιο ευθύς διαπεφύσηται καί άπόλωλεν, ώς φασιν οί πολλοί 

e άνθρωποι; πολλού γε δει, ώ φίλε Κέβης τε καί Σιμμία, 

άλλά πολλώι μάλλον ώδ’ έχει· έάν μέν καθαρά άπαλλάττηται, 

μηδέν τού σώματος συνεφέλκουσα, άτε ούδέν κοινωνούσα 

αύτώι έν τώι βίωι έκούσα είναι, άλλά φεύγουσα αύτό καί 

5 συνηθροισμένη αύτή είς έαυτήν, άτε μελετώσα άεί τούτο, 

τό δέ ούδέν άλλο έστίν ή όρθώς φιλοσοφούσα καί τώι δντι 

8ι τεθνάναι μελετώσα ραιδίως· ή ού τούτ’ άν είη μελέτη 
θανάτου; ” 

“παντάπασί γε.” 

“ούκοΰν ούτω μέν έχουσα είς τό δμοιον αύτήι τό άιδές 

5 άπέρχεται, τό θεΐόν τε καί άθάνατον καί φρόνιμον, οί 

άφικομένηι ύπάρχει αύτήι εύδαίμονι είναι, πλάνης καί άνοίας 

καί φόβων καί άγριων έρώτων καί τών άλλων κακών τών 

άνθρωπείων άπηλλαγμένηι, ώσπερ δέ λέγεται κατά τών με- 

μυημένων, ώς άληθώς τόν λοιπόν χρόνον μετά θεών διάγουσα; 

ίο ούτω φώμεν, ώ Κέβης, ή άλλως; ” 

“ούτω νή Δία,” έφη ό Κέβης. 
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“εάν δέ γε οΤμαι μεμιασμένη καί άκάθαρτος του σώματος b 

άτταλλάττηται, άτε τώι σώματι άεί συνοΰσα καϊ τούτο θερα- 

πεύουσα κα'ι έρώσα, καί γεγοητευμένη ύπ’ αύτοϋ Οπό τε των 

επιθυμιών καί ηδονών, ώστε μηδέν άλλο δοκεΐν είναι άληθές 

άλλ’ ή τό σωματοειδές, ου τις άν άψαιτο καί ΐδοι καί πίοι 5 

καί φάγοι καί προς τά άφροδίσια χρήσαιτο, τό δέ τοΐς 

όμμασι σκοτώδες καί άιδές, νοητόν δέ καί φιλοσοφίαι αιρετόν, 

τούτο δέ είθισμένη μισεΐν τε καί τρέμειν καί φεύγειν, οΰτω 

δη εχουσαν οίει ψυχήν αυτήν καθ’ αυτήν ειλικρινή άπαλ- c 

λάξεσθαι; ” 

“οΰδ’ όπωστιοΰν,” έφη. 

“άλλά διειλημμένην γε οΤμαι ύπό του σωματοειδοΰς, 

δ αΰτήι ή ομιλία τε καί συνουσία του σώματος διά τό άεί 5 

συνεΐναι καί διά τήν πολλήν μελέτην Ινεποίησε σύμφυτον; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

“εμβριθές δέ γε, ώ φίλε, τούτο οΐεσθαι χρή είναι καί 

βαρύ καί γεώδες καί ορατόν δ δή καί εχουσα ή τοιαύτη 

ψυχή βαρύνεταί τε καί ελκεται πάλιν εις τον ορατόν τόπον ίο 

φόβωι τοϋ άιδούς τε καί "Αώου, ώσπερ λέγεται, περί τά 

μνήματά τε καί τους τάφους κυλινδουμένη, περί ά δή καί d 

ώφθη άττα ψυχών σκιοειδή φαντάσματα, οΐα παρέχονται αί 

τοιαύται ψυχαί είδωλα, αί μή καθαρώς άπολυθεΐσαι άλλά 

τού ορατού μετέχουσαι, διό καί όρώνται.” 

“είκός γε, ώ Σώκρατες.” 5 

“εΐκός μέντοι, ώ Κέβης- καί ου τί γε τάς τών άγαθών 

αύτάς είναι, άλλά τάς τών φαύλων, α'ί περί τά τοιαύτα 

άναγκάζονται πλανάσθαι δίκην τίνουσαι τής προτέρας τρο¬ 

φής κακής ούσης. καί μέχρι γε τούτου πλανώνται, εως άν τήι 

τού συνεπακολουθούντος, τού σωματοειδοΰς, έπιθυμίαι πάλιν e 

ένδεθώσιν εις σώμα· ένδοΰνται δέ, ώσπερ εΐκός, είς τοιαΰτα 

ήθη όποΓ άττ’ άν καί μεμελετηκυΐαι τύχωσιν έν τώι βίωι.” 

“τά ποια δή ταύτα λέγεις, ώ Σώκρατες; ” 

“οΐον τούς μέν γαστριμαργίας τε καί ύβρεις καί φιλοποσίας 5 

b3 γεγοητευμένη τη /: γοητευόμενη τη p I C4 άλλά τη p V. άλλά καί τη 
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μεμελετηκότας και μή διευλαβουμένους εις τά των όνων γένη 

82 καί τών τοιούτων θηρίων είκός ένδύεσθαι. η οΰκ οΐει; 

“πάνυ μέν ουν είκός λέγεις.” 

“τούς δέ γε αδικίας τε καί τυραννίδας καί άρπαγάς προ- 

τετιμηκότας εις τά τών λύκων τε και ιερακων και ικτινων 

5 γένη· ή ττοΤ άν άλλοσέ φαμεν τάς τοιαύτας ΐέναι; ” 

“άμέλει,” έφη ό Κέβης, “είς τά τοιαΰτα.” 

“ούκοϋν”, ή δ’ δς, “δήλα δη καί τάλλα ήι άν εκαστα ίοι 

κατά τάς αυτών ομοιότητας τής μελέτης; ” 

“δήλον δη,” έφη· “πώς δ1 ου; ” 

ίο “ούκοϋν εύδαιμονέστατοι”, έφη, “καί τούτων είσί καί είς 

βέλτιστον τόπον ΐόντες οί την δημοτικήν καί πολιτικήν 

b άρετήν επιτετηδευκότες, ήν δή καλοϋσι σωφροσύνην τε καί 

δικαιοσύνην, έξ έθους τε καί μελέτης γεγονυΐαν άνευ φιλο¬ 

σοφίας τε καί νοϋ; ” 

“πήι δή ούτοι εύδαιμονέστατοι;” 

5 “ότι τούτους είκός έστιν είς τοιοϋτον πάλιν άφικνεΤσθαι 

πολιτικόν καί ήμερον γένος, ή που μελιττών ή σφηκών ή 

μυρμήκων, ή καί είς ταύτόν γε πάλιν τό άνθρώπινον γένος, 

καί γίγνεσθαι έξ αύτών άνδρας μέτριους.” 

“είκός.” 

ιο “είς δέ γε θεών γένος μή φιλοσοφήσαντι καί παντελώς 

c καθαρώι άπιόντι ού θέμις άφικνεΐσθαι άλλ’ ή τώι φιλομαθεΐ. 

άλλά τούτων ένεκα, ώ εταίρε Σιμμία τε καί Κέβης, οί 

όρθώς φιλόσοφοι άπέχονται τών κατά τό σώμα επιθυμιών 

άπασών καί καρτεροϋσι καί ού παραδιδόασιν αύταΤς εαυτούς, 

5 ου τι οίκοφθορίαν τε καί πενίαν φοβούμενοι, ώσπερ οί 

πολλοί καί φιλοχρήματοι· ούδέ αυ άτιμίαν τε καί άδοξίαν 

μοχθηρίας δεδιότες, ώσπερ οί φίλαρχοι τε καί φιλότιμοι, 
έπειτα άπέχονται αύτών.” 

“ού γάρ άν πρέποι,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες,” ό Κέβης. 

d “ού μέντοι μά Δία,” ή δ’ δς. “τοιγάρτοι τούτοις μέν 

e6 διευλαβουμένους τη t: διευλαβημευους τη 
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άπασιν, ώ Κέβης, εκείνοι οΤς τι μέλει τής εαυτών ψυχής 
άλλα μή σώματα πλάττοντες ζώσι, χαίρειν εΐπόντες, οϋ 

κατά ταύτά πορεύονται αύτοΐς ώς ούκ είδόσιν δπηι έρχονται, 

αυτοί δε ηγούμενοι ού δεΐν εναντία τήι φιλοσοφίαι πράττειν 5 

καί τήι εκείνης λύσει τε καί καθαρμώι, ταύτηι δή τρέπονται 

έκείνηι επόμενοι, ήι έκείνη ύφηγεΐται.” 

“πώς, ώ Σώκρατες; ” 

“έγώ έρώ,” έφη. “γιγνώσκουσι γάρ”, ή δ’ ός, “οί φιλομαθείς 

δτι παραλαβούσα αύτών την ψυχήν ή φιλοσοφία άτεχνώς e 

διαδεδεμένην έν τώι σώματι καί προσκεκολλημένην, άναγκα- 

ζομένην δε ώσπερ διά είργμού διά τούτου σκοπεΤσθαι τά 

όντα άλλά μή αύτήν δι’ αύτής, καί έν πάσηι άμαθίαι κυλιν- 

δουμένην, καί τού είργμού τήν δεινότητα κατιδούσα δτι δι’ 5 

έπιθυμίας έστίν, ώς άν μάλιστα αύτός ό δεδεμένος συλλήπτωρ 

εΐη τού δεδέσθαι· δπερ ούν λέγω, γιγνώσκουσιν οί φιλομα- 83 

θεΐς δτι ούτω παραλαβούσα ή φιλοσοφία έχουσαν αύτών 

τήν ψυχήν ήρέμα παραμυθεΤται καί λύειν επιχειρεί, ένδεικνυ- 

μένη δτι άπάτης μεν μεστή ή διά τών όμμάτων σκέψις, 

άπάτης δε ή διά τών ώτων καί τών άλλων αισθήσεων, 5 

πείθουσα δέ έκ τούτων μεν άναχωρεΐν, δσον μή άνάγκη 

αύτοΐς χρήσθαι, αύτήν δέ εις αύτήν συλλέγεσθαι καί 

άθροίζεσθαι παρακελευομένη, πιστεύειν δέ μηδενί άλλωι άλλ’ 

ή αύτήν αύτήι, δτι άν νοήσηι αύτή καθ’ αύτήν αύτό καθ’ b 

αύτό τών δντων δτι δ’ άν δι’ άλλων σκοπήι έν άλλοις δν 

άλλο, μηδέν ήγεΐσθαι άληθές· είναι δέ τό μέν τοιούτον 

αισθητόν τε καί ορατόν, δ δέ αύτή όράι νοητόν τε καί άιδές. 

ταύτηι ούν τήι λύσει ούκ οίομένη δεΐν έναντιούσθαι ή τού ώς 5 

άληθώς φιλοσόφου ψυχή ούτως άπέχεται τών ηδονών τε 

καί έπιθυμιών καί λυπών καί φόβων καθ’ δσον δύναται, 

λογιζομένη δτι, έπειδάν τις σφόδρα ήσθήι ή λυπηθήι ή 

φοβηθήι ή έπιθυμήσηι, ούδέν τοσούτον κακόν έπαθεν άπ’ 

d3 σώματα τη: σώματι τη d6 δή p: om. c t ai τού e: τώι c p t b7 καί 
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c αυτών ών άν τις οίηθείη, οΐον ή νοσήσας ή τι άναλώσας 

διά τάς επιθυμίας, άλλ’ δ πάντων μέγιστόν τε κακών καί 

έσχατόν έστι, τούτο πάσχει καί οΰ λογίζεται αυτό.” 

“τί τούτο, ώ Σώκρατες; ” εφη ό Κέβης. 

5 “ότι ψυχή παντός άνθρώπου άναγκάζεται άμα τε ήσθήναι 

σφόδρα ή λυπηθήναι επί τωι καί ήγεΤσθαι περί δ άν μάλιστα 

τούτο πάσχηι, τούτο έναργέστατόν τε είναι καί άληθέστατον, 

ούχ ούτως εχον ταύτα δέ μάλιστα ορατά· ή ου; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

d “οΰκούν έν τούτωι τώι πάθει μάλιστα καταδεΐται ψυχή Οπό 

σώματος; ” 

“πώς δή; ” 

“ότι έκάστη ήδονή καί λύπη ώσπερ ήλον εχουσα προσηλοΐ 

5 αυτήν προς τό σώμα καί προσπερονάι καί ποιεί σωματοειδή, 

δοξάζουσαν ταύτα άληθή είναι άπερ άν καί τό σώμα φήι. 

έκ γάρ τού όμοδοξεΐν τώι σώματι καί τοΐς αύτοΐς χαίρειν 

άναγκάζεται οίμαι ομότροπος τε καί όμότροφος γίγνεσθαι 

καί οί'α μηδέποτε εις Άιδου καθαρώς άφικέσθαι, άλλά άεί 

ίο τού σώματος άναπλέα έξιέναι, ώστε ταχύ πάλιν πίπτειν εις 

e άλλο σώμα καί ώσπερ σπειρομένη έμφύεσθαι, καί έκ τούτων 

άμοιρος είναι τής τοΰ θείου τε καί καθαρού καί μονοειδούς 

συνουσίας.” 

“άληθέστατα”, εφη, “λέγεις,” ό Κέβης, “ώ Σώκρατες.” 

5 “τούτων τοίνυν ένεκα, ώ Κέβης, οί δικαίως φιλομαθείς 

κόσμιοί είσι καί άνδρεΐοι, ούχ ών οί πολλοί ενεκά φασιν 
ή σύ οΐει; ” 

84 “ού δήτα έγωγε.” 

“ού γάρ· άλλ’ οΰτω λογίσαιτ’ άν ψυχή άνδρός φιλοσόφου, 

καί ούκ άν οίηθείη τήν μεν φιλοσοφίαν χρήναι έαυτήν λύειν, 

λυούσης δέ εκείνης, αύτήν παραδιδόναι ταΐς ήδοναΐς καί 

5 λύπαις έαυτήν πάλιν αυ έγκαταδεΐν, καί άνήνυτον εργον πράτ- 

τειν Πηνελόπης τινά έναντίως ιστόν μεταχειριζομένης, άλλά 

γαλήνην τούτων παρασκευάζουσα, επομένη τώι λογισμώι καί 

αει εν τούτωι ούσα, τό άληθές καί τό θειον καί τό άδόξαστον 

C2 κακών τη ί: κακόν m 
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θεωμένη και ύπ’ εκείνου τρεφόμενη, ζην τε οΐεται οΰτω b 

δεΐν έως άν ζήι, καί έπειδάν τελευτήσηι, εις το συγγενές 
καί εις τό τοιοΰτον άφικομένη άπηλλάχθαι των άνθρωπίνων 
κακών, εκ δη τής τοιαύτης τροφής οΰδέν δεινόν μη φοβηθήι, 
[ταΰτα δ5 έττιτηδεύσασα,] ώ Σιμμία τε καί Κέβης, όπως μη 5 

διασπασθεΐσα εν τήι άπαλλαγήι του σώματος υπό τών άνε¬ 

μων διαφυσηθεΐσα καί διαπτομένη οϊχηται καί οΰδέν έτι 
οΰδαμοΰ ήι.” 

σιγή οΰν έγένετο ταΰτα είπόντος του Σωκράτους επί c 

πολΰν χρόνον, καί αυτός τε προς τώι εΐρημένωι λόγωι ήν ό 
Σωκράτης, ώς ίδεΐν έφαίνετο, καί ημών οί πλεΐστοι- Κέβης 
δέ καί Σιμμίας σμικρόν προς άλλήλω διελεγέσθην. καί ό 
Σωκράτης ίδών αΰτώ ήρετο, “τί; ” έφη, “ΰμΐν τά λεχθέντα μών 5 

μή δοκεϊ ενδεώς λέγεσθαι; πολλάς γάρ δη έτι έχει υποψίας 
καί άντιλαβάς, εΐ γε δή τις αυτά μέλλει ίκανώς διεξιέναι. εί 
μέν οΰν τι άλλο σκοπεΐσθον, οΰδέν λέγω· εί δέ τι περί 
τούτων άπορεΐτον, μηδέν άποκνήσητε καί αύτοί εΐπεΐν καί 
διελθεΐν, εί πηι ύμΐν φαίνεται βέλτιον ζάν) λεχθήναι, καί d 

αύ καί έμέ συμπαραλαβεΐν, εί τι μάλλον οίεσθε μετ’ έμοΰ 
εΰπορήσειν.” 

καί ό Σιμμίας έφη- “καί μήν, ώ Σώκρατες, τάληθή σοι 
έρώ. πάλαι γάρ ημών έκάτερος άπορών τόν έτερον προωθεί 5 

καί κελεύει έρέσθαι διά τό έπιθυμεΐν μέν άκοΰσαι, όκνεΐν δέ 
όχλον παρέχειν, μή σοι άηδές ήι διά τήν παρούσαν συμφοράν.” 

καί δς άκοΰσας έγέλασέν τε ήρέμα καί φησιν “βαβαί, 
ώ Σιμμία- ή που χαλεπώς άν τούς άλλους άνθρώπους πεί- 

σαιμι ώς οΰ συμφοράν ηγούμαι τήν παρούσαν τύχην, δτε e 

γε μηδ’ ύμάς δύναμαι πείθειν, άλλά φοβεΐσθε μή δυσκολώ- 

τερόν τι νύν διάκειμαι ή έν τώι πρόσθεν βίων καί, ώς έοικε, 
τών κύκνων δοκώ φαυλότερος ύμΐν είναι τήν μαντικήν, οϊ 
έπειδάν αΐσθωνται δτι δει αύτούς άποθανεΐν, άιδοντες καί έν 5 

τώι πρόσθεν χρόνωι, τότε δή πλεΐστα καί μάλιστα άιδουσι, 85 

γεγηθότες ότι μέλλουσι παρά τον θεόν άπιέναι ούπέρ είσι 
θεράποντες, οί δ’ άνθρωποι διά τό αύτών δέος τού θανάτου 

b5 ταΰτα δ' έττιτηδεύσασα seel. e\ ταΰτα γ’ έττ. e ai μάλιστα m t: κάλλιστα e 
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ΙΟ 

καί των κύκνων καταψεύδονται, καί φασιν αυτούς θρηνούντας 

5 τον θάνατον ύττό λύπης έξάιδειν, καί ού λογίζονται ότι ούδέν 

όρνεον άιδει όταν πεινήι ή ριγώι ή τινα άλλην λύπην λυπήται, 

ούδέ αύτή ή τε αηδών καί χελιδών καί ό έποψ, ά δή φασι 

διά λύπην Θρηνούντα άιδειν. άλλ’ ούτε ταύτά μοι φαίνεται 

b λυπούμενα άιδειν ούτε οί κύκνοι, άλλ’ άτε οΤμαι τού ’Απόλ¬ 

λωνος όντες, μαντικοί τέ είσι καί προειδότες τά έν Αιδου 

άγαθά άιδουσι καί τέρπονται εκείνην την ημέραν διαφερόντως 

ή έν τώι έμπροσθεν χρόνωι. έγώ δε καί αύτός ηγούμαι 

5 όμόδουλός τε είναι των κύκνων καί ιερός τού αύτού θεού, 

καί ού χείρον εκείνων την μαντικήν έχειν παρά τού δεσπότου, 

ούδέ δυσθυμότερον αύτών τού βίου άπαλλάττεσθαι. άλλά 

τούτου γ’ ένεκα λέγειν τε χρή καί έρωταν ότι άν βούλησθε, 

έως άν Αθηναίων έώσιν άνδρες ένδεκα.” 

“καλώς”, έφη, “λέγεις,” ό Σιμμίας· “καί έγώ τέ σοι έρώ ό 

c άπορώ, καί αύ όδε, ήι ούκ άποδέχεται τά είρημένα. έμοί 

γάρ δοκεΐ, ώ Σώκρατες, περί των τοιούτων ίσως ώσπερ καί 

σοί τό μεν σαφές είδέναι έν τώι νύν βίωι ή άδύνατον είναι 

ή παγχάλεπόν τι, τό μέντοι αύ τά λεγάμενα περί αύτών μη 

5 ούχί παντί τρόπωι έλέγχειν καί μη προαφίστασθαι πριν άν 

πανταχήι σκοπών άπείπηι τις, πάνυ μαλθακού είναι άνδρός· 

δεΐν γάρ περί αύτά έν γέ τι τούτων διαπράξασθαι, ή μαθεΐν 

όπηι έχει ή εύρεΐν ή, εΐ ταύτα άδύνατον, τον γούν βέλ- 

τιστον τών άνθρωπίνων λόγων λαβόντα καί δυσεξελεγκτό- 

d τατον, έπί τούτου όχούμενον ώσπερ έπί σχεδίας κινδυνεύοντα 

διαπλεύσαι τον βίον, εϊ μη τις δύναιτο άσφαλέστερον καί 

άκινδυνότερον έπί βεβαιοτέρου οχήματος, [ή] λόγου θείου 

τινός, διαπορευθήναι. καί δή καί νυν έγωγε ούκ έπαισχυν- 

5 θήσομαι έρέσθαι, έπειδή καί σύ ταύτα λέγεις, ούδ’ έμαυ- 

τόν αίτιάσομαι έν ύστέρωι χρόνωι ότι νύν ούκ είπον ά μοι 

δοκεΐ. έμοι γάρ, ώ Σώκρατες, έπειδή καί προς έμαυτόν 

καί προς τόνδε σκοπώ τά είρημένα, ού πάνυ φαίνεται ΐκανώς 
ίο είρήσθαι.” 

e καί ό Σωκράτης, “ίσως γάρ,” έφη, “ώ εταίρε, άληθή σοι 

φαίνεται' άλλά λέγε όπηι δή ούχ ΐκανώς.” 
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‘'ταύτηι έμοιγε,” ή δ’ ός, “ήι δή καί περί άρμονίας άν τις καί 

λύρας τε καί χορδών τον αυτόν τούτον λόγον είττοι, ώς ή 

μεν άρμονία άόρατον καί άσώματον καί πάγκαλόν τι καί 5 

θεΐόν έστιν εν τήι ήρμοσμένηι λύραι, αυτή δ’ ή λύρα καί 86 

αί χορδαί σώματά τε καί σωματοειδή καί σύνθετα καί 

γεώδη έστί καί τού θνητού συγγενή, έπειδάν ούν ή κατάξηι 

τις τήν λύραν ή διατέμηι καί διαρρήξηι τάς χορδάς, εΐ τις 

διισχυρίζοιτο τώι αύτώι λόγωι ώσπερ σύ, ώς άνάγκη ετι είναι 5 

τήν άρμονίαν εκείνην καί μή άπολωλέναι (ούδεμία γάρ 

μηχανή άν εϊη τήν μεν λύραν ετι είναι διερρωγυιών τών 

χορδών καί τάς χορδάς θνητοειδεΐς ούσας, τήν δε άρμονίαν 

άπολωλέναι τήν τού θείου τε καί άθανάτου όμοφυή τε καί b 

συγγενή, προτέραν τού θνητού άπολομένην), άλλά, φαίη, 

άνάγκη ετι που είναι αύτήν τήν άρμονίαν, καί πρότερον τά 

ξύλα καί τάς χορδάς κατασαπήσεσθαι πρίν τι εκείνην 

παθεΐν - καί γάρ ουν, ώ Σώκρατες, οΤμαι εγωγε καί αύτόν 5 

σε τούτο έντεθυμήσθαι, ότι τοιούτόν τι μάλιστα ύπολαμ- 

βάνομεν τήν ψυχήν είναι, ώσπερ έντεταμένου τού σώματος 

ήμών καί συνεχομένου ύπό θερμού καί ψυχρού καί ξηρού 

καί υγρού καί τοιούτων τινών, κράσιν είναι καί άρμονίαν 

αύτών τούτων τήν ψυχήν ήμών, έπειδάν ταύτα καλώς καί c 

μετρίως κραθήι προς άλληλα- εϊ ούν τυγχάνει ή ψυχή ούσα 

άρμονία τις, δήλον ότι, όταν χαλασθήι τό σώμα ήμών 

άμέτρως ή έπιταθήι ύπό νόσων καί άλλων κακών, τήν μεν 

ψυχήν άνάγκη εύθύς υπάρχει άπολωλέναι, καίπερ ουσαν 5 

θειοτάτην, ώσπερ καί αί άλλαι άρμονίαι αΐ τ’ έν τοΤς 

φθόγγοις καί έν τοΐς τών δημιουργών έργοις πάσι, τά δε 

λείψανα τού σώματος έκάστου πολΰν χρόνον παραμένειν, 

εως άν ή κατακαυθήι ή κατασαπήι. όρα ούν προς τούτον τον d 

λόγον τί φήσομεν, έάν τις άξιοι κράσιν ουσαν τήν ψυχήν 

τών έν τώι σώματι έν τώι καλουμένωι θανάτωι πρώτην άπόλ- 

λυσθαι.” 

διαβλέψας ούν ό Σωκράτης, ώσπερ τά πολλά είώθει, 5 

e3 ήι δή τη: ήδη τη a2 σώματα τη: σώμα τη 
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και μειδιάσας, “δίκαια μέντοι”, εψη, “λέγει ό Σιμμίας. εί 

ούν τις υμών εύπορώτερος έμοΟ, τί ούκ άπεκρίνατο; καί γάρ 

ού φαύλως έοικεν άτττομένωι του λόγου, δοκεΐ μέντοι μοι 

χρήναι πρό τής άποκρίσεως έτι πρότερον Κέβητος άκοϋσαι 

e τί αυ όδε έγκαλεΐ τώι λόγωι, ΐνα χρόνου έγγενομένου βου- 

λευσώμεθα τί έροϋμεν, έπειτα δε άκούσαντας ή συγχωρεΐν 

αΰτοΤς έάν τι δοκώσι προσάιδειν, έάν δε μή, ούτως ήδη 

ύπερδικεΐν τού λόγου, άλλ’ άγε,” ή δ’ ός, “ώ Κέβης, λέγε, 

5 τί ήν τό σέ αυ θράττον [απιστίαν παρέχει].” 

“λέγω δη,” ή δ’ ός ό Κέβης. “έμοί γάρ φαίνεται ετι έν 

τώι αύτώι ό λόγος είναι, καί όπερ έν τοΐς πρόσθεν έλέγομεν, 

87 ταύτόν έγκλημα έχειν. ότι μεν γάρ ήν ήμών ή ψυχή καί 

πριν εις τόδε τό είδος έλθεΐν, ούκ άνατίθεμαι μή ούχί πάνυ 

χαριέντως καί, εί μή επαχθές έστιν είπεϊν, πάνυ ΐκανώς 

άποδεδεΐχθαι· ώς δε καί άποθανόντων ήμών έτι που έσται, 

5 ού μοι δοκεΐ τήιδε. ώς μεν ούκ ίσχυρότερον καί πολυ- 

χρονιώτερον ψυχή σώματος, ού συγχωρώ τήι Σιμμίου άντι- 

λήψει· δοκεΐ γάρ μοι πάσι τούτοις πάνυ πολύ διαφέρειν. τί 

ούν, άν φαίη ό λόγος, έτι άπιστεΐς, επειδή όράις άποθανόντος 

τού άνθρώπου τό γε άσθενέστερον έτι όν; τό δε πολυ- 

b χρονιώτερον οΰ δοκεΐ σοι άναγκαΐον είναι έτι σώιζεσθαι έν 

τούτωι τώι χρόνωι; προς δή τούτο τόδε έπίσκεψαι, εΐ τι λέγω· 

είκόνος γάρ τίνος, ώς έοικεν, κάγώ ώσπερ Σιμμίας δέομαι, 

έμοί γάρ δοκεΐ ομοίως λέγεσθαι ταύτα ώσπερ άν τις περί 

5 άνθρώπου ΰφάντου πρεσβύτου άποθανόντος λέγοι τούτον 

τον λόγον, ότι ούκ άπόλωλεν ό άνθρωπος άλλ’ έστι που 

σώς, τεκμήριον δε παρέχοιτο θοιμάτιον ό ήμπείχετο αυτός 

ύφηνάμενος ότι έστί σών καί ούκ άπόλωλεν, καί εΐ τις 

c άπιστοίη αύτώι, άνερωτώιη πότερον πολυχρονιώτερόν έστι 

τό γένος άνθρώπου ή ίματίου έν χρείαι τε όντος καί φορου- 

μένου, άποκριναμένου δή τίνος ότι πολύ τό τού άνθρώπου, 

οΐοιτο άποδεδεΐχθαι ότι παντός άρα μάλλον ό γε άνθρωπος 

e2 δέ om. τη 34 εσται τη: krriv τη \>η σώς (τη): ίσως c: p incert. 
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σώς έστιν, επειδή τό γε όλιγοχρονιώτερον οΰκ άπόλωλεν. 5 

τό δ’ οίμαι, ώ Σιμμία, οΰχ ούτως έχει- σκόπει γάρ καί σύ 

ά λέγω, πας γάρ άν ύπολάβοι ότι εύηθες λέγει ό τούτο 

λέγων ό γάρ ύφάντης ούτος πολλά κατατρίψας τοιαύτα 

ΐμάτια καί ύφηνάμενος εκείνων μεν ύστερος άπόλωλεν πολ¬ 

λών όντων, τού δε τελευταίου οΐμαι πρότερος, καί οϋδέν τι d 

μάλλον τούτου ένεκα άνθρωπός έστιν ίματίου φαυλότερον 

ούδ’ άσθενέστερον. την αύτήν δε ταύτην οΐμαι εικόνα 

δέξαιτ’ άν ψυχή προς σώμα, καί τις λέγων αυτά ταΰτα περί 

αύτών μέτρι’ άν μοι φαίνοιτο λέγειν, ώς ή μεν ψυχή 5 

πολυχρόνιόν έστι, τό δέ σώμα άσθενέστερον καί όλιγο- 

χρονιώτερον άλλά γάρ άν φαίη έκάστην τών ψυχών πολλά 

σώματα κατατρίβειν, άλλως τε κάν πολλά έτη βιών εί γάρ 

ρέοι τό σώμα καί άπολλύοιτο έτι ζώντος τού άνθρώπου, 

άλλ’ ή ψυχή άεί τό κατατριβόμενον άνυφαίνοι· άναγκαΤον e 

μεντάν εΐη, οπότε άπολλύοιτο ή ψυχή, τό τελευταΐον ύφασμα 

τυχεΐν αύτήν εχουσαν καί τούτου μόνου προτέραν άπόλ- 

λυσθαι, άπολομένης δέ τής ψυχής τότ’ ήδη τήν φύσιν τής 

άσθενείας έπιδεικνύοι τό σώμα καί ταχύ σαπέν διοίχοιτο. 5 

ώστε τούτωι τώι λόγωι ούπω άξιον πιστεύσαντα θαρρεΐν ώς 

έπειδάν άποθάνωμεν έτι που ήμών ή ψυχή έστιν. εί γάρ 88 

τις καί πλέον έτι τώι λέγοντι [ή] ά σύ λέγεις συγχωρήσειεν, 

δούς αύτώι μή μόνον έν τώι πριν καί γενέσθαι ήμάς χρόνωι 

είναι ήμών τάς ψυχάς, άλλά μηδέν κωλύειν καί έπειδάν 

άποθάνωμεν ένίων έτι είναι καί έσεσθαι καί πολλάκις γενή- 5 

σεσθαι καί άποθανεΐσθαι αύθις (ούτω γάρ αύτό φύσει 

ισχυρόν είναι, ώστε πολλάκις γιγνομένην ψυχήν άντέχειν)· 

δούς δέ ταΰτα εκείνο μηκέτι συγχωροΐ, μή ού πονεΐν 

αύτήν εν ταΐς πολλαΐς γενέσεσιν, καί τελευτώσάν γε έν 

τινι τών θανάτων παντάπασιν άπόλλυσθαι, τούτον δέ τον ιο 

θάνατον καί ταύτην τήν διάλυσιν του σώματος ή τήι ψυχήι b 

φέρει όλεθρον μηδένα φαίη είδέναι, άδύνατον γάρ είναι 

ότωιοΰν αίσθέσθαι ήμών εί δέ τούτο ούτως εχει, ουδενι 

προσήκει θάνατον θαρρούντι μή ούκ άνοήτως θαρρεΐν, δς άν 

μή έχηι άποδεΐξαι ότι έστι ψυχή παντάπασιν άθάνατόν τε 5 
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καί άνώλεθρον εΐ δε μή, ανάγκην είναι άει τον μέλλοντα 

άποθανεΐσθαι δεδιέναι υπέρ τής αυτού ψυχής μή έν τήι νυν 

του σώματος διαζεύξει παντάπασιν άττόληται.” 

c πάντες ουν άκούσαντες εΐττόντων αυτών άηδώς διετέθη- 

μεν, ώς ύστερον έλέγομεν προς άλλήλους, δτι ΰπό τού 

έμπροσθεν λόγου σφόδρα πεπεισμένους ημάς πάλιν έδόκουν 

άναταράξαι κα'ι εις άπιστίαν καταβαλεΐν ου μόνον τοΐς 

5 προειρημένοις λόγοις, άλλά και εις τά ύστερον μέλλοντα 

ρηθήσεσθαι, μή ούδενός άξιοι είμεν κριταί ή καί τά πράγ¬ 

ματα αυτά άπιστα ήι. 
ΕΧ. νή τους θεούς, ώ Φαίδων, συγγνώμην γε έχω υμΐν. 

καί γάρ αυτόν με νϋν άκούσαντά σου τοιοΰτόν τι λέγειν 

d προς έμαυτόν έπέρχεταν “τίνι ουν έτι πιστεύσομεν λόγωι; 

ώς γάρ σφόδρα πιθανός ών, όν ό Σωκράτης έλεγε λόγον, 

νύν εις άπιστίαν καταπέπτωκεν.” θαυμαστώς γάρ μου ό 

λόγος ουτος άντιλαμβάνεται καί νύν καί άεί, τό άρμονίαν 

5 τινά ήμών είναι τήν ψυχήν, καί ώσπερ υπέμνησέν με ρηθείς 

ότι καί αΰτώι μοι ταΰτα προυδέδοκτο. καί πάνυ δέομαι 

πάλιν ώσπερ έξ άρχής άλλου τίνος λόγου ός με πείσει ώς 

τού άποθανόντος ού συναποθνήισκει ή ψυχή, λέγε ουν πρός 

Διός, πήι ό Σωκράτης μετήλθε τον λόγον; καί πότερον 

e κάκεΤνος, ώσπερ υμάς φήις, ένδηλός τι έγένετο άχθόμενος, ή 

ού, άλλά πράιως έβοήθει τώι λόγωι; ή καί ίκανώς έβοήθησεν 

ή ένδεώς; πάντα ήμΐν δίελθε ώς δύνασαι άκριβέστατα. 

ΦΑΙΔ. καί μήν, ώ Έχέκρατες, πολλάκις θαυμάσας 

5 Σωκράτη ού πώποτε μάλλον ήγάσθην ή τότε παραγενόμενος. 

8g τό μεν ουν έχειν ότι λέγοι έκεΤνος ίσως οΰδέν άτοπον άλλά 

έγωγε μάλιστα έθαύμασα αυτού πρώτον μεν τούτο, ώς ήδέως 

καί εύμενώς καί άγαμένως τών νεανίσκων τον λόγον άπ- 

εδέξατο, έπειτα ήμών ώς όξέως ήισθετο ό έπεπόνθεμεν ύπό 

5 τών λόγων, έπειτα ώς ευ ημάς ίάσατο καί ώσπερ πεφευγότας 

καί ήττημένους άνεκαλέσατο καί προύτρεψεν πρός τό παρ- 

έπεσθαί τε καί συσκοπεΐν τον λόγον. 

e2 ή τη: ή τη: om. τη 
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EX. πώς δή; 

ΦΑΙΔ. έγώ έρώ. έτυχον γάρ έν δεξιάι αύτού καθή- 

μενος παρά την κλίνην έπ'ι χαμαιζήλου τινός, ό δέ έπϊ πολύ b 

υψηλότερου ή έγώ. καταψήσας ουν μου την κεφαλήν και 

συμπιέσας τάς επί τώι αΰχένι τρίχας (εϊώθει γάρ, οπότε 

τύχοι, παίζειν μου εις τάς τρίχας), “αύριον δή”, έφη, “ίσως, ώ 

Φαίδων, τάς καλάς ταύτας κόμας άποκερήι.” 5 

“έοικεν,” ήν δ’ έγώ, “ώ Σώκρατες.” 

“ούκ, άν γε έμοί πείθηι.” 

“άλλά τί; ” ήν δ’ έγώ. 

“τήμερον”, έφη, “κάγώ τάς έμάς καί σύ ταύτας, έάνπερ γε 

ήμΐν ό λόγος τελευτήσηι καί μή δυνώμεθα αυτόν άναβιώ- ίο 

σασθαι. καί έγωγ’ άν, εΐ συ εΐην καί με διαφεύγοι ό c 

λόγος, ένορκον άν ποιησαίμην ώσπερ ΆργεΤοι, μή πρότερον 

κομήσειν, πρίν άν νικήσω άναμαχόμενος τον Σιμμίου τε καί 

Κέβητος λόγον.” 

“άλλ”’, ήν δ’ έγώ, “προς δύο λέγεται ούδ’ ό 'Ηρακλής οΐός 5 

τε είναι.” 

“άλλά καί έμέ”, έφη, “τον Ίόλεων παρακάλει, έως έτι 

φώς έστιν.” 

“παρακαλώ τοίνυν,” έφην, “ούχ ώς 'Ηρακλής, άλλ’ ώς 

Ίόλεως τον'Ηρακλή.” ίο 

“ούδέν διοίσει,” έφη. “άλλά πρώτον εύλαβηθώμέν τι πάθος 

μή πάθωμεν.” 

“τό ποιον; ” ήν δ’ έγώ. 

“μή γενώμεθα”, ή δ’ ός, “μισόλογοι, ώσπερ οί μισάνθρωποι d 

γιγνόμενοι· ώς ούκ έστιν”, έφη, “ότι άν τις μεΐζον τούτου 

κακόν πάθοι ή λόγους μισήσας. γίγνεται δέ έκ τού αύτού 

τρόπου μισολογία τε καί μισανθρωπία. ή τε γάρ μισαν- 

θρωπία ένδύεται έκ τού σφόδρα τινί πιστεϋσαι άνευ τέχνης, 5 

καί ήγήσασθαι παντάπασί γε άληθή είναι καί ύγιή καί 

πιστόν τον άνθρωπον, έπειτα ολίγον ύστερον εύρεΐν τούτον 

πονηρόν τε καί άπιστον, καί αυθις έτερον καί όταν τούτο 

πολλάκις πάθηι τις καί ύπό τούτων μάλιστα ούς άν ήγήσαιτο 

οίκειοτάτους τε καί έταιροτάτους, τελευτών δή θαμά προσ- e 
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κρούων μισεί τε πάντας καί ηγείται ούδενός ούδέν υγιές 

είναι το τταράτταν. ή οΰκ ήισθησαι σύ ττω τούτο γιγνόμενον; ” 

“πάνυ γε,” ήν δ’ εγώ. 

5 “οΰκοΰν”, η δ’ δς, “αισχρόν, και δήλον ότι άνευ τέχνης τής 

περί τάνθρώπεια ό τοιοΰτος χρήσθαι έττιχειρεΐ τοΐς άνθρώ- 

ποις; εί γάρ που μετά τέχνης έχρήτο, ώσπερ έχει ούτως 

90 άν ήγήσατο, τους μέν χρηστούς καί πονηρούς σφόδρα 

ολίγους είναι έκατέρους, τούς δε μεταξύ πλείστους.” 

“πώς λέγεις; ” έφην έγώ. 

“ώσπερ”, ή δ’ ός, “περί τών σφόδρα σμικρών καί μεγάλων 

5 οϊει τι σπανιώτερον είναι ή σφόδρα μέγαν ή σφόδρα σμικρόν 

έξευρεΐν άνθρωπον ή κύνα ή άλλο ότιούν; ή αύ ταχύν ή 

βραδύν ή αισχρόν ή καλόν ή λευκόν ή μέλανα; ή ούχί 

ήισθησαι ότι πάντων τών τοιούτων τά μέν άκρα τών έσχάτων 

σπάνια καί ολίγα, τά δέ μεταξύ άφθονα καί πολλά; ” 

ίο “πάνυ γε,” ήν δ’έγώ. 

b “ούκοϋν οΐει,” έφη, “εί πονηριάς άγών προτεθείη, πάνυ άν 

ολίγους καί ενταύθα τούς πρώτους φανήναι; ” 

“είκός γε,” ήν δ’ έγώ. 

“είκός γάρ,” έφη. “άλλά ταύτηι μέν ούχ όμοιοι οι λόγοι 

5 τοΤς άνθρώποις, άλλά σού νυνδή προάγοντος έγώ έφεσπόμην, 

άλλ’ έκείνηι ήι, έπειδάν τις πιστεύσηι λόγωι τινί άληθεΐ 

είναι άνευ τής περί τούς λόγους τέχνης, κάπειτα ολίγον 

ύστερον αύτώι δόξηι ψευδής είναι, ενίοτε μέν ών, ενίοτε δ1 

ούκ ών, καί αύθις έτερος καί έτερος - καί μάλιστα δή οί 

c περί τούς άντιλογικούς λόγους διατρίψαντες οίσθ’ ότι τελευ- 

τώντες οΐονται σοφώτατοι γεγονέναι καί κατανενοηκέναι 

μόνοι ότι ούτε τών πραγμάτων ούδενός ούδέν ύγιές ούδέ 

βέβαιον ούτε τών λόγων, άλλά πάντα τά όντα άτεχνώς ώσπερ 

5 έν Εύρίπωι άνω κάτω στρέφεται καί χρόνον ούδένα εν 
ούδενί μένει.” 

“πάνυ μέν ούν”, έφην έγώ, “άληθή λέγεις.” 

“ούκούν, ώ Φαίδων,” έφη, “οίκτρόν άν ειη τό πάθος, εί 

e3 σύ πω τη: σύ m I: οΰπω τη e6 επιχειρεί c: έπεχείρει t 
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όντος δή τίνος άληθούς καί βεβαίου λόγου καί δυνατού 

καταυοήσαι, έπειτα διά τό παραγίγνεσθαι τοιούτοις τισί d 

λόγοις, τοΐς αύτοϊς τοτέ μέν δοκούσιν άληθέσιυ είναι, τότε 

δέ μή, μή εαυτόν τις αϊτιώιτο μηδέ την εαυτού άτεχνίαν, 

άλλά τελευτών διά τό άλγεΐν άσμενος επί τούς λόγους άφ’ 

εαυτού την αιτίαν άπώσαιτο και ήδη τον λοιπόν βίον μισών 5 

τε καί λοιδορών τούς λόγους διατελοϊ, τών δέ όντων τής 

άληθείας τε καί επιστήμης στερηθείη.” 

“νή τον Δία,” ήν δ’ εγώ, “οίκτρόν δήτα.” 

“πρώτον μέν τοίνυν”, έφη, “τούτο εύλαβηθώμεν, καί μή 

παρίωμεν εις τήν ψυχήν ώς τών λόγων κινδυνεύει ούδέν e 

υγιές είναι, άλλά πολύ μάλλον ότι ήμεΐς ούπω ύγιώς έχομεν, 

άλλά άνδριστέον καί προθυμητέον ύγιώς έχειν, σοί μέν ούν 

καί τοΐς άλλοις καί τού έπειτα βίου παντός ένεκα, έμοϊ δέ 

αύτού ένεκα τού θανάτου, ώς κινδυνεύω έγωγε έν τώι παρόντι gi 

περί αύτού τούτου ού φιλοσόφως έχειν άλλ’ ώσπερ οί πάνυ 

άπαίδευτοι φιλονίκως. καί γάρ εκείνοι όταν περί του άμ- 

φισβητώσιν, όπηι μέν έχει περί ών άν ό λόγος ήι ού φροντί- 

ζουσιν, όπως δέ ά αύτοί έθεντο ταύτα δόξει τοΐς παρούσιν, 5 

τούτο προθυμούνται. καί εγώ μοι δοκώ έν τώι παρόντι 

τοσούτον μόνον εκείνων διοίσειν ού γάρ όπως τοΐς παρούσιν 

ά εγώ λέγω δόξει άληθή είναι προθυμήσομαι, εί μή εΐη 

πάρεργον, άλλ’ όπως αύτώι έμοί ότι μάλιστα δόξει ούτως 

έχειν. λογίζομαι γάρ, ώ φίλε εταίρε (θέασαι ώς πλεο- b 

νεκτικώς), εί μέν τυγχάνει άληθή όντα ά λέγω, καλώς δή 

έχει τό πεισθήναι· εί δέ μηδέν έστι τελευτήσαντι, άλλ’ ούν 

τούτον γε τον χρόνον αύτόν τον προ τού θανάτου ήττον τοΐς 

παρούσιν άηδής έσομαι όδυρόμενος, ή δέ άνοιά μοι αύτη ού 5 

συνδιατελεΐ (κακόν γάρ άν ήν), άλλ’ ολίγον ύστερον άπο- 

λεΤται. παρεσκευασμένος δή,” έφη, “ώ Σιμμία τε καί Κέβης, 

ούτωσί έρχομαι έπί τον λόγον ύμεΐς μέντοι, άν έμοί πεί- 

θησθε, σμικρόν φροντίσαντες Σωκράτους, τής δέ άληθείας c 

πολύ μάλλον, έάν μέν τι ύμΐν δοκώ άληθές λέγειν, συνομο- 

b5 άνοια τη: διάνοια τη 
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λογήσατε, εϊ δε μή, παντί λόγωι άντιτείνετε, ευλαβούμενοι 

όπως μή εγώ Οπό προθυμίας άμα έμαυτόν τε καί υμάς έξα- 

5 πατήσας, ώσπερ μέλιττα το κέντρον έγκαταλιπών οίχησομαι. 

“άλλ’ ίτέον,” έφη. “πρώτον με ϋπομνήσατε ά έλέγετε, έάν 

μή φαίνωμαι μεμνημένος. Σιμμίας μεν γάρ, ώς έγώιμαι, 

άπιστεΐ τε και φοβείται μή ή ψυχή όμως και θειότερον καί 

d κάλλιον όν τοΰ σώματος προαπολλύηται εν άρμονίας είδει 

ουσα· Κέβης δε μοι έδοξε τούτο μεν έμοί συγχωρεΐν, 

πολυχρονιώτερόν γε είναι ψυχήν σώματος, άλλα τόδε 

άδηλον παντί, μή πολλά δή σώματα καί πολλάκις κατα- 

5 τρίψασα ή ψυχή τό τελευταΐον σώμα καταλιποΰσα νυν 

αυτή άπολλύηται, καί ήι αυτό τούτο θάνατος, ψυχής όλε¬ 

θρος, έπεί σώμά γε άε'ι άπολλύμενον οΰδέν παύεται, άρα 

άλλ’ ή ταύτ’ έστίν, ώ Σιμμία τε καί Κέβης, ά δει ήμάς 

έπισκοπεΐσθαι; ” 

e συνωμολογείτην δή ταύτ’ είναι άμφω. 

“πότερον ούν”, έφη, “πάντας τούς εμπροσθε λόγους ούκ 

άποδέχεσθε, ή τούς μεν, τούς δ’ ού; ” 

“τούς μεν,” έφάτην, “τούς δ’ ού.” 

5 “τί ούν”, ή δ5 δς, “περί εκείνου τοΰ λόγου λέγετε έν ώι 

έφαμεν τήν μάθησιν άνάμνησιν είναι, καί τούτου ούτως 

εχοντος άναγκαίως έχειν άλλοθι πρότερον ήμών είναι τήν 

92 ψυχήν, πριν έν τώι σώματι ένδεθήναι; ” 

“εγώ μέν”, έφη ό Κέβης, “καί τότε θαυμαστώς ώς έπείσθην 

ύπ’ αύτού καί νύν εμμένω ώς ούδενί λόγωι.” 

“καί μήν”, εφη ό Σιμμίας, “καί αύτός ούτως έχω, καί πάνυ 

5 αν θαυμάζοιμι εΐ μοι περί γε τούτου άλλο ποτέ τι δόξειεν.” 

καί ό Σωκράτης, “άλλά άνάγκη σοι,” έφη, “ώ ξένε Θηβαίε, 

άλλα δοξάσαι, έάνπερ μείνηι ήδε ή οΐησις, τό αρμονίαν μέν είναι 

σύνθετον πράγμα, ψυχήν δε άρμονίαν τινά έκ τών κατά τό 

σώμα έντεταμένων συγκεΐσθαν ού γάρ που άποδέξηι γε 

b σαυτού λέγοντος ώς πρότερον ήν άρμονία συγκειμένη, πριν 

εκείνα είναι έξ ών έδει αύτήν συντεθήναι. ή άποδέξηι; ” 

C3 ευλαβούμενοι om. τη a 7 δοξάσαι τη: δόξαι m(?) p t 
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“ούδαμώς,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες.” 

“αίσθάνηι ούν”, ή δ’ δς, “δτι ταΟτά σοι συμβαίνει λέγειν, 

δταν φήις μεν είναι τήν ψυχήν πριν καί εις άνθρώττου είδος 5 

τε καί σώμα άφικέσθαι, είναι δε αυτήν συγκειμένην έκ των 

οϋδέττω όντων; ου γάρ δή άρμονία γέ σοι τοιοΰτόν έστιν 

ώι άπεικάζεις, άλλά πρότερον καί ή λύρα καί αί χορδαί καί 

οί φθόγγοι ετι άνάρμοστοι δντες γίγνονται, τελευταΤον δέ c 

πάντων συνίσταται ή άρμονία καί πρώτον άπόλλυται. ούτος 

ούν σοι ό λόγος έκείνωι πώς συνάισεται; ” 

“ούδαμώς,” εφη ό Σιμμίας. 

“καί μήν”, ή δ’ δς, “πρέπει γε εΐπερ τωι άλλωι λόγωι συνωιδώι 5 

είναι καί τώι περί άρμονίας.” 

“πρέπει γάρ,” εφη ό Σιμμίας. 

“ούτος τοίνυν”, εφη, “σοι ού συνωιδός· άλλ’ δρα πότερον 

αίρήι τών λόγων, τήν μάθησιν άνάμνησιν είναι ή ψυχήν 

άρμονίαν; ” ιο 

“πολύ μάλλον”, έφη, “εκείνον, ώ Σώκρατες. όδε μεν γάρ 

μοι γέγονεν άνευ άποδείξεως μετά εϊκότος τίνος καί εύπρε- d 

πείας, δθεν καί τοΐς πολλοΐς δοκεΤ άνθρώποις- εγώ δέ τοΐς 

διά τών εΐκότων τάς άποδείξεις ποιουμένοις λόγοις σύνοιδα 

ούσιν άλαζόσιν, καί άν τις αύτούς μή φυλάττηται ευ μάλα, 

έξαπατώσι, καί έν γεωμετρίαι καί έν τοΐς άλλοις άπασιν. 5 

ό δέ περί τής άναμνήσεως καί μαθήσεως λόγος δι’ ΰποθέσεως 

άξίας άποδέξασθαι εΐρηται. έρρήθη γάρ που ούτως ήμών 

είναι ή ψυχή καί πριν εις σώμα άφικέσθαι, ώσπερ αύτή 

έστιν ή ούσία έχουσα τήν επωνυμίαν τήν τού δ εστιν. 

έγώ δέ ταύτην, ώς έμαυτόν πείθω, ίκανώς τε καί όρθώς άπο- e 

δέδεγμαι. άνάγκη ούν μοι, ώς έοικε, διά ταύτα μήτε έμαυτοΰ 

μήτε άλλου άποδέχεσθαι λέγοντος ώς ψυχή έστιν άρμονία.” 

“τί δέ,” ή δ’ δς, “ώ Σιμμία, τήιδε; δοκεΐ σοι άρμονίαι ή άλληι 

τινί συνθέσει προσήκειν άλλως πως εχειν ή ώς άν έκεϊνα 93 

έχηι εξ ών άν συγκέηται; ” 

“ούδαμώς.” 

b8 ώι m t: δ τη d8 αύτή (m) e: αύτής c t 



72 ΠΛΑΤΩΝΟΣ 

“ουδέ μήν ποιεΐν τι, ώς έγώιμαι, ουδέ τι ττάσχειν άλλο 

5 παρ’ ά άν εκείνα ή ττοιήι ή πάσχηι; ” συνέφη. 

“οΰκ άρα ήγεϊσθαί γε προσήκει άρμονίαν τούτων εξ ών άν 

συντεθήι, άλλ’ έπεσθαι.” συνεδόκει. 
“πολλοϋ άρα δει εναντία γε άρμονία κινηθήναι ή 

φθέγξασθαι ή τι άλλο έναντιωθήναι τοΐς αυτής μέρεσιν.” 

ίο “πολλοϋ μέντοι,” έφη. 

“τί δε; οϋχ ούτως άρμονία πέφυκεν είναι έκάστη άρμονία 

ώς άν άρμοσθήι; ” 

“ου μανθάνω,” έφη. 

“ή ούχί,” ή δ5 ός, “άν μέν μάλλον άρμοσθήι καί επί πλέον, 

b εϊπερ ενδέχεται τοΰτο γίγνεσθαι, μάλλον τε άν άρμονία είη καί 

πλείων, εΐ δ5 ήττάν τε καί επ’ ελαττον, ήττων τε καί έλάττων; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

“ή ουν έστι τοΰτο περί ψυχήν, ώστε καί κατά τό σμικρό- 

5 τατον μάλλον έτέραν έτέρας ψυχής έπί πλέον καί μάλλον 

ή έπ’ ελαττον καί ήττον αυτό τοΰτο είναι, ψυχήν; ” 

“οΰδ’ όπωστιοΰν,” εφη. 

“φέρε δή,” έφη, “προς Διάς- λέγεται ψυχή ή μέν νοϋν τε 

έχειν καί άρετήν καί είναι άγαθή, ή δέ άνοιάν τε καί μοχθηρίαν 

c καί είναι κακή; καί ταϋτα άληθώς λέγεται; ” 

“άληθώς μέντοι.” 

“των οΰν θεμένων ψυχήν άρμονίαν είναι τί τις φήσει 

ταϋτα όντα είναι εν ταΐς ψυχαΐς, την τε άρετήν καί την 

5 κακίαν; πότερον άρμονίαν αυ τινα άλλην καί άναρμοστίαν; 

καί την μέν ήρμόσθαι, τήν άγαθήν, καί έχειν έν αΰτήι 

άρμονίαι οϋσηι άλλην άρμονίαν, τήν δέ άνάρμοστον αυτήν τε 

είναι καί οΰκ έχειν έν αΰτήι άλλην; ” 

“οΰκ έχω έγωγ’”, έφη ό Σιμμίας, “είπεΐν δήλον δ’ ότι 

ίο τοιαύτ’ άττ’ άν λέγοι ό εκείνο ύποθέμενος.” 

d “άλλά προωμολόγηται”, έφη, “μηδέν μάλλον μηδ5 ήττον 

έτέραν έτέρας ψυχήν ψυχής είναι· τοΰτο δ’ έστι τό όμο- 

α8 κινηθήναι άν ί 
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λόγημα, μηδέν μάλλον μηδ’ έπΐ ττλέον μηδ’ ήττον μηδ’ έττ’ 

έλαττον έτέραν έτέρας άρμονίαν άρμονίας είναι, ή γάρ; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” ^ 

“τήν δε γε μηδέν μάλλον μηδέ ήττον άρμονίαν ούσαν μηδέ 
μάλλον μηδέ ήττον ήρμόσθαι· έστιν ούτως; ” 

“έστιν.” 

“ή δέ μήτε μάλλον μήτε ήττον ήρμοσμένη έστιν ότι πλέον 

ή έλαττον άρμονίας μετέχει, ή τό ίσον; ” ίο 
ίς \ μ 5 5 το ίσον. 

“ούκοΟν ψυχή επειδή ούδέν μάλλον ούδ’ ήττον άλλη 

άλλης αυτό τούτο, ψυχή, έστιν, ουδέ δη μάλλον ουδέ ήττον e 

ήρμοσται; ” 

“outgo.” 

“τούτο δέ γε πεπονθυϊα ούδέν πλέον άναρμοστίας ουδέ 

άρμονίας μετέχοι άν; ” 5 
c t » \ Τ 5 5 ου γαρ ουν. 

“τούτο δ’ αύ πεπονθυϊα άρ’ άν τι πλέον κακίας ή άρετής 

μετέχοι έτέρα έτέρας, είπερ ή μέν κακία άναρμοστία, ή δέ 

άρετή άρμονία είη; ” 

“ούδέν πλέον.” ίο 

“μάλλον δέ γέ που, ώ Σιμμία, κατά τον ορθόν λόγον 94 

κακίας ούδεμία ψυχή μεθέξει, είπερ άρμονία έστιν άρμονία 

γάρ δήπου παντελώς αύτό τούτο ουσα, άρμονία, άναρμοστίας 

ουποτ1 άν μετάσχοι.” 

“ού μέντοι.” 5 

“ούδέ γε δήπου ψυχή, ούσα παντελώς ψυχή, κακίας.” 

“πώς γάρ έκ γε τών προειρημένοον; ” 

“έκ τούτου άρα τού λόγου ήμΐν πάσαι ψυχαΐ πάντων 

ζώιων ομοίως άγαθαί έσονται, είπερ ομοίως ψυχαΐ πεφύκασιν 

αύτό τούτο, ψυχαί, είναι.” ίο 

“έμοιγε δοκεϊ,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες.” 

“ή καί καλώς δοκεϊ”, ή δ’ δς, “ούτω λέγεσθαι, καί πάσχειν 

d6~7 μήτε.. . μήτε e 
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b άν ταύτα ό λόγος ε’ι όρθή ή ύπόθεσις ήν, τό ψυχήν αρμονίαν 

είναι; ” 

“οόδ’ όπωστιούν,” έφη. 

“τί δε; ” ή δ’ ός· “των έν άνθρώπωι πάντων έσθ’ ότι άλλο 

5 λέγεις άρχειν ή ψυχήν άλλως τε καί φρόνιμον; ” 

“ούκ έγωγε.” 

“πότερον συγχωρούσαν τοΐς κατά τό σώμα πάθεσιν ή καί 

έναντιουμένην; λέγω δε τό τοιόνδε, οΤον καύματος ένόντος 

καί δίψους έπί τουναντίον έλκειν, τό μή πίνειν, καί πείνης 

ίο ένούσης έπί τό μή έσθίειν, καί άλλα μυρία που όρώμεν 

c έναντιουμένην τήν ψυχήν τοΐς κατά τό σώμα· ή ού; ” 

“πάνυ μέν ουν.” 

“οΰκούν αυ ώμολογήσαμεν έν τοΐς πρόσθεν μήποτ’ άν 

αυτήν, άρμονίαν γε ούσαν, έναντία άιδειν οίς έπιτείνοιτο 

5 καί χαλώιτο καί ψάλλοιτο καί άλλο ότιούν πάθος πάσχοι 

έκεΐνα έξ ών τυγχάνοι ούσα, άλλ’ έπεσθαι έκείνοις καί ούποτ’ 

άν ήγεμονεύειν; ” 

“ώμολογήσαμεν,” εφη· “πώς γάρ ού; ” 

“τί ούν; νύν ου παν τουναντίον ήμΐν φαίνεται έργαζομένη, 

ίο ήγεμονεύουσά τε έκείνων πάντων έξ ών φησί τις αυτήν 

d είναι, καί έναντιουμένη ολίγου πάντα διά παντός τού βίου 

καί δεσπόζουσα πάντας τρόπους, τά μέν χαλεπώτερον κολά- 

ζουσα καί μετ’ άλγηδόνων, τά τε κατά τήν γυμναστικήν καί 

τήν ιατρικήν, τά δε πραιότερον, καί τά μέν άπειλοϋσα, τά δέ 

5 νουθετούσα, ταΐς έπιθυμίαις καί όργαΐς καί φόβοις ώς άλλη 

ούσα άλλωι πράγματι διαλεγομένη; οΐόν που καί "Ομηρος έν 

Όδυσσείαι πεποίηκεν, ού λέγει τον Όδυσσέα- 

στήθος δέ πλήξας κραδίην ήνίπαπε μύθωο 
e ‘τέτλαθι δή, κραδίη· καί κύντερον άλλο ποτ’ έτλης.’ 

άρ’ οΐει αύτόν ταύτα ποιήσαι διανοούμενον ώς άρμονίας 

αύτής ούσης καί οΐας άγεσθαι ύπό τών τού σώματος παθη¬ 

μάτων, άλλ’ ούχ οΐας άγειν τε ταύτα καί δεσπόζειν, καί 

5 ούσης αύτής πολύ θειοτέρου τίνος πράγματος ή καθ’ 

άρμονίαν; ” 
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“νή Δία, ώ Σώκρατες, έμοιγε δοκεΐ.” 

"ούκ άρα, ώ άριστε, ήμΐν ούδαμήι καλώς έχει ψυχήν 

άρμονίαν τινά φάναι εΤνατ ούτε γάρ άν, ώς έοικεν, 'Ομήρωι 95 

θείωι ττοιητήι όμολογοΐμεν ούτε αυτοί ήμΐν αύτοΐς.” 

“εχει ούτως,” έφη. 

“εΐεν δή,” ή δ’ δς ό Σωκράτης, “τά μεν 'Αρμονίας ήμΐν τής 

Θηβαϊκής ϊλεά πως, ώς έοικε, μετρίως γέγονεν τί δε δή τά 5 

Κάδμου,” εφη, “ώ Κέβης, πώς ίλασόμεθα καί τίνι λόγωι;” 

“σύ μοι δοκεΐς”, εφη ό Κέβης, “έξευρήσειν τουτονί γοΰν 

τον λόγον τον προς τήν άρμονίαν θαυμαστώς μοι είπες ώς 

παρά δόξαν. Σιμμίου γάρ λέγοντος ότι ήπόρει, πάνυ έθαύ- 

μαζον εΐ τι εξει τις χρήσασθαι τώι λόγωι αύτοϋ· πάνυ ουν b 

μοι άτόπως εδοξεν εύθΰς τήν πρώτην έφοδον οΰ δέξασθαι 

του σού λόγου, ταΰτά δή οΰκ άν θαυμάσαιμι καί τον τού 
Κάδμου λόγον εί πόθοι.” 

“ώγαθέ,” εφη ό Σωκράτης, “μή μέγα λέγε, μή τις ήμών 5 

βασκανία περιτρέψηι τον λόγον τον μέλλοντα έσεσθαι. 

άλλά δή ταύτα μεν τώι θεώι μελήσει, ήμεΐς δέ Όμηρικώς 

εγγύς ίόντες πειρώμεθα εί άρα τι λέγεις, έστι δέ δή τό 

κεφάλαιον ών ζητείς· άξιοΐς έπιδειχθήναι ήμών τήν ψυχήν 

άνώλεθρόν τε καί άθάνατον ουσαν, εΐ φιλόσοφος άνήρ μέλ- c 

λων άποθανεΐσθαι, θαρρών τε καί ήγούμενος άποθανών εκεί 

εύ πράξειν διαφερόντως ή εί έν άλλωι βίωι βίους έτελεύτα, 

μή άνόητόν τε καί ήλίθιον θάρρος θαρρήσει. τό δέ άπο- 

φαίνειν ότι ισχυρόν τί έστιν ή ψυχή καί θεοειδές καί ήν έτι 5 

πρότερον, πριν ήμάς άνθρώπους γενέσθαι, ουδέν κωλύειν 

φήις πάντα ταύτα μηνύειν άθανασίαν μέν μή, ότι δέ πολυ¬ 

χρόνιόν τέ έστιν ψυχή καί ήν που πρότερον άμήχανον όσον 

χρόνον καί ήιδει τε καί έπραττεν πολλά άττα· άλλά γάρ 

ούδέν τι μάλλον ήν άθάνατον, άλλά καί αύτό τό εις άν- d 

θρώπου σώμα έλθεΐν άρχή ήν αΰτήι ολέθρου, ώσπερ νόσος· 

καί ταλαιπωρουμένη τε δή τούτον τόν βίον ζώιη καί τελευτώσά 

γε έν τώι καλουμένωι θανάτωι άπολλύοιτο. διαφέρειν δέ δή 

ag ότι τη: δτε τη 
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5 φήις ούδέν είτε άπαξ εις σώμα έρχεται είτε πολλάκις, πρός 

γε το έκαστον ήμών φοβεΐσθαν προσήκει γάρ φοβεΐσθαι, 

εΐ μή άνόητος εΐη, τώι μή είδότι μηδέ έχοντι λόγον διδόναι 

e ώς άθάνατόν έστι. τοιαύτ’ άττα έστίν, οΤμαι, ώ Κέβης, ά 

λέγεις· και εξεπίτηδες πολλάκις άναλαμβάνω, ϊνα μή τι 

διαφΰγηι ημάς, εΐ τέ τι βούλει, προσθήις ή άφέληις.” 

και ό Κέβης, “άλλ’ οΰδέν έγωγε εν τώι παρόντι”, έφη, 

5 “ούτε άφελεΐν ούτε προσθεΐναι δέομαι· έστι δε ταΰτα ά 

λέγω.” 

ό οΟν Σωκράτης συχνόν χρόνον έπισχών καί προς εαυτόν 

τι σκεψάμενος, “ού φαΰλον πράγμα,” έφη, “ώ Κέβης, ζητείς· 

άλως γάρ δει περί γενέσεως καί φθοράς την αιτίαν δια- 

g6 πραγματεύσασθαι. εγώ οΟν σοι δίειμι περί αυτών, εάν 

βούληι, τά γε έμά πάθη· έπειτα άν τί σοι χρήσιμον 

φαίνηται ών άν λέγω, πρός τήν πειθώ περί ών δή λέγεις 

ΧΡήσηι.” 

5 “άλλά μήν”, έφη ό Κέβης, “βούλομαι γε.” 

“άκουε τοίνυν ώς έροΰντος. εγώ γάρ,” έφη, “ώ Κέβης, 

νέος ών θαυμαστώς ώς έπεθύμησα ταύτης τής σοφίας ήν 

δή καλοΰσι περί φύσεως ιστορίαν υπερήφανος γάρ μοι 

έδόκει είναι, είδέναι τάς αιτίας έκάστου, διά τί γίγνεται 

ίο έκαστον καί διά τί άπόλλυται καί διά τί έστι. καί πολλάκις 

b έμαυτόν άνω κάτω μετέβαλλον σκοπών πρώτον τά τοιάδε- 

άρ’ έπειδάν τό θερμόν καί τό ψυχρόν σηπεδόνα τινά 

λάβηι, ώς τινες έλεγον, τότε δή τά ζώια συντρέφεται; καί 

πότερον τό αίμά έστιν ώι φρονούμεν, ή ό άήρ ή τό πΰρ; ή 

5 τούτων μέν ούδέν, ό δ’ εγκέφαλός έστιν ό τάς αισθήσεις 

παρέχων τού άκούειν καί όράν καί όσφραίνεσθαι, έκ τούτων 

δε γίγνοιτο μνήμη καί δόξα, έκ δε μνήμης καί δόξης λα- 

βούσης τό ήρεμεΐν, κατά ταΰτα γίγνεσθαι επιστήμην; καί 

αυ τούτων τάς φθοράς σκοπών, καί τά περί τον ούρανόν 

c τε καί τήν γην πάθη, τελευτών ούτως έμαυτώι έδοξα πρός 

ταύτην τήν σκέψιν άφυής είναι ώς ούδέν χρήμα, τεκμή- 

a3 δή λέγεις e: αν λέγηις τη: λέγεις m t b2 καί τό τη t: καί τη: τό τη 
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ριον δε σοι έρώ ικανόν έγώ γάρ ά καί πρότερον σαφώς 

ήττιστάμην, ώς γε έμαυτώι καί τοΐς άλλοις έδόκουν, τότε 

υπό ταύτης τής σκέψεως οΟτω σφόδρα έτυφλώθην, ώστε 5 

άττέμαθον καί ταΟτα ά προ τού ώιμην είδέναι, περί άλλων τε 

πολλών καί διά τί άνθρωπος αυξάνεται, τούτο γάρ ώιμην 

προ τοΰ παντί δήλον είναι, ότι διά τό έσθίειν καί πίνειν 

έπειδάν γάρ έκ τών σιτίων ταΤς μεν σαρξί σάρκες προσ- d 

γένωνται, τοΐς δε όστοΐς όστά, καί οΟτω κατά τον αυτόν 

λόγον καί τοΐς άλλοις τά αυτών οικεία έκάστοις προσγένηται, 

τότε δή τον ολίγον όγκον όντα ύστερον πολΰν γεγονέναι, 

καί ούτω γίγνεσθαι τον σμικρόν άνθρωπον μέγαν. ούτως 5 

τότε ώιμην ού δοκώ σοι μετρίως; ” 

“έμοιγε,” έφη ό Κέβης. 

“σκέψαι δή καί τάδε έτι. ώιμην γάρ ίκανώς μοι δοκεϊν, 

οπότε τις φαίνοιτο άνθρωπος παραστάς μέγας σμικρώι μείζων 

είναι αύτήι τήι κεφαλήι, καί ίππος ίππου· καί ετι γε τούτων e 

εναργέστερα, τά δέκα μοι έδόκει τών οκτώ πλέονα είναι διά 

τό δύο αύτοΐς προσεΐναι, καί τό δίπηχυ του πηχυαίου μεΐζον 

είναι διά τό ήμίσει αύτοϋ ύπερέχειν.” 

“νύν δέ δή”, έφη ό Κέβης, “τί σοι δοκεΐ περί αύτών; ” 5 

“πόρρω που”, έφη, “νή Δία έμέ είναι τοΰ οΐεσθαι περί 

τούτων του την αιτίαν είδέναι, ός γε ούκ άποδέχομαι έμαυτού 

ούδέ ώς έπειδάν ένί τις προσθήι εν, ή τό έν ώι προσετέθη 

δύο γέγονεν, ή τό προστεθέν καί ώι προσετέθη 

διά τήν πρόσθεσιν τού ετέρου τώι έτέρωι δύο έγένετο- 97 

θαυμάζω γάρ εί ότε μέν έκάτερον αύτών χωρίς άλλήλων 

ήν, έν άρα έκάτερον ήν καί ούκ ήστην τότε δύο, έπεί δ’ 

έπλησίασαν άλλήλοις, αύτη άρα αιτία αύτοΐς έγένετο τού δύο 

γενέσθαι, ή σύνοδος τού πλησίον άλλήλων τεθήναι. ούδέ 5 

γε ώς έάν τις έν διασχίσηι, δύναμαι ετι πείθεσθαι ώς αύτη 

αύ αιτία γέγονεν, ή σχίσις, τού δύο γεγονέναι- έναντία γάρ 

γίγνεται ή τότε αιτία τού δύο γίγνεσθαι- τότε μέν γάρ ότι b 

ej του (m): τοϋ m: om. m eg ή cp: τό προστεθέν) ή e et fort, t bi ή 

e: ή c t 
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συνήγετο πλησίον άλλήλων και προσετίθετο έτερον έτέρωι, 

νΟν δ’ ότι άπάγεται καί χωρίζεται ετερον άφ’ ετέρου, ουδέ 

γε δι’ ότι εν γίγνεται ώς έττίσταμαι, έτι πείθω έμαυτόν, 

5 οΰδ’ άλλο ούδέν ένί λόγωι δΓ δτι γίγνεται ή άπόλλυται ή 

έστι, κατά τούτον τον τρόπον τής μεθόδου, αλλά τιν’ άλλον 

τρόπον αυτός είκήι φύρω, τούτον δε ούδαμήι προσίεμαι. 

“άλλ’ άκούσας μέν ποτέ έκ βιβλίου τινός, ώς έφη, Άναξ- 

c αγόρου άναγιγνώσκοντος, καί λέγοντος ώς άρα νους έστιν ό 

διακόσμων τε καί πάντων αίτιος, ταύτηι δή τήι αίτίαι ήσθην τε 

καί εδοξέ μοι τρόπον τινά ευ έχειν τό τόν νουν είναι πάντων 

αίτιον, καί ήγησάμην, εί τοϋθ’ ούτως έχει, τόν γε νούν 

5 κοσμούντα πάντα κοσμεΤν καί έκαστον τιθέναι ταύτηι δπηι 

αν βέλτιστα έχην εί ουν τις βούλοιτο την αιτίαν εΰρεϊν 

περί έκάστου δπηι γίγνεται ή άπόλλυται ή έστι, τούτο δεΐν 

περί αυτού εύρεΐν, δπηι βέλτιστον αΰτώι έστιν ή είναι ή 

d άλλο ότιούν πάσχειν ή ποιεΐν έκ δε δή τού λόγου τούτου 

ούδέν άλλο σκοπεΐν προσήκειν άνθρώπωι καί περί αύτού εκεί¬ 

νου καί περί των άλλων άλλ’ ή τό άριστον καί τό βέλτιστον. 

άναγκαΐον δε είναι τόν αύτόν τούτον καί τό χείρον εϊδέναι· 

5 την αύτήν γάρ είναι επιστήμην περί αύτών. ταύτα δή 

λογιζόμενος άσμενος ηύρηκέναι ώιμην διδάσκαλον τής αιτίας 

περί των δντων κατά νούν έμαυτώι, τόν ’Αναξαγόραν, καί 

μοι φράσειν πρώτον μέν πότερον ή γή πλατεΐά έστιν ή 

e στρογγύλη, έπειδή δέ φράσειεν, έπεκδιηγήσεσθαι τήν αιτίαν 

καί τήν άνάγκην, λέγοντα τό άμεινον καί δτι αύτήν άμεινον 

ήν τοιαύτην είναι- καί εί έν μέσωι φαίη είναι αύτήν, έπεκ¬ 

διηγήσεσθαι ώς άμεινον ήν αύτήν έν μέσωι είναι- καί εΐ μοι 

g8 ταύτα άποφαίνοι, παρεσκευάσμην ώς ούκέτι ποθεσόμενος 

αιτίας άλλο είδος, καί δή καί περί ήλιου οϋτω παρεσκευ¬ 

άσμην ώσαύτως πευσόμενος, καί σελήνης καί των άλλων 

άστρων, τάχους τε πέρι προς άλληλα καί τροπών καί τών 

5 άλλων παθημάτων, πήι ποτέ ταύτ’ άμεινον έστιν έκαστον 

καί ποιεΐν καί πάσχειν ά πάσχει, ού γάρ άν ποτέ αύτόν 

d2 εκείνου om. τη t 
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ώιμην, φάσκοντά γε υπό νοϋ αυτά κεκοσμήσθαι, άλλην τινά 

αΰτοΐς αιτίαν έπενεγκεΐν ή ότι βέλτιστον αυτά ούτως εχειν 

έστίν ώσπερ έχει- έκάστωι ουν αυτών άποδιδόντα την αιτίαν b 

καί κοινήι πάσι, τό έκάστωι βέλτιστον ώιμην καί τό κοινόν 

πάσιν έπεκδιηγήσεσθαι άγαθόν καί οϋκ άν άπεδόμην πολλοϋ 

τάς ελπίδας, άλλά πάνυ σπουδήι λαβών τάς βίβλους ώς 

τάχιστα οίός τ’ ή άνεγίγνωσκον, ΐν’ ώς τάχιστα είδείην τό 5 

βέλτιστον καί τό χείρον. 

“άπό δη θαυμαστής, ώ έταΐρε, έλπίδος ώιχόμην φερόμενος, 

επειδή προϊών καί άναγιγνώσκων όρώ άνδρα τώι μέν νώι 

ούδέν χρώμενον ουδέ τινας αίτιας έπαιτιώμενον εϊς τό 

διακοσμεΐν τά πράγματα, άέρας δέ καί αιθέρας καί ΰδατα c 

αίτιώμενον καί άλλα πολλά καί άτοπα, καί μοι έδοξεν 

όμοιότατον πεπονθέναι ώσπερ άν εΐ τις λέγων ότι Σωκράτης 

πάντα όσα πράττει νώι πράττει, κάπειτα έπιχειρήσας λέγειν 

τάς αιτίας έκάστων ών πράττω, λέγοι πρώτον μέν ότι διά 5 

ταΰτα νυν ενθάδε κάθημαι, ότι σύγκειταί μου τό σώμα έξ 

οστών καί νεύρων, καί τά μέν οστά έστιν στερεά καί 

διαφυάς έχει χωρίς άπ’ άλλήλων, τά δέ νεύρα οΤα έπι- 

τείνεσθαι καί άνίεσθαι, περιαμπέχοντα τά όστά μετά τών d 

σαρκών καί δέρματος ό συνέχει αυτά- αίωρουμένων ούν τών 

οστών εν ταΐς αυτών συμβολαΤς χαλώντα καί συντείνοντα 

τά νεύρα κάμπτεσθαί που ποιεί οΐόν τ’ είναι εμέ νύν τά 

μέλη, καί διά ταύτην τήν αιτίαν συγκαμφθείς ενθάδε κά- 5 

θημαν καί αυ περί τού διαλέχεσθαι ύμΐν έτέρας τοιαύτας 

αιτίας λέγοι, φωνάς τε καί άέρας καί άκοάς καί άλλα μυρία 

τοιαύτα αίτιώμενος, άμελήσας τάς ώς άληθώς αιτίας λέγειν, e 

ότι, επειδή Άθηναίοις έδοξε βέλτιον είναι εμού καταψη- 

φίσασθαι, διά ταύτα δή καί έμοί βέλτιον αυ δέδοκται ενθάδε 

καθήσθαι, καί δικαιότερον παραμένοντα ϋπέχειν τήν δίκην 

ήν άν κελεύσωσιν έπεί νή τον κύνα, ώς έγώμαι, πάλαι άν 5 

ταύτα τά νεύρα καί τά όστά ή περί Μέγαρα ή Βοιωτοΰς ήν, gg 

υπό δόξης φερόμενα τού βέλτιστου, εί μη δικαιότερον ώιμην 

by ώ έταΐρε έλπίδος m ί: έλπ. ώ έτ. τη 
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καί κάλλιον είναι προ τού φεύγειν τε καί άποδιδράσκειν 

ύπέχειν τήι πόλει δίκην ήντιν’ άν τάττηι. άλλ’ αίτια μεν 

5 τά τοιαΰτα καλεΐν λίαν άτοπον- εί δε τις λέγοι ότι άνευ 

τοϋ τά τοιαΰτα έχειν καί όστά καί νεύρα καί δσα άλλα έχω, 

οϋκ άν οΐός τ’ ή ποιεΐν τά δόξαντά μοι, άληθή άν λέγοι- ώς 

μέντοι διά ταϋτα ποιώ ά ποιώ, καί ταΰτα νώι πράττω, άλλ’ ου 

b τήι τοΰ βέλτιστου αίρέσει, πολλή άν καί μακρά ραιθυμία εΐη 

τοϋ λόγου, τό γάρ μή διελέσθαι οΐόν τ’ εΤναι ότι άλλο μέν 

τί έστι τό αίτιον τώι όντι, άλλο δε εκείνο άνευ οΰ τό αίτιον 

οϋκ άν ποτ’ εΐη αίτιον- ό δή μοι φαίνονται ψηλαφώντες οί 

5 πολλοί ώσπερ έν σκότει, άλλοτρίωι όνόματι προσχρώμενοι, 

ώς αίτιον αυτό προσαγορεύειν. διό δή καί ό μέν τις δίνην 

περιτιθείς τήι γήι ΰπό τοϋ οϋρανοϋ μένειν δή ποιεί την γήν, 

ό δέ ώσπερ καρδόπωι πλατείαι βόθρον τον άέρα ύπερείδει- 

c την δέ τοϋ ώς οΐόν τε βέλτιστα αυτά τεθήναι δύναμιν οϋτω 

νϋν κεΐσθαι, τούτην ούτε ζητοϋσιν ούτε τινά οΐονται δαι- 

μονίαν ίσχύν εχειν, άλλά ηγούνται τούτου Άτλαντα άν 

ποτέ ίσχυρότερον καί άθανατώτερον καί μάλλον άπαντα 

5 συνέχοντα έξευρεΐν, καί ώς άληθώς τό άγαθόν καί δέον 

συνδεΐν καί συνέχειν ούδέν οΐονται. εγώ μέν ούν τής 

τοιαύτης αιτίας όπηι ποτέ έχει μαθητής ότουούν ήδιστ’ άν 

γενοίμην- έπειδή δέ ταύτης έστερήθην καί ούτ’ αύτός εύρείν 

ούτε παρ’ άλλου μαθεΐν οΐός τε έγενόμην, τον δεύτερον 

d πλούν έπί τήν τής αιτίας ζήτησιν ήι πεπραγμάτευμαι βούλει 

σοι”, έφη, “έπίδειξιν ποιήσωμαι, ώ Κέβης;” 

“ύπερφυώς μέν ουν”, έφη, “ώς βούλομαι.” 

“έδοξε τοίνυν μοι”, ή δ’ ός, “μετά ταϋτα, επειδή άπειρήκη 

5 τά όντα σκοπών, δεΐν εύλαβηθήναι μή πάθοιμι όπερ οί 

τον ήλιον έκλείποντα Θεωροΰντες καί σκοπούμενοι- 

διαφθείρονται γάρ που ένιοι τά όμματα, έάν μή έν ϋδατι ή 

e τινι τοιούτωι σκοπώνται τήν εικόνα αύτού. τοιοΰτόν τι καί 

έγώ διενοήθην, καί έδεισα μή παντάπασι τήν ψυχήν τυφλω- 

a8 ττράττω c ί: πράττοον e d4 άττειρήκη m t: άττείρηκα m 
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θείην βλέπων προς τά πράγματα τοΐς όμμασι και έκάστηι 

των αισθήσεων επιχειρών άπτεσθαι αυτών, έδοξε δή μοι 

χρήναι εις τους λόγους καταφυγόντα εν έκείνοις σκοπεΐν 5 

τών όντων την άλήθειαν. ίσως μεν ουν ώι εικάζω τρόπον 

τινά οΰκ έοικεν ού γάρ πάνυ συγχωρώ τον έν λόγοις ιοο 

σκοπούμενον τά όντα εν είκοσι μάλλον σκοπεΐν ή τον έν 

εργοις. άλλ’ ουν δή ταύτηι γε ώρμησα, καί ΰποθέμενος 

έκάστοτε λόγον όν άν κρίνω έρρωμενέστατον είναι, α μεν 

άν μοι δοκήι τούτωι συμφωνεΐν τίθημι ώς άληθή όντα, καί 5 

περί αιτίας καί περί τών άλλων άπάντων, ά δ5 άν 

μή, ώς οΰκ άληθή. βούλομαι δε σοι σαφέστερον είπεΐν 

ά λέγω' οίμαι γάρ σε νυν ου μανθάνειν.” 

“οΰ μά τον Δία,” έφη ό Κέβης, “ου σφόδρα.” 

“άλλ”’, ή δ’ ός, “ώδε λέγω, ούδέν καινόν, άλλ’ άπερ άεί b 

τε άλλοτε καί έν τώι παρεληλυθότι λόγωι ούδέν πέπαυμαι 

λέγων. έρχομαι γάρ δή έπιχειρών σοι έπιδείξασθαι τής 

αιτίας τό είδος ό πεπραγμάτευμαι, καί είμι πάλιν έπ’ έκεΐνα 

τά πολυθρύλητα καί άρχομαι άπ’ έκείνων, ύποθέμενος είναι 5 

τι καλόν αύτό καθ’ αύτό καί άγαθόν καί μέγα καί τάλλα 

πάντα· ά εΐ μοι δίδως τε καί συγχωρεΐς είναι ταΰτα, έλπίζω 

σοι έκ τούτων τήν αιτίαν έπιδείξειν καί άνευρήσειν ώς 

άθάνατον ή ψυχή.” 

“άλλά μήν”, έφη ό Κέβης, “ώς διδόντος σοι ούκ άν c 

φθάνοις περαίνων.” 

“σκόπει δή”, έφη, “τά εξής έκείνοις έάν σοι συνδοκήι ώσπερ 

έμοί. φαίνεται γάρ μοι, εί τί έστιν άλλο καλόν πλήν αύτό 

τό καλόν, ούδέ δΓ έν άλλο καλόν είναι ή διότι μετέχει 5 

έκείνου τού καλού· καί πάντα δή ούτως λέγω, τήι τοιάιδε 

αίτίαι συγχωρεΐς; ” 

“συγχωρώ,” έφη. 

“ού τοίνυν”, ή δ’ ός, “έτι μανθάνω ούδέ δύναμαι τάς άλλας 

αιτίας τάς σοφάς ταύτας γιγνώσκειν άλλ’ έάν τίς μοι λέγηι ίο 

e6 ώι m: ώξ m ai λόγοις τη: τοΐς λόγοις m a3 Ιργοις τη: τοΐς εργοις 
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d δι’ δτι καλόν έστιν ότιοΰν, ή χρώμα εύανθές έχον ή σχήμα 

ή άλλο ότιοΰν τών τοιούτων, τά μέν άλλα χαίρειν έώ 

(ταράττομαι yap έν τοΐς άλλοις πάσι), τούτο δε άπλώς και 

άτέχνως, καί ίσως εύήθως έχω παρ’ έμαυτώι, ότι οΰκ άλλο τι 

5 ττοιεΐ αυτό καλόν ή ή εκείνου τοϋ καλού είτε παρουσία είτε 

κοινωνία είτε όπηι δή καί όπως προσχενομενού- ου yap ετι 

τούτο διισχυρίζομαι, άλλ’ ότι τώι καλώι πάντα τα καλά 

yίyvετaι καλά, τούτο γάρ μοι δοκεΤ άσφαλέστατον είναι 

καί έμαυτώι άποκρίνασθαι καί άλλωι, καί τούτου έχόμενος 

e ήyoύμaι ούκ άν ποτέ πεσεΐν, άλλ’ άσφαλές είναι καί έμοί 

καί ότωιούν άλλωι άποκρίνασθαι ότι τώι καλώι τά καλά 

καλά- ή ού καί σοί δοκεΐ; ” 

“δοκεΐ.” 

5 “καί μεyέθει άρα τά μεγάλα μεγάλα καί τά μείζω μείζω, 

καί σμικρότητι τά έλάττω έλάττω; ” 

ναι. 

“ουδέ συ άρ’ άν άποδέχοιο εΐ τίς τινα φαίη έτερον ετέρου 

τήι κεφαλήι μείζω είναι, καί τον έλάττω τώι αΰτώι τούτωι 

ιοί έλάττω, άλλά διαμαρτύροιο άν ότι σύ μέν ούδέν άλλο λέγεις 

ή ότι τό μεΐζον παν έτερον ετέρου ούδενί άλλωι μεΐζόν έστιν 

ή μεγέθει, καί διά τούτο μεΐζον, διά τό μέγεθος, τό δε 

έλαττον ούδενί άλλωι έλαττον ή σμικρότητι, καί διά τούτο 

5 έλαττον, διά την σμικρότητα, φοβούμενος οίμαι μή τίς σοι 

έναντίος λόγος άπαντήσηι, έάν τήι κεφαλήι μείζονά τινα φήις 

είναι καί έλάττω, πρώτον μέν τώι αύτώι τό μεΐζον μεΐζον είναι 

καί τό έλαττον έλαττον, έπειτα τήι κεφαλήι σμικράι ούσηι τον 

b μείζω μείζω είναι, καί τούτο δή τέρας είναι, τό σμικρώι τινι 

μέγαν τινά είναι- ή ούκ άν φοβοΐο ταύτα; ” 

καί ό Κέβης γελάσας, “έγωγε,” έφη. 

“ούκούν”, ή δ’ ός, “τά δέκα τών όκτώ δυοΐν πλείω είναι, καί 

5 διά ταύτην τήν αιτίαν ύπερβάλλειν, φοβοΐο άν λέγειν, άλλά 

d6 ττροσγενομένου e: ττροσγινομένου τη: ττροσγενομέυη τη: ττροσαγορευομέυη 
e d8 γίγνεται καλά τη: καλά τη, p ut vid.: om. m e3 καλά τη: καλά 
γίγνεται m: γίγνεται καλά τη: om. m 
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μή πλήθει καί διά τό πλήθος; καί τό δίπηχυ τοϋ πηχυαίου 

ήμίσει μεΐζον είναι άλλ’ ου μεγέθει; ό αυτός γάρ που φόβος.” 

‘‘πάνυ γ5,” έφη. 

“τί δε; έν'ι ενός προστεθέντος την πρόσθεσιν αιτίαν είναι 

του δύο γενέσθαι ή διασχισθέντος την σχίσιν οΰκ εΰλαβοΐο c 

άν λέγειν; καί μέγα αν βοώιης ότι οΰκ οίσθα άλλως πως 

έκαστον γιγνόμενον ή μετασχόν τής ιδίας ουσίας έκάστου 

ου άν μετάσχηι, καί έν τούτοις οΰκ έχεις άλλην τινά αιτίαν 

τού δύο γενέσθαι άλλ’ ή τήν τής δυάδος μετάσχεσιν, καί 5 

δεΐν τούτου μετασχεΐν τά μέλλοντα δύο έσεσθαι, καί μονάδος 

δ άν μέλληι έν έσεσθαι, τάς δε σχίσεις ταύτας καί προσθέσεις 

καί τάς άλλας τάς τοιαύτας κομψείας έώιης άν χαίρειν, πάρεις 

άποκρίνασθαι τοίς σεαυτού σοφωτέροις· σύ δε δεδιώς άν, τό 

λεγόμενον, τήν σαυτοΰ σκιάν καί τήν άπειρίαν, έχόμενος d 

εκείνου τοϋ άσφαλοϋς τής ύποθέσεως, ούτως άποκρίναιο άν. 

εί δέ τις αύτής τής ύποθέσεως έχοιτο, χαίρειν έώιης άν καί 

ούκ άποκρίναιο έως άν τά άπ’ εκείνης όρμηθέντα σκέψαιο 

εΐ σοι άλλήλοις συμφωνεί ή διαφωνεί· επειδή δέ εκείνης 5 

αύτής δέοι σε διδόναι λόγον, ωσαύτως άν διδοίης, άλλην αυ 

ύπόθεσιν ύποθέμενος ήτις των άνωθεν βέλτιστη φαίνοιτο, 

έως έπί τι ικανόν έλθοις, άμα δέ ούκ άν φύροιο ώσπερ oi e 

άντιλογικοί περί τε τής άρχής διαλεγόμενος καί των έξ 

εκείνης ώρμημένων, είπερ βούλοιό τι των όντων εύρεΐν; 

έκείνοις μέν γάρ ίσως ούδέ είς περί τούτου λόγος ούδέ 

φροντίς· ικανοί γάρ ύπό σοφίας όμοϋ πάντα κυκώντες δμως 5 

δύνασθαι αύτο'ι αύτοίς άρέσκειν σύ δ’, είπερ εί των φιλοσόφων, 

οΐμαι άν ώς εγώ λέγω ποιοΐς.” 102 

“άληθέστατα”, έφη, “λέγεις,” ό τε Σιμμίας άμα καί ό Κέβης. 

ΕΧ. νή Δία, ώ Φαίδων, εικότως γε· θαυμαστώς γάρ 

μοι δοκεΐ ώς έναργώς τώι καί σμικρόν νοϋν έχοντι είπείν 

εκείνος ταΰτα. 5 

ΦΑΙΔ. πάνυ μέν ούν, ώ Έχέκρατες, καί πάσι τοίς 

παρούσιν έδοξεν. 

d3 Ιχοιτο c: Ιφοιτο e 
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EX. κα'ι γάρ ήμΐν τοϊς άττούσι, νϋν δέ άκούουσιν. άλλά 

τίνα δή ήν τά μετά ταϋτα λεχθέντα; 

ίο ΦΑΙΔ. ώς μεν εγώ οΤμαι, έπεί αΰτώι ταΰτα συνεχωρήθη, 

b καί ώμολογεΐτο είναι τι έκαστον των ειδών καί τούτων 

τάλλα μεταλαμβάνοντα αύτών τούτων την επωνυμίαν ϊσχειν, 

το δή μετά ταύτα ήρώτα- “εί δή”, ή δ’ 6$, “ταύτα ούτως λέγεις, 

άρ’ ούχ, όταν Σιμμίαν Σωκράτους φήις μείζω είναι, Φαίδωνος 

5 δέ έλάττω, λέγεις τότ’ είναι έν τώι Σιμμίαι άμφότερα, καί 

μέγεθος καί σμικρότητα; ” 

“έγωγε.” 

“άλλά γάρ”, ή δ’ ός, “ομολογείς το τον Σιμμίαν ύπερέχειν 

Σωκράτους ούχ ώς τοΐς ρήμασι λέγεται ούτω καί τό άληθές 

c έχειν; ού γάρ που πεφυκέναι Σιμμίαν ύπερέχειν τούτωι, τώι 

Σιμμίαν είναι, άλλά τώι μεγέθει δ τυγχάνει έχων ούδ’ αυ 

Σωκράτους ύπερέχειν ότι Σωκράτης ό Σωκράτης έστίν, άλλ’ 

ότι σμικρότητα έχει ό Σωκράτης προς τό εκείνου μέγεθος; ” 

5 “άληθή.” 

“ούδέ γε αύ ύπό Φαίδωνος ύπερέχεσθαι τώι ότι Φαίδων 

ό Φαίδων έστίν, άλλ’ δτι μέγεθος έχει ό Φαίδων πρός τήν 

Σιμμίου σμικρότητα; ” 
C C * ~ >5 εστι ταυτα. 

ίο “ούτως άρα ό Σιμμίας επωνυμίαν έχει σμικρός τε καί 

μέγας είναι, έν μέσωι ών άμφοτέρων, του μέν τώι μεγέθει 

d ύπερέχειν τήν σμικρότητα ύπέχων, τώι δέ τό μέγεθος τής 

σμικρότητος παρέχων ύπερέχον.” καί άμα μειδιάσας, “έοικα”, 

έφη, “καί συγγραφικούς έρεΐν, άλλ’ ουν έχει γέ που ώς λέγω.” 

συνέφη. 

5 “λέγω δή τούδ’ ένεκα, βουλόμενος δόξαι σοί δπερ έμοί. 

έμοί γάρ φαίνεται ού μόνον αύτό τό μέγεθος ούδέποτ’ έθέλειν 

άμα μέγα καί σμικρόν είναι, άλλά καί τό έν ήμΐν μέγεθος 

ούδεποτε προσδέχεσθαι τό σμικρόν ούδ’ έθέλειν ύπερέχεσθαι, 

αλλά δυοϊν το έτερον, ή φεύγειν καί ύπεκχωρεΐν όταν αύτώι 

e προσίηι τό έναντίον, τό σμικρόν, ή προσελθόντος έκείνου 

απολωλεναι- ύπομένον δέ καί δεξάμενον τήν σμικρότητα 

ούκ έθέλειν είναι έτερον ή δπερ ήν. ώσπερ έγώ δεξάμενος 
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καί ύπομείνας την σμικρότητα, καϊ έτι ών δσπερ εΐμί, ουτος 

ό αυτός σμικρός εΐμι· εκείνο δε ού τετόλμηκεν μέγα όν 5 

σμικρόν είναι· ώς 5’ αύτως καϊ τό σμικρόν τό έν ήμΐν ούκ 

έθέλε; ποτέ μέγα γίγνεσθαι ουδέ εϊναι, ούδ3 άλλο οΰδέν των 

εναντίων, έτι δν δπερ ήν, άμα τουναντίον γίγνεσθαι τε 

καί είναι, άλλ3 ήτοι άπέρχεται ή άπόλλυται έν τούτωι τώι 103 

παθήματι.” 

“παντάπασιν”, έφη ό Κέβης, “ούτω φαίνεται μοι.” 

καί τις είπε των παρόντων άκούσας (δστις δ3 ήν, οΰ 

σαφώς μέμνημαι), “προς θεών, ούκ έν τοΤς πρόσθεν ήμΐν 5 

λόγοις αύτό τό έναντίον τών νυνί λεγομένων ώμολογεΐτο, έκ 

του έλάττονος τό μεΐζον γίγνεσθαι καί έκ του μείζονος τό 

έλαττον, καί άτεχνώς αυτή είναι ή γένεσις τοΐς έναντίοις, 

έκ τών έναντίων; νυν δέ μοι δοκεΐ λέγεσθαι ότι τούτο ούκ 

άν ποτέ γένοιτο.” ίο 

καί ό Σωκράτης παραβολών τήν κεφαλήν καί άκούσας, 

“άνδρικώς”, έφη, “άπεμνημόνευκας, ού μέντοι έννοεΐς τό b 

διαφέρον τού τε νύν λεγομένου καί τού τότε, τότε μέν 

γάρ έλέγετο έκ τού έναντίου πράγματος τό έναντίον πράγμα 

γίγνεσθαι, νύν δέ, ότι αύτό τό έναντίον έαυτώι έναντίον ούκ 

άν ποτέ γένοιτο, ούτε τό έν ήμΐν ούτε τό έν τήι φύσει. 5 

τότε μέν γάρ, ώ φίλε, περί τών έχόντων τά έναντία έλέγο- 

μεν, έπονομάζοντες αύτά τήι έκείνων έπωνυμίαι, νύν δέ περί 

έκείνων αύτών ών ένόντων έχει τήν έπωνυμίαν τά ονομαζό¬ 

μενα· αύτά δ’ έκεΐνα ούκ άν ποτέ φαμεν έθελήσαι γένεσιν c 

άλλήλων δέξασθαι.” καί άμα βλέψας προς τον Κέβητα 

εΐπεν, “άρα μη που, ώ Κέβης,” έφη, “καί σέ τι τούτων 

έτάραξεν ών όδε εΐπεν; ” 

“ούδ3 αύ”, έφη ό Κέβης, “ούτως έχω· καίτοι ούτι λέγω 5 

ώς ού πολλά με ταράττει.” 

“συνωμολογήκαμεν άρα”, ή δ3 ός, “άπλώς τούτο, μηδέποτε 

έναντίον έαυτώι τό έναντίον έσεσθαι.” 

“παντάπασιν,” έφη. 

a 5 ήμΐν τη\ ϋμΐυ τη C5 καίτοι ούτι τη p: καί τοιοϋτό τι τη 
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ΙΟ “έτι δή μοι καί τάδε σκέψαι,” έφη, “εί άρα συνομολογήσεις, 
θερμόν τι καλεΐς καί ψυχρόν; ” 

“έγωγε.” 
“άρ’ όπερ χιόνα καί πύρ; ” 

d “μά Δί’ οΰκ έγωγε.” 
“άλλ’ έτερόν τι πυρός το θερμόν καί έτερόν τι χιόνος το 

ψυχρόν;” 

“ναι.” 
5 “άλλα τόδε γ’ οΤμαι δοκεΐ σοι, ουδέποτε χιόνα ούσαν, 

δεξαμενήν το Θερμόν, ώσπερ εν τοΤς πρόσθεν έλέγομεν, 

ετι έσεσθαι όπερ ήν, χιόνα καί Θερμόν, αλλα προσιόντος 
του θερμού ή ΰπεκχωρήσειν αύτώι ή άπολεΐσθαι.” 

“πάνυ γε.” 
ίο “καί το πυρ γε αυ προσιόντος τοΰ ψυχρού αύτώι ή 

ϋπεξιέναι ή άπολεΐσθαι, ού μέντοι ποτέ τολμήσειν δεξά- 

μενον την ψυχρότητα έτι είναι όπερ ήν, πϋρ καί ψυχρόν.” 

e “άληθή”, έφη, “λέγεις.” 
“έστιν άρα”, ή δ’ ός, “περί ενια τών τοιούτων, ώστε μη 

μόνον αυτό τό είδος άξιοΰσθαι του αυτού ονόματος εις τον 
άεί χρόνον, άλλα καί άλλο τι ό έστι μεν ούκ έκεΐνο, έχει 

5 δέ την εκείνου μορφήν άεί, ότανπερ ήι. έτι δε έν τώιδε 
ίσως έσται σαφέστερον ό λέγω· τό γάρ περιττόν άεί που 
δει τούτου τού ονόματος τυγχάνειν όπερ νυν λέγομεν ή ού; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

“άρα μόνον τών όντων (τούτο γάρ ερωτώ) ή καί άλλο 
104 τι ° έστι μεν ούχ όπερ τό περιττόν, όμως δέ δει αύτό 

μετά τού έαυτού ονόματος καί τούτο καλεΐν άεί διά τό ούτω 
πεφυκέναι ώστε τού περιττού μηδέποτε άπολείπεσθαι; λέγω 
δέ αύτό είναι οΐον καί ή τριάς πέπονθε καί άλλα πολλά. 

5 σκοπεί δέ περί τής τριάδος. άρα ού δοκεΐ σοι τώι τε αύτής 
όνόματι άεί προσαγορευτέα είναι καί τώι τού περιττού, δντος 
ούχ όπερ τής τριάδος; άλλ’ όμως ούτω πως πέφυκε καί ή 
τριάς καί ή πεμπτάς καί ό ήμισυς τού άριθμού άπας, ώστε 

b ούκ ών όπερ τό περιττόν άεί έκαστος αύτών έστι περιττός· 
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καί αυ τά δύο κα'ι τά τέτταρα και άπας ό έτερος αυ στίχος 

του άριθμοΰ οΰκ ών δττερ τό άρτιον όμως έκαστος αυτών 

άρτιός έστιν άεί· συγχωρεΐς ή ου; ” 

“πώς γάρ οΰκ; ” εφη. 5 

“δ τοίνυν”, εφη, “βούλομαι δηλώσαι, άθρει. έστιν δε 

τόδε, δτι φαίνεται οΰ μόνον εκείνα τά εναντία άλληλα οΰ 

δεχόμενα, άλλά καί δσα οΰκ δντ’ άλλήλοις εναντία έχει άεί 

τάναντία, ουδέ ταϋτα έοικε δεχομένοις εκείνην την ιδέαν ή 

άν τήι έν αΰτοΤς ούσηι εναντία ήι, άλλ’ έπιούσης αυτής ήτοι ίο 

άπολλύμενα ή ΰπεκχωροϋντα. ή οΰ φήσομεν τά τρία καί c 

άπολεΐσθαι πρότερον καί άλλο ότιοΰν πείσεσθαι, πρίν ύπο- 

μεΐναι έτι τρία όντα άρτια γενέσθαι; ” 

“πάνυ μεν ούν,” εφη ό Κέβης. 

“ουδέ μήν”, ή δ’ δς, “εναντίον γέ έστι δυάς τριάδι.” 5 
ί ς > λ τ 5 5 ου γαρ ουν. 

“οΰκ άρα μόνον τά είδη τά εναντία οΰχ υπομένει έπιόντα 

άλληλα, άλλά καί άλλ’ άττα τά εναντία οΰχ υπομένει 

έπιόντα.” 

“άληθέστατα”, εφη, “λέγεις.” ίο 

“βούλει ούν,” ή δ’ δς, “έάν οΐοί τ’ ώμεν, όρισώμεθα όποΤα 

ταΰτά έστιν; ” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

“άρ’ ούν,” εφη, “ώ Κέβης, τάδε ειη άν, ά δτι άν κατάσχηι, d 

μή μόνον αναγκάζει τήν αύτοΰ ιδέαν αύτό ΐσχειν, άλλά καί 

έναντίου τωι άεί τίνος; ” 

“πώς λέγεις; ” 

“ώσπερ άρτι έλέγομεν. οίσθα γάρ δήπου δτι ά άν ή τών 5 

τριών ιδέα κατάσχηι, άνάγκη αύτοΤς ού μόνον τρισίν είναι 

άλλά καί περιττοΐς.” 

“πάνυ γε.” 

“επί τό τοιοΰτον δή, φαμέν, ή εναντία ιδέα έκείνηι τήι 

μορφήι ή άν τούτο άπεργάζηται ούδέποτ’ άν ελθοι.” ίο 

b2 τά2 om. τη d3 τωι e: αϋτώι c dio ή m: ήι m: ή τη 
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C C _» ' _ ?5 ou yap. 

“εΐργάζετο δε γε ή περιττή; ” 

“ναί.” 

“εναντία δε ταύτηι ή τοΰ άρτιου; ” 

15 “ναί.” 

e “επί τά τρία άρα ή τοΰ άρτιου ιδέα ουδέποτε ήξει.” 

“ου δήτα.” 

“άμοιρα δή του άρτιου τά τρία.” 
ί L Μ ? ? αμοιρα. 

5 “άνάρτιος άρα ή τριάς.” 

“ναί.” 

“δ τοίνυν ελεγον όρίσασθαι, ποια ούκ εναντία τινί όντα 

όμως οΰ δέχεται αυτό, τό έναντίον—οΐον νϋν ή τριάς τώι 

άρτίωι οϋκ ουσα εναντία οϋδέν τι μάλλον αυτό δέχεται, τό 

ίο γάρ έναντίον άεί αΰτώι επιφέρει, καί ή δυάς τώι περιττώι καί 

105 τ° ΤΤ'-'Ρ τώι ψυχρώι καί άλλα πάμπολλα· άλλ’ όρα δή εΐ 
ούτως όρίζηι, μή μόνον τό έναντίον τό έναντίον μή δέχεσθαι, 

άλλά καί έκεΐνο δ άν έπιφέρηι τι έναντίον έκείνωι, έφ’ δτι 

άν αυτό ΐηι, αυτό τό έπιφέρον, τήν του έπιφερομένου έναν- 

5 τιότητα μηδέποτε δέξασθαι. πάλιν δέ άναμιμνήισκου- οϋ 

γάρ χείρον πολλάκις άκούειν. τά πέντε τήν τοΰ άρτιου 

ού δέξεται, ουδέ τά δέκα τήν τοΰ περιττού, τό διπλάσιον 

(τούτο μεν ουν καί αυτό άλλωι έναντίον, όμως δέ τήν 

b τοΰ περιττού οΰ δέξεται)· ουδέ δή τό ήμιόλιον ουδέ τάλλα 

τά τοιαΰτα, τό ήμισυ, τήν τοΰ δλου, καί τριτημόριον αΰ 

καί πάντα τά τοιαΰτα, ειπερ έπηι τε καί συνδοκεΐ σοι ούτως.” 

“πάνυ σφόδρα καί συνδοκεΐ,” έφη, “καί έπομαι.” 

5 “πάλιν δή μοι”, έφη, “εξ άρχής λέγε, καί μή μοι δ άν 

ερωτώ άποκρίνου, άλλά μιμούμενος έμέ. λέγω δέ παρ’ ήν 

τό πρώτον ελεγον άπόκρισιν, τήν άσφαλή εκείνην, έκ τών 

νΰν λεγομένων άλλην ορών άσφάλειαν. εί γάρ έροιό με 

ώι άν τί έν τώι σώματι έγγένηται θερμόν εσται, οΰ τήν 

c άσφαλή σοι έρώ άπόκρισιν εκείνην τήν άμαθή, δτι ώι άν 

a8 εναντίον c: ούκ έναντίον e b6 δέ : δή w bg, ci, C2, 03 ώι m: ο τη 
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θερμότης, άλλά κομψοτέραν έκ των νυν, ότι ώι άν πυρ· ουδέ 

άν έρηι ώι άν σώματι τί έγγένηται νοσήσει, οϋκ έρώ δτι 

ώι άν νόσος, άλλ’ ώι άν πυρετός· οϋδ’ ώι άν άριθμώι τί 

έγγένηται περιττός έσται, οϋκ έρώ ώι άν περιττότης, άλλ’ 5 

ώι άν μονάς, καί τάλλα οΰτως. άλλ’ όρα εί ήδη ίκανώς 

οίσθ’ ότι βούλομαι.” 

“άλλά πάνυ ίκανώς,” έφη. 

“άποκρίνου δη,” ή δ’ ός, “ώι άν τί έγγένηται σώματι ζών 

έσται;” ίο 

“ώι άν ψυχή,” έφη. 

“οΰκοΰν άεί τοϋτο ούτως έχει; ” d 

“πώς γάρ οϋχί; ” ή δ’ δς. 

“ψυχή άρα δτι άν αυτή κατάσχηι, άεί ήκει επ’ εκείνο 

φέρουσα ζωήν; ” 

“ήκει μέντοι,” έφη. 5 

“πότερον δ’ έστι τι ζωήι έναντίον ή οΰδέν; ” 

“έστιν,” έφη. 

“τί;” 

“θάνατος.” 

“οΰκοΰν ψυχή τό έναντίον ώι αυτή έπιφέρει άεί ου μή ίο 

ποτέ δέξηται, ώς έκ τών πρόσθεν ώμολόγηται; ” 

“καί μάλα σφόδρα,” έφη ό Κέβης. 

“τί ουν; τό μή δεχόμενον τήν τού άρτιου ιδέαν τί νυνδή 

ώνομάζομεν; ” 

“άνάρτιον,” έφη. 15 

“τό δε δίκαιον μή δεχόμενον καί δ άν μουσικόν μή δέχηται; ” 

“άμουσον,” έφη, “τό δε άδικον.” e 

“εΐεν δ δ’ άν θάνατον μή δέχηται τί καλοΰμεν; ” 

“άθάνατον,” έφη. 

“ούκοΰν ψυχή ού δέχεται θάνατον; ” 

“ού.” 5 

“άθάνατον άρα ψυχή.” 

“άθάνατον.” 

d3, dio, e4, e6 ψυχή m: ή ψυχή m 
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“εΐευ,” εφη· “τούτο μέν δή άττοδεδεΐχθαι φώμεν; ή πώς δοκεΐ; ” 

“καί μάλα γε ίκανώς, ώ Σώκρατες.” 

ίο “τί ούν,” ή δ’ 6ς, “ώ Κέβης; εί τώι άναρτίωι άναχκαΐον ήν 

ιο6 άνωλέθρωι είναι, άλλο τι τά τρία ή άνώλεθρα άν ήν; ” 

“πώς χάρ ού; ” 

“ούκούν εί καί το άθερμον άναχκαΐον ήν άνώλεθρον είναι, 

οπότε τις επί χιόνα θερμόν έπάγοι, ΰπεξήιει άν ή χιών ουσα 

5 σώς καί άτηκτος; οΰ χάρ άν άπώλετό χε, ούδ’ αυ υπο- 

μένουσα έδέξατο άν την θερμότητα.” 

“άληθή”, εφη, “λέχεις.” 

“ώς δ’ αυτως οΐμαι κάν εί τό άψυκτον άνώλεθρον ήν, 

οπότε επί τό πΰρ ψυχρόν τι έπήιει, ουποτ’ άν άπεσβέννυτο 

ίο οΰδ’ άπώλλυτο, άλλά σών άν άπελθόν ώιχετο.” 

“άνάχκη,” εφη. 

b “οΰκούν καί ώδε”, έφη, “άνάχκη περί τού άθανάτου είπεΐν; 

εί μέν τό αθάνατον καί άνώλεθρον έστιν, άδύνατον ψυχήι, 

όταν θάνατος έπ’ αυτήν ίηι, άπόλλυσθαι· θάνατον μέν χάρ 

δή έκ τών προειρημένων ού δέξεται οΰδ’ εσται τεθνηκυΐα, 

5 ώσπερ τά τρία οΰκ εσται, έφαμεν, άρτιον, ουδέ χ’ αύ τό 

περιττόν, ουδέ δή πύρ ψυχρόν, ουδέ χε ή έν τώι πυρί θερ- 

μότης. άλλά τί κωλύει, φαίη άν τις, άρτιον μέν τό 

περιττόν μή χίχνεσθαι έπιόντος τού άρτιου, ώσπερ ώμολόχη- 

c ται, άπολομένου δέ αυτού άντ’ εκείνου άρτιον χεχονέναι; 

τώι ταύτα λέχοντι ούκ άν έχοιμεν διαμάχεσθαι ότι ούκ 

άπόλλυται· τό χάρ άνάρτιον οΰκ άνώλεθρον έστιν έπεί εί 

τούτο ώμολόχητο ήμΐν, ραιδίως άν διεμαχόμεθα ότι έπελ- 

5 θόντος τού άρτιου τό περιττόν καί τά τρία οίχεται άπιόντα- 

καί περί πυρός καί θερμού καί τών άλλων ούτως άν διεμαχό- 

μεθα. ή ού; ” 

“πάνυ μέν ουν.” 

“ούκούν καί νύν περί τού άθανάτου, εί μέν ήμΐν όμολοχεΐται 

ίο καί άνώλεθρον είναι, ψυχή άν εΐη προς τώι άθάνατος είναι 
d καί άνώλεθρος· εί δέ μή, άλλου άν δέοι λόχου.” 

a3 άθερμον (m): θερμόν m: ψυχρόν m 
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“άλλ’ οΰδέν δει,” εφη, “τούτου γε ένεκα· σχολήι γάρ άν 

τι άλλο φθοράν μή δέχοιτο, εΐ τό γε άθάνατον άίδιον ον 
φθοράν δέξεται.” 

“ό δέ γε θεός οϊμαι”, εφη ό Σωκράτης, “καϊ αυτό τό τής 5 

ζωής είδος καί εϊ τι άλλο άθάνατόν έστιν, παρά πάντων άν 

όμολογηθείη μηδέποτε άπόλλυσθαι.” 

“παρά πάντων μέντοι νή Δί’”, εφη, “άνθρώπων τέ γε και 
έτι μάλλον, ώς έγώιμαι, παρά θεών.” 

“οπότε δή τό άθάνατον καί άδιάφθορόν έστιν, άλλο e 

τι ψυχή ή, εί άθάνατος τυγχάνει ούσα, και άνώλεθρος 
Τ' ν 5 5 
αν ειη; 

“πολλή άνάγκη.” 

“έπιόντος άρα θανάτου έπί τον άνθρωπον τό μέν θνητόν, 5 

ώς έοικεν, αυτού άποθνήισκει, τό δ’ άθάνατον σών καί 

άδιάφθορον οΐχεται άπιόν, ύπεκχωρήσαν τώι θανάτωι.” 

“φαίνεται.” 

“παντός μάλλον άρα,” έφη, “ώ Κέβης, ψυχή άθάνατον καί 

άνώλεθρον, καί τώι δντι έσονται ημών αί ψυχαί έν "Αιδου.” 107 

“ούκουν έγωγε, ώ Σώκρατες,” έφη, “έχω παρά ταΰτα άλλο 

τι λέγειν ουδέ πηι άπιστεΐν τοΐς λόγοις. άλλ’ εί δή τι 

Σιμμίας δδε ή τις άλλος έχει λέγειν, εύ έχει μή κατασιγή- 

σαι· ώς οΰκ οΐδα εις δντινά τις άλλον καιρόν άναβάλλοιτο 5 

ή τον νύν παρόντα, περί τών τοιούτων βουλόμενος ή τι 

εΐπεΐν ή άκούσαι.” 

“άλλά μήν”, ή δ’ δς ό Σιμμίας, “οϋδ’ αυτός έχω έτι δπηι 

άπιστώ έκ γε τών λεγομένων υπό μέντοι τού μεγέθους περί 

ών οι λόγοι είσίν, καί τήν άνθρωπίνην άσθένειαν άτιμάζων, b 

άναγκάζομαι άπιστίαν έτι έχειν παρ’ έμαυτώι περί τών 

εΐρημένων.” 

“ου μόνον γ’,” έφη, “ώ Σιμμία,” ό Σωκράτης, “άλλά ταύτά 

τε εύ λέγεις καί τάς γε υποθέσεις τάς πρώτας, καί εί 5 

πισταί ύμΐν είσιν, όμως έπισκεπτέαι σαφέστερον καί έάν 

αυτάς ίκανώς διέλητε, ώς έγώιμαι, άκολουθήσετε τώι λόγωι, 

d3 τό γε τη: τό τε I: γε τό τη 
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καθ’ όσον δυνατόν μάλιστ’ άνθρώπωι επακολούθησαν καν 

τούτο αύτό σαφές γένηται, ούδέν ζητήσετε περαιτέρω.” 

ίο “άληθή”, έφη, “λέγεις.” 

c “άλλά τόδε γ’,” έφη, “ώ άνδρες, δίκαιον διανοηθήναι, ότι, 

εϊπερ ή ψυχή άθάνατος, έπιμελείας δή δεΐται ούχ υπέρ τοΰ 

χρόνου τούτου μόνον εν ώι καλούμεν τό ζην, άλλ’ υπέρ τού 

παντός, καί ό κίνδυνος νύν δή καί δόξειεν άν δεινός είναι, 

5 εϊ τις αυτής άμελήσει. εί μέν γάρ ήν ό θάνατος τού παντός 

άπαλλαγή, έρμαιον άν ήν τοΤς κακοΐς άποθανοΰσι τού τε 

σώματος άμ’ άπηλλάχθαι καί τής αυτών κακίας μετά τής 

ψυχής· νύν δ’ έπειδή άθάνατος φαίνεται ούσα, οΰδεμία άν 

d εΐη αϋτήι άλλη άποφυγή κακών ουδέ σωτηρία πλήν τού ώς 

βελτίστην τε καί φρονιμωτάτην γενέσθαι. οΰδέν γάρ άλλο 

έχουσα εις 'Άιδου ή ψυχή έρχεται πλήν τής παιδείας τε καί 

τροφής, ά δή καί μέγιστα λέγεται ώφελεΤν ή βλάπτειν τον 

5 τελευτήσαντα ευθύς έν άρχήι τής έκεΐσε πορείας, λέγεται 

δέ ούτως, ώς άρα τελευτήσαντα έκαστον ό έκάστου δαίμων, 

όσπερ ζώντα είλήχει, οΰτος άγειν επιχειρεί εις δή τινα 

τόπον, οΐ δει τούς συλλεγέντας διαδικασαμένους εις Άιδου 

e πορεύεσθαι μετά ήγεμόνος εκείνου ώι δή προστέτακται τούς 

ένθένδε έκεΐσε πορεύσαι- τυχόντας δέ έκεΐ ών δει τυχεΐν 

καί μείναντας όν χρή χρόνον άλλος δεύρο πάλιν ήγεμών 

κομίζει έν πολλαΐς χρόνου καί μακραΐς περιόδοις. έστι δέ 

5 άρα ή πορεία ούχ ώς ό Αισχύλου Τήλεφος λέγει- εκείνος 

ιο8 μέν γάρ άπλήν οΐμόν φησιν εις Άιδου φέρειν, ή δ’ ούτε 

άπλή ούτε μία φαίνεται μοι είναι, ούδέ γάρ άν ήγεμόνων 

έδετ ού γάρ πού τις άν διαμάρτοι ούδαμόσε μιας οδού 

οΰσης. νύν δέ έοικε σχίσεις τε καί τριόδους πολλάς έχειν 

5 άπό των όσιων τε καί νομίμων των ενθάδε τεκμαιρόμενος 

λέγω, ή μεν ουν κοσμία τε καί φρόνιμος ψυχή έπεταί τε 

καί ούκ αγνοεί τά παρόντα- ή δ’ έπιθυμητικώς τού σώματος 

έχουσα, όπερ έν τώι έμπροσθεν είπον, περί εκείνο πολύν 

e2 δε! c: δή t 

ουσιών t 
a4 τριόδους t: περιόδους c t a5 όσιων m: Θυσιών m t: 
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χρόνον έπτοημένη καί περί τον ορατόν τόπον, πολλά b 

άντιτείνασα καί πολλά παθοΰσα, βίαι και μόγις Οπό τοΰ 

προστεταγμένου δαίμονος οΐχεται άγομένη. άφικομένην δε 

όθιπερ αί άλλαι, την μεν άκάθαρτον καί τι πεποιηκυϊαν 

τοιοϋτον, ή φόνων άδικων ήμμένην ή άλλ’ άττα τοιαΰτα 5 

εϊργασμένην, ά τούτων άδελφά τε καί άδελφών ψυχών έργα 

τυγχάνει όντα, ταύτην μέν άπας φεύγει τε καί ύπεκτρέπεται 

καί ούτε συνέμπορος ούτε ήγεμών έθέλει γίγνεσθαι, αύτή 

δε πλανάται έν πάσηι έχομένη άπορίαι έως αν δή τινες c 

χρόνοι γένωνται, ών έλθόντων ύπ’ άνάγκης φέρεται εις την 

αύτήι πρέπουσαν οίκησιν ή δέ καθαρώς τε καί μετρίως τον 

βίον διεξελθούσα, καί συνεμπόρων καί ήγεμόνων θεών 

τυχούσα, ώικησεν τον αύτήι έκάστηι τόπον προσήκοντα, είσίν 5 

δέ πολλοί καί θαυμαστοί τής γής τόποι, καί αύτή ούτε ο'ία 

ούτε όση δοξάζεται ύπό των περί γής είωθότων λέγειν, ώς 

έγώ ύπό τίνος πέπεισμαι.” 

καί ό Σιμμίας, “πώς ταύτα”, έφη, “λέγεις, ώ Σώκρατες; d 

περί γάρ τοι γής καί αύτός πολλά δή άκήκοα, ού μέντοι 

ταύτα ά σέ πείθει· ήδέως ούν άν άκούσαιμι.” 

“άλλά μέντοι, ώ Σιμμία, ούχ ή Γλαύκου τέχνη γέ μοι 

δοκεΐ είναι διηγήσασθαι ά γ’ έστίν ώς μέντοι άληθή, 5 

χαλεπώτερόν μοι φαίνεται ή κατά τήν Γλαύκου τέχνην, καί 

άμα μέν έγώ ίσως ούδ’ άν οίός τε είην, άμα δέ, εί καί 

ήπιστάμην, ό βίος μοι δοκεΐ ό έμός, ώ Σιμμία, τώι μήκει 

τού λόγου ούκ έξαρκεΐν. τήν μέντοι ιδέαν τής γής οϊαν 

πέπεισμαι είναι, καί τούς τόπους αύτής ούδέν με κωλύει e 

λέγειν.” 

“άλλ”’, έφη ό Σιμμίας, “καί ταύτα άρκεΐ.” 

“πέπεισμαι τοίνυν”, ή δ’ ός, “έγώ ώς πρώτον μέν, εί έστιν 

έν μέσωι τώι ούρανώι περιφερής ούσα, μηδέν αύτήι δεΐν μήτε 5 

άέρος προς τό μή πεσεΐν μήτε άλλης άνάγκης μηδεμιάς tog 

τοιαύτης, άλλά ικανήν είναι αύτήν ΐσχειν την ομοιότητα 

τού ούρανού αύτοΰ έαυτώι πάντηι καί τής γής αύτής τήν 

C5 έκάστηι τη: έκάστη m I 
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ισορροπίαν ισόρροπου γάρ πράγμα όμοιου τίνος εν μέσωι 

5 τεθέν οΰχ εξει μάλλον οΰδ’ ήττον οΰδαμόσε κλιθήναι, 

ομοίως δ’ εχον άκλινές μενεΤ. πρώτου μέυ τοίυυυ”, ή δ’ δς, 

“τούτο πέπεισμαι.” 

“καί όρθώς γε,” έφη ό Σιμμίας. 
“ετι τοίυυυ”, εφη, “πάμμεγά τι είναι αύτό, καί ημάς οίκεϊυ 

b τούς μέχρι 'Ηρακλείων στηλών άπό Φάσιδος έυ σμικρώι 

τιυι μορίωι, ώσπερ περί τέλμα μύρμηκας ή βατράχους περί 

την Θάλατταν οίκούντας, καί άλλους άλλοθι πολλούς έυ 

πολλοΐσι τοιούτοις τόποις οίκεΐν. είναι γάρ πανταχήι περί 

5 τήν γην πολλά κοϊλα καί παυτοδαπά καί τάς ιδέας καί τά 

μεγέθη, εις ά συυερρυηκέναι τό τε ύδωρ καί την ομίχλην 

καί τον άέρα· αύτήυ δέ την γην καθαρόν εν καθαρώι κεΐσθαι 

τώι ούραυώι έυ ώιπέρ έστι τά άστρα, δυ δη αιθέρα όνομάζειυ 

c τούς πολλούς τώυ περί τά τοιαύτα [είωθότωυ λέγειν] · ου δή 

υποστάθμην ταύτα είναι καί συρρεΐυ άεί είς τά κοίλα τής 

γης. ημάς ούν οίκούντας έυ τοΐς κοίλοις αυτής λεληθέναι 

καί οΐεσθαι άνω έπί τής γής οίκεΐν, ώσπερ αν εΐ τις έν 

5 μέσωι τώι πυθμένι τού πελάγους οίκών οϊοιτό τε έπί τής 

θαλάττης οίκεΐν καί διά τού ϋδατος όρώυ του ήλιου καί τά 

άλλα άστρα τήν θάλατταν ήγοΐτο ουρανόν είναι, διά δέ 

d βραδυτήτά τε καί άσθένειαν μηδεπώποτε έπί τά άκρα τής 

θαλάττης άφιγμένος μηδέ έωρακώς εΐη, έκδύς καί άυακύψας 

έκ τής θαλάττης είς τον ένθάδε τόπον, δσωι καθαρώτερος 

καί καλλιών τυγχάνει ών τού παρά σφίσι, μηδέ άλλου 

5 άκηκοώς εΐη τού έωρακότος. ταύτόν δή τούτο καί ημάς 

πεπονθέναι· οίκούντας γάρ έυ τιυι κοίλωι τής γής οΐεσθαι 

έπάυω αυτής οίκεΐν, καί τον άέρα ουρανόν καλεΐν, ώς διά 

τούτου ουρανού δυτος τά άστρα χωρούυτα- τό δέ είναι ταύ- 

e τόν, ύπ’ άσθενείας καί βραδυτήτος οΰχ οΐους τε είναι ημάς 

διεξελθεΐν έπ’ έσχατου του άέρα· έπεί, εΐ τις αυτού έπ’ άκρα 

έλθοι ή πτηυός γευόμευος άυάπτοιτο, κατιδεΐυ <άν) άυακύ- 

ψαντα, ώσπερ ένθάδε οί έκ τής θαλάττης ιχθύες άνακύ- 

b4 ττολλοΤσι τη: ττολλοΤς τη t εβ αν e: δή / 
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πτοντες όρώσι τά ενθάδε, ούτως άν τιυα καί τά εκεί κατιδεΤν, 5 

καί εί ή φύσις ικανή εϊη άνασχέσθαι θεωρούσα, γνώναι άν 

δτι εκείνος έστιν ό άληθώς ουρανός καί το άληθινόν φως 

καί ή ώς άληθώς γή. ήδε μεν γάρ ή γή καί οι λίθοι καί no 

άττας ό τόττος ό ενθάδε διεφθαρμένα έστίν καί καταβεβρω- 

μένα, ώσπερ τά εν τήι θαλάττηι υπό τής άλμης, καί ούτε 

φύεται άξιον λόγου οΰδέν έν τήι θαλάττηι, ούτε τέλειον ώς 

έπος είπεΐν οΰδέν έστι, σήραγγες δε καί άμμος καί πηλός 5 

άμήχανος καί βόρβοροί είσιν, όπου άν καί ή γή ήι, καί 

πρός τά παρ’ ήμΐν κάλλη κρίνεσθαι ούδ’ όπωστιοΰν άξια, 

εκείνα δέ αυ τών παρ’ ήμΐν πολύ άν έτι πλέον φανείη δια- 

φέρειν εΐ γάρ δή καί μύθον λέγειν καλόν, άξιον άκούσαι, ώ b 

Σιμμία, οΐα τυγχάνει τά επί τής γής ΰπό τώι οΰρανώι όντα.” 

“άλλά μήν,” έφη ό Σιμμίας, “ώ Σώκρατες, ήμεΐς γε τούτου 

τού μύθου ήδέως άν άκούσαιμεν.” 

“λέγεται τοίνυν,” έφη, “ώ εταίρε, πρώτον μεν είναι τοιαύτη 5 

ή γή αύτη ίδεΐν, εΐ τις άνωθεν θεώιτο, ώσπερ αί δωδεκάσκυ- 

τοι σφαΐραι, ποικίλη, χρώμασιν διειλημμένη, ών καί τά 

ενθάδε είναι χρώματα ώσπερ δείγματα, οίς δή οί γραφής 

καταχρώνται. έκεϊ δέ πάσαν τήν γήν έκ τοιούτων είναι, καί c 

πολύ έτι έκ λαμπροτέρων καί καθαρωτέρων ή τούτων τήν 

μεν γάρ άλουργή είναι καί θαυμαστήν τό κάλλος, τήν δέ 

χρυσοειδή, τήν δέ όση λευκή γύψου ή χιόνος λευκοτέραν, 

καί έκ τών άλλων χρωμάτων συγκειμένην ώσαύτως, καί έτι 5 

πλειόνων καί καλλιόνων ή όσα ήμεΐς έωράκαμεν. καί γάρ 

αύτά ταύτα τά κοίλα αύτής, ύδατός τε καί άέρος έκπλεα 

όντα, χρώματός τι είδος παρέχεσθαι στίλβοντα έν τήι τών d 

άλλων χρωμάτων ποικιλίαι, ώστε έν τι αύτής είδος συνεχές 

ποικίλον φαντάζεσθαι. έν δέ ταύτηι ούσηι τοιαύτηι άνά 

λόγον τά φυόμενα φύεσθαι, δένδρα τε καί άνθη καί τούς 

καρπούς· καί αΰ τά όρη ώσαύτως, καί τούς λίθους έχειν άνά 5 

τόν αύτόν λόγον τήν τε λειότητα καί τήν διαφάνειαν καί τά 

a6 ή γή m t: γή τη bi δή ... λέγειν καλόν τη t: δε! ... λέγειν καλόν τη: δει ... 

λέγειν τη b6 αύτη c t: αύτή t 
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χρώματα καλλίω· ών καί τά ενθάδε λιθίδια είναι ταΟτα τα 

άγαπώμενα μόρια, σάρδιά τε και ίάσπιδας καί σμαράγδους 

e και ττάντα τά τοιαΟτα· έκεΐ δε ούδέν ότι ού τοιοΟτον είναι και 

έτι τούτων καλλίω. τό δ’ αίτιον τούτου είναι ότι εκείνοι οΐ 

λίθοι είσ'ι καθαροί καί ου κατεδηδεσμένοι ουδέ διεφθαρμένοι 

ώσπερ οί ενθάδε ύπό σηπεδόνος καί άλμης ΰπό των δεύρο 

5 συνερρυηκότων, ά καί λίθοις καί γήι καί τοΐς άλλοις ζώιοις τε 

καί φυτοΐς αίσχη τε καί νόσους παρέχει, την δε γην αυτήν 

κεκοσμήσθαι τούτοις τε άπασι καί έτι χρυσώι τε καί άργύρωι καί 

11 τοΐς άλλοις αύ τοΐς τοιούτοις. έκφανή γάρ αυτά πεφυκέναι, 

όντα πολλά πλήθει καί μεγάλα καί πανταχού τής γης, ώστε 

αυτήν ίδεΐν είναι θέαμα εΰδαιμόνων θεατών, ζώια δ’ επ’ 

αΰτήι είναι άλλα τε πολλά καί άνθρώπους, τους μεν έν 

5 μεσογαίαι οίκούντας, τούς δέ περί τον άέρα ώσπερ ήμεΐς 

περί τήν θάλατταν, τούς δ’ έν νήσοις άς περιρρεΐν τον άέρα 

προς τήι ήπείρωι ούσας· καί ένί λόγωι, όπερ ήμΐν τό ύδωρ τε 

καί ή θάλαττά έστι προς τήν ήμετέραν χρείαν, τούτο έκεΐ 

b τον άέρα, ό δέ ήμΐν άήρ, έκείνοις τον αιθέρα, τάς δέ ώρας 

αύτοΐς κράσιν έχειν τοιαύτην ώστε εκείνους άνόσους είναι καί 

χρόνον τε ζην πολύ πλείω των ενθάδε, καί όψει καί άκοήι καί 

φρονήσει καί πάσι τοΐς τοιούτοις ήμών άφεστάναι τήι αύτήι 

5 άποστάσει ήιπερ άήρ τε Οδατος άφέστηκεν καί αιθήρ άέρος 

προς καθαρότητα, καί δή καί θεών άλση τε καί ιερά αύτοΐς 

είναι, έν οΐς τώι όντι οϊκητάς θεούς είναι, καί φήμας τε καί 

μαντείας καί αισθήσεις των θεών, καί τοιαύτας συνουσίας 

c γίγνεσθαι αύτοΐς προς αύτούς· καί τόν γε ήλιον καί σελήνην 

καί άστρα όράσθαι ύπ’ αύτών οϊα τυγχάνει όντα, καί τήν 

άλλην εύδαιμονίαν τούτων άκόλουθον είναι. 

“καί όλην μέν δή τήν γήν ούτω πεφυκέναι καί τά περί 

5 τήν γήν τόπους δ’ έν αύτήι είναι κατά τά έγκοιλα αύτής 

κύκλωι περί όλην πολλούς, τούς μέν βαθυτέρους καί άνα- 

πεπταμένους μάλλον ή έν ώι ήμεΐς οίκούμεν, τούς δέ βαθυ¬ 

τέρους όντας τό χάσμα αύτούς έλαττον έχειν τού παρ’ ήμΐν 

d τόπου, έστι δ’ ούς καί βραχυτέρους τώι βάθει τού ένθάδε 

είναι καί πλατυτέρους. τούτους δέ πάντας ύπό γήν εις 
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άλλήλους συντετρήσθαί τε πολλαχήι καί κατά στενότερα καί 

ευρύτερα καί διεξόδους εχειν, ήι πολύ μεν ύδωρ ρεΐν έξ 

άλλήλων εις άλλήλους ώσπερ εις κρατήρας, καί άενάων 5 

ποταμών άμήχανα μεγέθη υπό την γην καί θερμών ύδάτων 

καί ψυχρών, πολύ δε πύρ καί πυρός μεγάλους ποταμούς, 

πολλούς δε ύγρού πηλού καί καθαρωτέρου καί βορβορωδε- 

στέρου, ώσπερ έν Σικελίαι οί προ τού ρύακος πηλού ρέοντες e 

ποταμοί καί αύτός ό ρύαξ- ών δη καί έκάστους τούς τόπους 

πληρούσθαι, ώς άν έκάστοις τύχηι έκάστοτε ή περιρροή γιγνο- 

μένη. ταύτα δε πάντα κινεΐν άνω καί κάτω ώσπερ αιώραν 

τινά ένούσαν έν τήι γήι· έστι δέ άρα αύτη ή αιώρα διά φύσιν 5 

τοιάνδε τινά. εν τι τών χασμάτων τής γής άλλως τε 

μέγιστον τυγχάνει όν καί διαμπερές τετρημένον δι’ όλης τής ιΐ2 

γής, τούτο όπερ "Ομηρος είπε, λίγων αύτό 

τήλε μάλ’, ήιχι βάθιστον ΰπό χθονός έστι βέρεθρον 

ό καί άλλοθι καί έκεϊνος καί άλλοι πολλοί τών ποιητών Τάρ- 

ταρον κεκλήκασιν. εις γάρ τούτο τό χάσμα συρρέουσί τε 5 

πάντες οί ποταμοί καί έκ τούτου πάλιν έκρέουσιν γίγνονται 

δέ έκαστοι τοιοΰτοι δι’ οΐας άν καί τής γής ρέωσιν. ή δέ 

αιτία έστίν τού έκρεΤν τε έντεύθεν καί εΐσρεΐν πάντα τά b 

ρεύματα, ότι πυθμένα ούκ εχει ούδέ βάσιν τό ύγρόν τούτο, 

αίωρεΐται δή καί κυμαίνει άνω καί κάτω, καί ό άήρ καί τό 

πνεύμα τό περί αύτό ταύτόν ποιεί- συνέπεται γάρ αύτώι καί 

όταν εις τό επ’ εκείνα τής γής όρμήσηι καί όταν εις τό έπί 5 

τάδε, καί ώσπερ τών άναπνεόντων άεί έκπνεΐ τε καί άναπνεΐ 

ρέον τό πνεύμα, οΰτω καί έκεΐ συναιωρούμενον τώι ύγρώι τό 

πνεύμα δεινούς τινας άνέμους καί άμηχάνους παρέχεται καί 

είσιόν καί έξιόν. όταν τε ουν ύποχωρήσηι τό ύδωρ εις τόν c 

τόπον τόν δή κάτω καλούμενον, τοΐς κατ’ έκεΤνα τά ρεύματα 

διά τής γής είσρεΐ τε καί πληροί αύτά ώσπερ οί έπαν- 

τλούντες- όταν τε αύ έκεΐθεν μέν άπολίπηι, δεύρο δέ όρμήσηι, 

τά ενθάδε πληροί αύθις, τά δέ πληρωθέντα ρεΤ διά τών 5 

e3 ώς t: ών c 
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οχετών καί διά της γης, καί εις τούς τόπους εκαστα άφικνου- 

μενα, εις οϋς έκαστους όδοποιεΐται, θαλάττας τε καί λίμνας 

καί ποταμούς καί κρήνας ποιεί" εντεύθεν δε παλιν δυόμενα 

d κατά τής γης, τά μεν μακροτέρους τόπους περιελθόντα καί 

πλείους, τά δε έλάττους καί βραχύτερους, πάλιν εις τόν 

Τάρταρον εμβάλλει, τά μεν πολύ κατωτέρω ή έπην- 

τλεΐτο, τά δε ολίγον πάντα δέ υποκάτω είσρεϊ τής εκροής, 

5 καί ένια μεν καταντικρΰ ήι είσρεϊ έξέπεσεν, ένια δέ 

κατά τό αυτό μέρος· έστι δέ ά παντάπασιν κύκλωι περιελ- 

θόντα, ή άπαξ ή καί πλεονάκις περιελιχθέντα περί τήν γήν 

ώσπερ οι όφεις, εις τό δυνατόν κάτω καθέντα πάλιν εμβάλλει, 

e δυνατόν δέ έστιν έκατέρωσε μέχρι του μέσου καθιέναι, πέρα 

δ5 ου· άναντες γάρ άμφοτέροις τοΐς ρεύμασι τό έκατέρωθεν 

γίγνεται μέρος. 

“τά μέν οΟν δή άλλα πολλά τε καί μεγάλα καί παντοδαπά 

5 ρεύματά έστι· τυγχάνει δ’ άρα όντα εν τούτοις τοΐς πολλοΐς 

τέτταρ’ άττα ρεύματα, ών τό μέν μέγιστον καί έξωτάτω ρέον 

περί κύκλωι ό καλούμενος ’Ωκεανός έστιν, τούτου δέ καταν- 

τικρύ καί έναντίως ρέων Άχέρων, δς δΓ έρημων τε τόπων 

113 ρεΐ άλλων καί δή καί ύπό γήν ρέων εις τήν λίμνην άφικνεΐται 

τήν Άχερουσιάδα, ου αί τών τετελευτηκότων ψυχαί τών 

πολλών άφικνοΰνται καί τινας είμαρμένους χρόνους μείνασαι, 

αί μέν μακροτέρους, αί δέ βραχυτέρους, πάλιν έκπέμπονται 

5 εις τάς τών ζώιων γενέσεις. τρίτος δέ ποταμός τούτων κατά 

μέσον έκβάλλει, καί εγγύς τής εκβολής έκπίπτει εις τόπον 

μέγαν πυρί πολλώι καόμενον, καί λίμνην ποιεί μείζω τής 

παρ’ ήμΐν θαλάττης, ζέουσαν ϋδατος καί πηλού" εντεύθεν δέ 

b χωρεΐ κύκλωι θολερός καί πηλώδης, περιελιττόμενος δέ τήι 

γήι άλλοσέ τε άφικνεΐται καί παρ’ έσχατα τής Άχερουσιάδος 

λίμνης, ου συμμειγνύμενος τώι ύδατν περιελιχθείς δέ πολλάκις 

ύπό γής εμβάλλει κατωτέρω τού Ταρτάρου- ουτος δ’ έστιν 

5 δν έπονομάζουσιν Πυριφλεγέθοντα, ου καί οί ρύακες άπο- 

σπάσματα άναφυσώσιν δπηι άν τύχωσι τής γής. τούτου δέ 

d3 ή τη: ήι τη: ή εί τη: ή ήι e d5 ήι τη t: ή τη: ή ήι e είσρεϊ om. t 
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αύ καταντικρύ ό τέταρτος εκπίπτει εις τόπον πρώτον δεινόν 

τε καί άγριον, ώς λέγεται, χρώμα δ’ έχοντα όλον οΐον ό 

κυανός, όν δή έπονομάζουσι Στύγιον, καί την λίμνην c 

ποιεί ό ποταμός έμβάλλων Στύγα- ό δ’ έμπεσών ενταύθα 

καί δεινάς δυνάμεις λαβών εν τώι Οδατι, δΰς κατά τής γης, 

περιελιττόμενος χωρεΐ ενάντιος τώι Πυριφλεγέθοντι καί 

άπαντάι έν τήι Άχερουσιάδι λίμνηι έξ έναντίας· καί ουδέ τό 5 

τούτου ύδωρ οΰδενί μείγνυται, αλλά καί ουτος κύκλωι περιελ- 

θών έμβάλλει είς τον Τάρταρον, έναντίος τώι Πυριφλεγέθοντι- 

όνομα δε τούτωι έστίν, ώς οί ποιηταί λέγουσιν, Κωκυτός. 

“τούτων δε ούτως πεφυκότων, έπειδάν άφίκωνται οί τετε- d 

λευτηκότες είς τον τόπον οί ό δαίμων έκαστον κομίζει, 

πρώτον μεν διεδικάσαντο οϊ τε καλώς καί όσίως βιώσαντες 

καί οί μή. καί οϊ μεν άν δόξωσι μέσως βεβιωκέναι, πορευ- 

θέντες επί τον ’Αχέροντα, άναβάντες ά δή αύτοΐς όχήματά 5 

έστιν, έπί τούτων άφικνούνται είς τήν λίμνην, καί έκεΐ 

οίκοΰσί τε καί καθαιρόμενοι τών τε άδικημάτων διδόντες 

δίκας άπολύονται, εϊ τις τι ήδίκηκεν, τών τε εύεργεσιών 

τιμάς φέρονται κατά τήν άξίαν έκαστος- οϊ δ’ άν δόξωσιν e 

άνιάτως έχειν διά τά μεγέθη τών άμαρτημάτων, ή ιερο¬ 

συλίας πολλάς καί μεγάλας ή φόνους άδικους καί παρανόμους 

πολλούς έξειργασμένοι ή άλλα όσα τοιαύτα τυγχάνει όντα, 

τούτους δε ή προσήκουσα μοίρα ρίπτει είς τον Τάρταρον, 5 

όθεν ούποτε έκβαίνουσιν. οϊ δ’ άν ιάσιμα μεν μεγάλα δε 

δόξωσιν ήμαρτηκέναι άμαρτήματα, οΐον προς πατέρα ή μη¬ 

τέρα ύπ’ οργής βίαιόν τι πράξαντες, καί μεταμέλον αύτοΐς 114 

τον άλλον βίον βιώσιν, ή άνδροφόνοι τοιούτωι τινί άλλωι 

τρόπωι γένωνται, τούτους δε έμπεσεΐν μεν είς τον Τάρταρον 

άνάγκη, έμπεσόντας δέ αύτούς καί ένιαυτόν έκεΐ γενομένους 

εκβάλλει τό κύμα, τούς μεν άνδροφόνους κατά τον Κωκυτόν, 5 

τούς δέ πατραλοίας καί μητραλοίας κατά τον Πυριφλεγ- 

έθοντα- έπειδάν δέ φερόμενοι γένωνται κατά τήν λίμνην τήν 

Άχερουσιάδα, ενταύθα βοώσί τε καί καλούσιν, οΐ μέν ούς 

ci λίμνην m t: λίμνην ήν m I 
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άπέκτειναν, οϊ δέ ούς ύβρισαν, καλέσαντες δ1 ίκετεύουσι 

b καί δέονται έάσαι σφάς έκβήναι είς την λίμνην καί δέξασθαι, 

καί εάν μέν ττείσωσιν, έκβαίνουσί τε καί λήγουσι των 

κακών, εί δέ μη, φέρονται αυθις εις τον Τάρταρον καί 

έκεΐθεν πάλιν εις τους ποταμούς, καί ταύτα πάσχοντες ου 

5 πρότερον παύονται πριν αν πείσωσιν ούς ήδίκησαν αύτη γάρ 

ή δίκη ύπό των δικαστών αύτοΐς έτάχθη. οϊ δέ δη άν δόξωσι 

διαφερόντως προς τό όσίως βιώναι, ούτοί εΐσιν οί τώνδε μέν 

τών τόπων τών εν τήι γήι έλευθερούμενοί τε καί άπαλλαττό- 

c μενοι ώσπερ δεσμωτηρίων, άνω δέ είς την καθαράν οΐκησιν 

άφικνούμενοι καί επί γης οίκιζόμενοι. τούτων δέ αύτών οί 

φιλοσοφίαι ίκανώς καθηράμενοι άνευ τε σωμάτων ζώσι τό 

παράπαν είς τον έπειτα χρόνον, καί είς οικήσεις έτι τούτων 

5 καλλίους άφικνοΰνται, άς ούτε ράιδιον δηλώσαι ούτε ό χρόνος 

ικανός έν τώι παρόντι. άλλά τούτων δη ένεκα χρή ών διεληλύ- 

θαμεν, ώ Σιμμία, παν ποιεΐν ώστε άρετής καί φρονήσεως έν 

τώι βίωι μετασχεϊν καλόν γάρ τό άθλον καί ή ελπίς μεγάλη, 

d “τό μέν ούν ταύτα διισχυρίσασθαι ούτως έχειν ώς εγώ 

διελήλυθα, ού πρέπει νούν έχοντι άνδρί· ότι μέντοι ή ταύτ’ 

έστίν ή τοιαύτ’ άττα περί τάς ψυχάς ημών καί τάς οικήσεις, 

έπείπερ άθάνατόν γε ή ψυχή φαίνεται ούσα, τούτο καί 

5 πρέπειν μοι δοκεΤ καί άξιον κινδυνεΰσαι οίομένωι ούτως 

έχειν καλός γάρ ό κίνδυνος, καί χρή τά τοιαύτα ώσπερ 

έπάιδειν έαυτώι, διό δή έγωγε καί πάλαι μηκύνω τον μύθον, 

άλλά τούτων δή ένεκα Θαρρεΐν χρή περί τήι έαυτού ψυχήι 

e άνδρα όστις έν τώι βίωι τάς μέν άλλας ήδονάς τάς περί τό 

σώμα καί τούς κόσμους εΐασε χαίρειν, ώς άλλοτρίους τε 

όντας, καί πλέον θάτερον ήγησάμενος άπεργάζεσθαι, τάς δέ 

περί τό μανθάνειν έσπούδασέ τε καί κοσμήσας τήν ψυχήν 

5 ούκ άλλοτρίωι άλλά τώι αύτής κόσμωι, σωφροσύνηι τε καί 

ιΐ5 δικαιοσύνη! καί άνδρείαι καί έλευθερίαι καί άληθείαι, ούτω 

περιμένει τήν είς 'Άιδου πορείαν ώς πορευσόμενος όταν ή 

ειμαρμένη καλήι. ύμεΐς μέν ούν,” έφη, “ώ Σιμμία τε καί 

a2~3 ώς . . . καλήι seel, e (cf. 85-6) 
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Κέβης και οί άλλοι, εϊς αύθις εν τινι χρόνωι έκαστοι πορεύ- 

σεσθε· έμέ δε νυν ήδη καλεΤ, φαίη άν άνήρ τραγικός, ή 5 

ειμαρμένη, καί σχεδόν τί μοι ώρα τραπέσθαι προς τό λουτρόν 

δοκεΤ γάρ δη βέλτιον είναι λουσάμενον πιεΐν τό φάρμακον 

και μη πράγματα ταΐς γυναιξί παρέχειν νεκρόν λούειν.” 

ταΰτα δη είπόντος αύτοϋ ό Κρίτων, “εΤεν,” έφη, “ώ b 

Σώκρατες· τί δε τούτοις ή έμο'ι έπιστέλλεις ή περί των 

παίδων ή περί άλλου του, ότι άν σοι ποιοΰντες ημείς έν 

χάριτι μάλιστα ποιοΐμεν; ” 

“άπερ άε'ι λέγω,” έφη, “ώ Κρίτων, ούδέν καινότερον ότι 5 

υμών αυτών έπιμελούμενοι υμείς καί έμοί καί τοΐς έμοΐς 

καί ϋμΐν αϋτοΤς έν χάριτι ποιήσετε άττ’ άν ποιήτε, κάν μή 

νυν όμολογήσητε- έάν δέ υμών μεν αυτών άμελήτε καί 

μή θέλητε ώσπερ κατ’ ’ίχνη κατά τά νυν τε είρημένα 

καί τά έν τώι έμπροσθεν χρόνωι ζήν, ουδέ έάν πολλά όμολο- ίο 

γήσητε έν τώι παρόντι καί σφόδρα, οϋδέν πλέον ποιήσετε.” c 

‘‘ταΰτα μεν τοίνυν προθυμησόμεθα”, έφη, “οϋτω ποιεΐν 

Θάπτωμεν δέ σε τίνα τρόπον; ” 

“όπως άν”, έφη, “βούλησθε, έάνπερ γε λάβητέ με καί 

μή έκφύγω υμάς.” γελάσας δέ άμα ήσυχήι καί προς ήμάς 5 

άποβλέψας εΤπεν “οΰ πείθω, ώ άνδρες, Κρίτωνα, ώς 

έγώ είμι ουτος Σωκράτης, ό νυνί διαλεγόμενος καί δια- 

τάττων έκαστον τών λεγομένων, άλλ’ οίεταί με έκεΐνον είναι 

όν όψεται ολίγον ύστερον νεκρόν, καί έρωτάι δή πώς με d 

θάπτηι. ότι δέ έγώ πάλαι πολΰν λόγον πεποίημαι, ώς, 

έπειδάν πίω τό φάρμακον, ούκέτι ύμΐν παραμενώ, άλλ’ 

οίχήσομαι άπιών εις μακάρων δή τινας ευδαιμονίας, ταΰτά 

μοι δοκώ αΰτώι άλλως λέγειν, παραμυθούμενος άμα μέν 5 

υμάς, άμα δ’ έμαυτόν. έγγυήσασθε ουν με προς Κρίτωνα”, 

έφη, “τήν έναντίαν έγγύην ή ήν ουτος προς τούς δικαστάς 

ήγγυάτο. ουτος μέν γάρ ή μήν παραμενεΐν υμείς δέ ή μήν 

μή παραμενεΐν έγγυήσασθε έπειδάν άποθάνω, άλλά οίχή- 

b2 έπιστέλλεις (τη): έπιτέλλεις τη: έπιτέλλει τη: ...] λεις p b8 υμών μέν τη p: 

υμών τη 



102 ΠΛΑΤΩΝΟΣ 

e σεσθαι άπιόντα, ϊνα Κρίτων ράιον φέρηι, κα'ι μή όρων μου τό 

σώμα ή καόμενον ή κατορυττόμενον άγανακτήι ύπερ έμοΰ 

ώς δεινά πάσχοντος, μηδέ λέγηι εν τήι ταφήι ώς ή ττροτίθεται 

Σωκράτη ή εκφέρει ή κατορύττει. ευ γάρ ΐσθι,” ή δ ός, “ώ 

5 άριστε Κρίτων, τό μή καλώς λέγειν οϋ μόνον εις αυτό τούτο 

πλημμελές, αλλά και κακόν τι έμποιεΤ ταΐς ψυχαΐς. άλλά 
θαρρεΐν τε χρή καί φάναι τοΰμόν σώμα θάπτειν, και θαπτειν 

ι6 ούτως όπως άν σοι φίλον ήι καί μάλιστα ήγήι νόμιμον είναι.” 

ταΰτ’ είπών έκεΐνος μέν άνίστατο εις οίκημά τι ώς λουσό- 

μενος, καί ό Κρίτων εϊπετο αΰτώι, ημάς δ’ έκέλευε περιμένειν. 

περιεμένομεν ούν πρός ημάς αυτούς διαλεγόμενοι περί τών 

5 είρημένων καί άνασκοπούντες, τοτέ δ’ αύ περί τής συμφοράς 

διεξιόντες όση ήμΐν γεγονυΐα εΐη, άτεχνώς ηγούμενοι ώσπερ 

πατρός στερηθέντες διάξειν ορφανοί τον έπειτα βίον. έπειδή 

b δε έλούσατο καί ήνέχθη παρ5 αυτόν τά παιδία (δύο γάρ αύτώι 

ύιεΐς σμικροί ήσαν, εΤς δε μέγας), καί αί οίκεΐαι γυναίκες 

άφίκοντο έκεΐναι, έναντίον τού Κρίτωνος διαλεχθείς τε καί 

έπιστείλας άττα έβούλετο, τάς μέν γυναίκας καί τά παιδία 

5 άπιέναι έκέλευσεν, αύτός δε ήκε παρ’ ημάς, καί ήν ήδη 

έγγύς ήλιου δυσμών χρόνον γάρ πολύν διέτριψεν ένδον, 

έλθών δ’ έκαθέζετο λελουμένος καί ού πολλά άττα μετά 

ταύτα διελέχθη, καί ήκεν ό τών ένδεκα ύπηρέτης καί στάς 

c παρ’ αύτόν, “ώ Σώκρατες,” έφη, “ού καταγνώσομαί γε σού 

δπερ άλλων καταγιγνώσκω, ότι μοι χαλεπαίνουσι καί κατα- 

ρώνται έπειδάν αύτοΐς παραγγείλω πίνειν τό φάρμακον 

άναγκαζόντων τών άρχόντων. σε δε έγώ καί άλλως 

5 έγνωκα έν τούτωι τώι χρόνωι γενναιότατον καί πραιότατον 

καί άριστον άνδρα όντα τών πώποτε δεύρο άφικομένων, καί 

δή καί νύν εύ οΤδ’ ότι ούκ έμοί χαλεπαίνεις, γιγνώσκεις γάρ 

τούς αιτίους, άλλά έκείνοις. νύν ούν, οΤσθα γάρ ά ήλθον 

d άγγέλλων, χαΐρέ τε καί πειρώ ώς ράιστα φέρειν τά άναγκαΐα.” 

καί άμα δακρύσας μεταστρεφόμενος άπήιει. 

καί ό Σωκράτης άναβλέψας πρός αύτόν, “καί σύ”, έφη, 

b3 έκεΐναι πν. εκείνα^ m 
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“χαΐρε, κοα ημείς ταϋτα ποιήσομεν.” καί άμα προς ημάς, 

“ώς άστεΐος”, έφη, “ό άνθρωπος- καί παρά πάντα μοι τον 5 

χρόνον προσήιει καί διελέγετο ενίοτε καί ήν άνδρών λώιστος, 

καί νΰν ώς γενναίως με άποδακρύει. άλλ’ άγε δη, ώ 

Κρίτων, πειθώμεθα αΰτώι, καί ένεγκάτω τις τό φάρμακον, εί 

τέτριπται· εί δέ μη, τριψάτω ό άνθρωπος.” 

καί ό Κρίτων, “άλλ’ οΤμαι”, εψη, “έγωγε, ώ Σώκρατες, έτι e 

ήλιον είναι επί τοϊς όρεσιν καί οϋπω δεδυκέναι. καί άμα 

εγώ οΤδα καί άλλους πάνυ όψέ πίνοντας, έπειδάν παραγγελθήι 

αύτοΐς, δειπνήσαντάς τε καί πιόντας ευ μάλα, καί συγγενο- 

μένους γ’ ένίους ών αν τύχωσιν έπιθυμοϋντες. άλλά μηδέν 5 

έπείγου- έτι γάρ έγχωρεΐ.” 

καί ό Σωκράτης, “εικότως γε,” εψη, “ώ Κρίτων, εκείνοι τε 

ταΟτα ποιοΰσιν, οΰς σύ λέγεις, οΐονται γάρ κερδανεΐν ταϋτα 

ποιήσαντες- καί εγωγε ταϋτα εικότως οΰ ποιήσω- ούδέν γάρ 

οΤμαι κερδαίνειν ολίγον ύστερον πιών, άλλο γε ή γέλωτα 11 η 

όφλήσειν παρ’ έμαυτώι, γλιχόμενος τοϋ ζήν καί φειδόμενος οϋ- 

δενός έτι ένόντος. άλλ’ ίθι,” έφη, “πείθου καί μη άλλως ποίει.” 

καί ό Κρίτων άκούσας ένευσε τώι παιδί πλησίον έστώτι. 

καί ό παΐς έξελθών καί συχνόν χρόνον διατρίψας ήκεν άγων 5 

τον μέλλοντα δώσειν τό φάρμακον, έν κύλικι φέροντα τετριμ- 

μένον. ίδών δέ ό Σωκράτης τον άνθρωπον, “εΐεν,” έφη, “ώ 

βέλτιστε, συ γάρ τούτων επιστήμων, τί χρή ποιεΐν; ” 

“ούδέν άλλο”, έφη, “ή πιόντα περιιέναι, έως άν σου βάρος 

έν τοΐς σκέλεσι γένηται, έπειτα κατακεΐσθαι- καί οϋτως αυτό b 

ποιήσει.” καί άμα ώρεξε τήν κύλικα τώι Σωκράτει. 

καί δς λαβών καί μάλα ΐλεως, ώ Έχέκρατες, ούδέν 

τρέσας ούδέ διαφθείρας ούτε τοϋ χρώματος ούτε τοϋ προσ¬ 

ώπου, άλλ’ ώσπερ είώθει ταυρηδόν ΰποβλέψας προς τον 5 

άνθρωπον, “τί λέγεις”, έφη, “περί τοϋδε τοϋ πώματος προς τό 

άποσπεΐσαί τινι; έξεστιν ή οϋ; ” 

“τοσοΰτον,” έφη, “ώ Σώκρατες, τρίβομεν όσον οίόμεθα 

μέτριον είναι πιεΐν.” 

e8 κερδανεΐν m: κερδαίνειν m ai κερδαίνειν m: κερδανεΐν m 
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c “μανθάνω,” ή δ’ ός· “άλλ’ εύχεσθαί γέ που τοΐς θεοΤς έξεστί 

τε και χρή, την μετοίκησιν την ένθένδε έκεΐσε ευτυχή γενέ- 

σθαΓ ά δη καί έγώ εύχομαι τε και γένοιτο ταύτηι.” καί άμ’ 

εϊπών ταΰτα έπισχόμενος και μάλα εύχερώς και ευκόλως 

5 έξέπιεν. καί ήμών οί πολλοί τέως μεν επιεικώς οΐοί τε 

ήσαν κατέχειν τό μη δακρύειν, ώς δε εΐδομεν πίνοντά τε καί 

πεπωκότα, οΰκέτι, άλλ’ έμοϋ γε βίαι καί αύτοϋ άστακτί έχώρει 

τά δάκρυα, ώστε έγκαλυψάμενος άπέκλαον έμαυτόν ού 

γάρ δή εκείνον γε, άλλά την έμαυτοΰ τύχην, οΐου άνδρός 

d εταίρου έστερημένος εΐην. ό δέ Κρίτων έτι πρότερος έμοϋ, 

έπειδή οΰχ οΤός τ’ ήν κατέχειν τά δάκρυα, έξανέστη. 

’Απολλόδωρος δέ καί έν τώι έμπροσθεν χρόνωι οΰδέν έπαύετο 

δακρύων, καί δή καί τότε άναβρυχησάμενος κλάων καί 

5 άγανακτών ούδένα όντινα ού κατέκλασε τών παρόντων πλήν 

γε αύτοϋ Σωκράτους. 

έκεΐνος δέ, “οΐα”, έφη, “ποιείτε, ώ θαυμάσιοι, έγώ μέντοι 

ούχ ήκιστα τούτου ένεκα τάς γυναίκας άπέπεμψα, ΐνα μή 

e τοιαϋτα πλημμελοΐεν καί γάρ άκήκοα ότι έν εύφημίαι χρή 

τελευτάν, άλλ’ ησυχίαν τε άγετε καί καρτερείτε.” 

καί ημείς άκούσαντες ήισχύνθημέν τε καί έπέσχομεν τού 

δακρύειν. ό δέ περιελθών, επειδή οΐ βαρύνεσθαι έφη τά 

5 σκέλη, κατεκλίνη ύπτιος- οϋτω γάρ έκέλευεν ό άνθρωπος- 

καί άμα έφαπτόμενος αύτοϋ ουτος ό δούς τό φάρμακον, 

διαλιπών χρόνον έπεσκόπει τούς πόδας καί τά σκέλη, 

κάπειτα σφόδρα πιέσας αύτοϋ τον πόδα ήρετο εί αίσθάνοιτο, 

ιι8 ό δ’ ούκ έφη. καί μετά τούτο αύθις τάς κνήμας- καί έπανιών 

ούτως ήμΐν έπεδείκνυτο ότι ψύχοιτό τε καί πηγνύτο. καί 

αύτός ήπτετο καί εΤπεν ότι, έπειδάν προς τήι καρδίαι γένηται 
αύτώι, τότε οϊχήσεται. 

5 ηδη ουν σχεδόν τι αύτοϋ ήν τά περί τό ήτρον ψυχόμενα, 

καί έκκαλυψάμενος, ένεκεκάλυπτο γάρ, εΤπεν, ό δή τελευ- 

ταΐον έφθέγξατο- “ώ Κρίτων,” έφη, “τώι Άσκληπιώι όφείλομεν 

άλεκτρυόνα- άλλά άπόδοτε καί μή άμελήσητε.” 

“άλλά ταϋτα”, έφη, “έσται,” ό Κρίτων “άλλ’ όρα εΐ τι άλλο 
ιο λέγεις.” 
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ταύτα έρομένου αυτού ούδέν ετι άπεκρίνατο, άλλ’ ολίγον 

χρόνον διαλιπών έκινήθη τε καί ό άνθρωπος έξεκάλυψεν 

αυτόν, καί ός τά όμματα εστησεν ϊδών δε ό Κριτών συνέλαβε 

τό στόμα καί τους οφθαλμούς. 

ήδε ή τελευτή, ώ Έχέκρατες, τού εταίρου ήμΐν έγένετο, 15 

άνδρός, ώς ημείς φαΐμεν αν, των τότε ών έπειράθημεν άρίστου, 

καί άλλως φρονιμωτάτου καί δικαιότατου. 





COMMENTARY 

57a1-5907: introductory conversation 

Phaedo, who was present at Socrates’ death, is asked by Echecrates, his host in 

Phlius, where the dialogue is set, to report what the great man said before he died, 

and how he responded to the occasion. In particular, Echecrates wonders why the 

execution took place so long after the trial. Phaedo explains, and then goes on to 

describe the feelings of those who were there, and who they were. 

57a2 τό φάρμακον: the word means ‘drug’ or ‘potion’, whether harm¬ 

ful or beneficial; it could be applied either to a poison (as here) or to a 

medicine. S.’s death from the hemlock turns out to be similarly ambig¬ 

uous: at 64a-6ge, he suggests that death is not an evil but something 

better than the human condition (cf. 58e-59a, on the mixed feelings of 

those present; and i i8a7-8n.). a6 πώς έτελεύτα ; ‘How did he meet 

his end?’ The imperfect suggests the series of events leading up to and 

including his ‘end’. The use of τελευτάν, though a quite normal way of 

referring to death, has a certain irony about it here, at the beginning 

of a dialogue whose chief conclusion will be just that death is not the 

end. a6~7 καί γάρ ‘for in fact’ (GP 108-9); similarly in 58d5· a7 

[των πολιτών]: bracketed by some editors as a gloss inserted by a 

later hand to explain the unfamiliar Φλειασίων. Verdenius defends 

the transmitted text by treating Φλειασίων as an explanation of τών 

πολιτών (‘none of the citizens (i.e. my fellow-citizens), the Phliasians, 

...’); cf. Meno 70b oi του σου εταίρου ... πολΐται Λαρισαΐοι. But the 

reference to Phlius seems to be the important one. (Phlius was a small 

city-state in the northern Peloponnese, close to the natural route be¬ 

tween Athens and Phaedo’s native Elis.) ούδε'ις πάνυ τι ‘hardly any¬ 

one’. Others prefer ‘absolutely no one’, which in a colloquial context 

comes to much the same thing. a8 τά νΰν: as against a few years 

before, when the Phliasians would have been part of the Peloponnesian 

forces which regularly invaded Attica, έπιχωριάζειν in a-j is used here 

(and apparently nowhere else) instead of the usual έπιδημεΐν (of for¬ 

eigners ‘visiting’ a city); but then the ‘visits’ of the Phliasians were not 

of the usual kind. a8 ούτε τις ξένος ... b3 φράζειν ‘nor has any 

foreigner arrived from there in a long while (χρόνου συχνού, genitive 
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of‘time within which’) who would have been able to report anything 

accepts about these things, except of course that Socrates died after 

drinking poison; of the rest, he was not able to relate anything’. The 

Greek is compressed (as is natural enough in a plain conversational 

context), but the sense is clear. 

bi σαφές is probably ‘clear’ (or ‘definite’, Gallop) rather than ‘sure’, 

‘trustworthy’ (Burnet): someone who obviously doesn’t know about a 

thing (and doesn’t claim to) is more likely to be described as unclear 

than as untrustworthy. Phaedo, Echecrates implies, is a man out of the 

ordinary: as indeed his attachment to S., and therefore to philosophy, 

already suggests. On the idea of the separation of the philosopher from 

the common run of mankind, see esp. 64aff. 

58ai τά περί τής δίκης: the trial itself is of course the subject of another 

Platonic work, the Apology, which gives us (P.’s version of) S.’s speeches 

in his defence, including a long and spirited account of his life’s work. 

Phd., in effect, continues that account — as, in a different way, does the 

Crito - by showing us S. actively continuing to live the same kind of life, 

of argument and exhortation, right up until the end (or ‘end’: cf. 

57a6n.). a3~5 ναί, ταΰτα μέν P. thus neatly sidesteps the need 

to retell any part of the story which he has told elsewhere, and concen¬ 

trates our attention on a particular - and highly ironical - aspect of it. 

The execution ofS. turns out to have been so long delayed because of 

the need to observe an established religious rule (that no public execu¬ 

tions should take place during the embassy to Delos). The charge on 

which S. was condemned was one of impiety - specifically, according 

to P. s version, that he does not believe in the gods the city believes in, 

and teaches the young to do the same (Ap. 24B-C, with igb-c). Con¬ 

trast with that, P. implies, the Athenians’ punctilious behaviour in 

delaying his execution. Later on, it is S. himself who will explicitly 

claim to be the real servant of Apollo, as a philosopher (6od-6ib, 

85b); and philosophy will turn out to be a kind of‘purification’ (65ε, 

66d, 67a, 67b, 8od, 8oe, 82c, 82d, 114c; cf. 6gb-d). a6 τύχη: τύχη is 

either ‘luck’ (good or bad), or simply ‘chance’; here, in view of the 

following Ιτυχευ, it is primarily the latter. Gallop, following Loriaux, 

discovers in this twin reference to τύχη (τύχη ... ετυχεν) ‘a hint of 

supernatural intervention’, pointing to 58e5-6 as supporting evidence. 

Divine intervention is certainly more than hinted at in the later pas- 
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sage; but here Phaedo seems to make a straightforward reference to 

chance or luck - which might itself have been regarded, at the popular 

level, as a ‘supernatural’ force, but would not have implied the in¬ 

volvement of other such forces. a6 έτυχεν γάρ ... 8 πέμπουσιν: i.e. 

during the festival of the Delia (cf. Xen. Mem. 4.8.2), in the Attic 

month of Anthesterion, which corresponds to our February/March. 

a7 πρύμνα έστεμμένη: the first stage of the ritual event (see ci-2). 

a8 Αθηναίοι ‘the Athenians’: the omission of the article in such cases is 

perfectly regular. a9 τούτο 8k δή τί έστιν; Echecrates evidently 

knows nothing at all about the festival: ‘what ship is that (δή)?’ For 

Plato’s point in going into detail, see a3~5n., iin. aio ώς φασιν 

’Αθηναίοι suggests a certain scepticism - could the ship that carried 

Theseus to Crete all those years ago really have survived for so long? 

(Cf. Plut. Thes. 23, who reports that this ship was a standard philo¬ 

sophical illustration of the problem of identity: if all the timbers had 

been replaced, was it the same ship or not?) an τούς “δ'ις έπτά” 

εκείνους: the demonstrative εκείνους (‘those, sc. well-known ...’), with 

the unusual phrase δ'ις επτά, indicates that ‘the twice seven’ is a special 

expression (traditional: see Bacch. 17.2). Seven young men and seven 

young women, according to the story, used to be sent annually as 

tribute to Knossos, where they would be fed to the Minotaur. This 

detail Phaedo does not report, saying merely, in a vague way, that 

Theseus ‘succeeded in saving both [his companions’] lives and his own’ 

(b 1). Thus the whole emphasis is thrown on to Theseus’ role as saviour 

- both of others, as Phaedo says, and of himself, which might suggest a 

comparison with S. 

bi τώι ούν Άπόλλωνι ηΰξαντο κτλ.: ouv is perhaps ‘resumptive’ (GP 

428-9): Phaedo now goes back and explains the connection between 

Theseus’ voyage to Crete with the ‘twice seven’ and the mission to 

Delos. ‘They had vowed (ηύξαντο: as often in Greek, the aorist is used 

where we might expect the pluperfect) to Apollo, if they [sc. Theseus 

and his companions] were saved, to send ...’ The subject of the main 

verb appears to be ‘the Athenians [of the time]’, which is understood 

easily enough from ’Αθηναίοι in a 10. b3 άπάξειν: άπάγειν has the 

connotation of‘making a return’, in this case for favours received. b3 

ήν δή ... 4 πέμπουσιν ‘and that is the very one (δή again emphatic, 

as in ag and 5735) which they have always sent to the god, from that 
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time (εξ εκείνου, sc. χρόνου), annually, and still do now . Phaedo lays 

elaborate emphasis on the continuity of the Athenians adherence to 

their vow: cf. a3~5n. b4 ούν in this case seems only to mark a new 

point in the explanation (GP 426: ‘proceeding to a new point, or a new 

stage in the march of thought’); contrast bi above. b5~6 καθαρεύειν 

τήν πόλιν: sc. φόνου, ‘that the city should be clean [from killing]’: cf. 

e.g. Plut. Phocion 37. b6 καί δημοσίαι: καί is frequently used to add 

an idea which somehow qualifies or explains the one preceding (not 

discussed in GP, but see LSJ s.v. και a.i.2, and Verdenius 249); so here 

δημοσίαι μηδένα άττοκτεινύναι explains the application of the require¬ 

ment καθαρεύειν τήν πόλιν to the particular case. \>η δεΰρο ‘here’, in 

a somewhat loose sense (since Phaedo is speaking in Phlius). b8-ci 

δταν τύχωσιν ...: as evidently happened on the occasion in question; 

Phaedo is here describing the general situation, which he then applies 

at C4-5 (διά ταϋτα ...) to S.’s particular case, (τύχωσιν recalls τύχη 

at the beginning of Phaedo’s account, in a6: chance was doubly in¬ 

volved in the sequence of events.) 

04 καί here, according to GP (307), is to be taken with what precedes 

it (διά ταϋτα): ‘it was just because of these things’. (But it could be 

emphasising πολύς: ‘a rather long time’.) C4-5 πολύς χρόνος έγένετο 

. . . ό μεταξύ τής δίκης τε καί τού θανάτου ‘there turned out to be a 

long time for S. in the prison, [I mean] the [time] between his trial and 

his death’. Phaedo’s account ends, neatly enough, by mentioning the 

central event; and that is what Echecrates wants to know about next — 

c6 ‘And what then (connective δή: sc. now that you mention it) about 

the circumstances of the death itself?’ 07—8 τίνες . . . τώι άνδρί ‘who 

were those who were there with him (τώι άνδρί) of his friends?’ ό άνήρ 

is frequently used, as here, in place of a demonstrative pronoun (simi¬ 

larly, pace Verdenius, at e3). c8 ούκ εί'ων . . . παρεΐναι ‘would the 

prison authorities not allow [sc. his friends] to be there with him?’ I.e. 

did they persist in preventing his friends from seeing him? eg έτε- 

λεύτα: for the tense cf. 57a6n. and 5804. 

di ούδαμώς . . . γε ‘Not at all; there were some people there, and 

what’s more (καί ...ye: GP 157) a whole lot of them (πολλοί).’ Some 

MSS divide the line between the two speakers, so making άλλά παρ- 

ήσάν τινες into a question by Echecrates. και πολλοί γε would then 

mean yes indeed, a lot of them’, with adverbial καί and emphatic ye. 
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But τιυές καί ττολλοί is idiomatic: so at Gorg. 455c τινές καί συχνοί, ‘not 

just a few, but a large number’, dx ταΰτα . . . πάντα: i.e. τά λεχθέντα 

καί ιτραχθέντα (07). εί μή ... ούσα: this piece of politeness can¬ 

cels out the sharpness of the plain (aorist) imperative (ττροθυμήθητι) in 

d2, which expresses Echecrates’ impatience to have Phaedo’s report of 

S. cL| άλλα σχολάζω γε ‘Well, I have leisure’, i.e. ‘Yes, I do have the 

time.’ Both άλλά and ye here imply assent: see GP 16-17 on άλλά and 

131 on ye. d5-6 καί γάρ . . . ήδιστον ‘for in fact (καί yap: see 57a6— 

7η.) to remember S., whether by speaking myself (acc., agreeing with 

the implied subject of μεμνήσθαι, i.e. Phaedo) or by listening to some¬ 

one else ...’: the nature of Phaedo’s attachment to S. becomes more 

explicit, εμοιχε ‘for me at any rate’, i.e. however anyone else may feel 

about him. d7 άλλα μην ‘Well, certainly’ (GP 343: in this kind of use, 

άλλά μήν generally indicates ‘a favourable reaction to the previous 

speaker’s words’), καί τούς άκουσομένους γε: καί and ye are here to 

be taken separately - καί is ‘also’, while ye is ‘limiting’ (in Echecrates 

and his friends S. will find others, too, of the same mind, except that on 

this occasion they can only listen, and not contribute anything them¬ 

selves). d8 ώς αν δύνηι άκριβέστατα ‘as accurately as you can’. In 

fact, there is likely to be rather little which is ‘accurate’ in Phd. as a 

whole (see Introduction). 

ei καί μήν έγωγε ... ‘Well then: my experiences when I was there 

were extraordinary.’ With καί μήν, Phaedo accepts Echecrates’ chal¬ 

lenge (GP 355). This account of his personal feelings is the most signifi¬ 

cant part of the introductory section, setting the tone for the whole 

dialogue. From all that has been said so far, S.’s death was an occasion 

of unrelieved tragedy, which brought only grief to his supporters and 

friends (cf. e2-3). Not so, says Phaedo: grief there was, but also a 

strange admixture of pleasure, so that we laughed as well as crying. 

What his listeners are to expect, and we are to expect, is no longer 

simply a tragedy, but a tragi-comedy (see 57a2n., 115a5-6n.). e2—3 

ούτε γάρ . . . εΐσήιει ‘For neither did pity affect me, as being present 

at a friend’s death.’ This denial of his having felt pity for S. (though 

later he appears to modify this: see 59ai-2n.), together with his expla¬ 

nation, occupies almost half of Phaedo’s speech (the second half of the 

sentence is delayed until 5933). e3 εύδαίμων γάρ ... 59ai άλλος: 

Phaedo’s explanation is complex. S. (a) ‘appeared fortunate both in his 
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manner and in what he said, so fearlessly and nobly did he die’. The 

ability to behave so well, Phaedo implies, is something enviable in 

itself, and therefore an inappropriate object of pity. But (b) at the same 

time, and as a result of (ώστε, es) his seeing how S. behaved, ‘the 

thought occurred to me that not even when going to Hades was he 

going without a portion from the gods, but that when he came there 

too he would fare well, if ever any man yet did’. What ‘occurs to’ 

(τταρίστασθαι) him is to compare S. with the heroes, just because of the 

nobility of his death (cf. Soph. OC 1585). e4 τοΰ τρόπου καί των 

λόγων: the genitive is used after ευδαίμων by an easy analogy with 

εΰδαιμονίζειν (Burnet compares Crito 43b πολλάκις ... σε ... ηΰδαι- 

μόνισα τοΰ τρόπου - again of S., and of his behaviour in the face of 

death), ώς άδεώς καί γενναίως ‘[sc. as I saw] how fearlessly and 

nobly’. S. later suggests the view that ‘virtue’ - if that includes philo¬ 

sophical wisdom - is the primary or sole constituent of ευδαιμονία 

(64a-6gd); but all that Phaedo implies here is that courage, and nobil¬ 

ity in general, are part of what contributes to it (probably the ordinary 

Greek view; see Dover 1974, esp. 161-70.) e5 παρίστασθαι is used 

here impersonally, with acc. + inf. following (εκείνον ... ίέναι): ‘[so 

that] it came to [my] mind that’. Where a consequence is reported as 

a fact, we should normally expect to find ώστε followed by the indica¬ 

tive; this seems to be an exception to the rule. e5—6 μηδ’ εις "Αιδου 

. . . Ιέναι: i.e. that he would ‘have a divine portion’ in death just as he 

did before it. ‘Having a divine portion’ is evidently equivalent to ‘far¬ 

ing well’ in the next clause; a man’s good ‘fortune’ may as well be 

attributed to the gods (see e.g. Horn. II. 24.527-38) as to chance (cf. 

58a6n.). The expression ‘going to Hades’ need not be taken literally; 

S., for example, can associate death in general with ‘being in Hades’ 

(e.g. 70C4) while also suggesting rather different destinations for at 

least some ‘dead’ souls (see esp. 1 i4b-c). 

59ai-2 ούδέν πάνυ . . . έλεινόν ‘almost no pity’, rather than ‘abso¬ 

lutely no pity (cf. 57370.). Phaedo says that he experienced a mixture 

of pleasure and pain (a4-6); the pain occurred ‘as I reflected that [S.] 

was going to die very shortly’ (36-7). The statement at 58e2-3 is 

softened by 5931-2: it is not that he felt no compassion, rather that he 

felt surprisingly little; and that was actually mixed with pleasure. For 

έλεος as painful, see Phil. 47ε. ούδέν έλεινόν = ‘no feeling of pity’: the 
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positive (and more familiar) form of the expression would be τό έλεινόν 

(which is indistinguishable in meaning from ελεος). a2 ώς είκός . . . 

πένθει ‘as would appear to be expected (sc. μοι είσιέναι), since I was 

witness to (τταρόντι) misfortune’ (πένθος in the sense of what causes 

grief, rather than the feeling itself). a3 ούτε αύ . . . είώθεμεν: ούτε 

οχι ... continues and completes the sentence begun in 58e2~3 (hence 

ούτε, answering to ούτε in 58e2, rather than the ούδέ we would expect 

after 5gai οΰδέν). The ‘almost’ of5gai-2 is probably meant to carry 

over into the present line: ‘so I felt almost no pity, and [almost] no 

pleasure [sc. of the kind I might have expected to feel] because we 

were philosophising as had been our custom before’, έν φιλοσοφίαι ... 

όντων = ‘occupied with philosophy’, ώσττερ είώθεμεν: not only before 

Socrates’ trial and sojourn in prison, but evidently even during his 

imprisonment (cf. 5gd). a4 καί γάρ . . . ήσαν partly justifies Phaedo’s 

earlier reference to S.’s fearlessness (5864): not everyone would have 

the stomach (or the head) for close philosophical argument on such an 

occasion. a4 άλλ’ άτεχνώς ... 7 τελευτάν: he sums up his feelings. 

What he experienced was a peculiar mix of pleasure and pain, which 

stemmed from the single reflection about the imminence of S.’s death. 

That caused him pain; on the other hand, he derived a certain plea¬ 

sure from the thought that ‘this man here, who is behaving so calmly, 

is actually about to die’. (It is sometimes suggested that what S. says 

about pleasure and pain at 6ob-c would imply the impossibility of 

the ‘mix’ Phaedo describes here: cf. esp. 6ob5~6 τό άμα μέν αύτώ μή 

θέλειν ιταραγίγνεσθαι τώι άνθρώττωι. But see 6ob4n., 50·) »5 Note 

the careful word-order, which emphasises first άτοπον, then κράσις 

(through the promotion of the colourless τις before άήθης). For καί, cf. 

58b6n. a8 σχεδόν τι ούτω ‘pretty much like this’, τότε . . . ένίοτε: 

for (rhetorical) variation in place of the expected τότε ... τότε. There 

are other traces of rhetorical artifice in this speech of Phaedo’s (see e.g. 

on a5). This contrasts with the generally conversational style of the 

introductory section as a whole (the other exception is the simple nar¬ 

rative in Phaedo’s last long speech, 58aio-C5). The loftier style suits 

what he has to say. ag ’Απολλόδωρος is the (fictional) narrator of 

Symp., where he appears as entirely devoted to Socrates, and also as 

having the nickname μαλακός {Symp. 173d: some MSS have the less 

probable μάνικάς). From what is said about him here in Phd. (and also 

at 117d), μαλακός ought to mean ‘soft’ in the sense of‘weak’, ‘lacking 
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in control’ (cf. especially Rep. 556c, Arist. Me. eth. 1150333), though 

the speaker at Symp. 173d at least purports (in a spirit of banter?) to 

take it rather in the sense of‘gentle’. At Xen. Ap. 28 he is ‘passionately 

attached to Socrates, but otherwise simple-minded’. Apollodorus’ be¬ 

haviour is a perfect foil to S.’s. In 60a, his role is about to be usurped 

by Xanthippe, S.’s wife, when S. abruptly orders Crito to remove her. 

bi οίσθα γάρ που ‘For I suppose (που, softening the assertion) you 

know the man and his way’: anyone who knew S. evidently also 

knew Apollodorus (Xen. Mem. 3.11.17). b3~4 έκεΐνός τε τοίνυν κτλ. 

‘Well, he certainly lived up to our expectations, and I myself was in a 

state of confusion, and the others too.’ b5 ϊτυχον κτλ. ‘And who 

were those who were there?’ τυγχάνω is sometimes used without any 

strong connotations of‘chance’ or ‘coincidence’ (cf. LSJ s.v. a.ii.i: 

‘frequently τυγχάνω cannot be translated at all’); so perhaps here, 

since it was S.’s friends (58C9) who were with him. On the other hand, 

it was chance that P. was kept away by illness (if he was; Phaedo says 

only Ί think P. was ill’, bio); and no doubt others, like Aristippus and 

Cleombrotus (03) might have been there. b6-c6 Phaedo does not 

claim that his list is complete, only that ‘those, I think, were pretty much 

(σχεδόν τι) the people who were there’ (c6); and he actually mentions 

‘some other local people’ as present, without naming them (bg-io). 

There may be various reasons behind the choice and ordering of those 

who are actually named (see byn. for Critobulus); but there is also a 

vagueness about the list which suggests a touch of literary realism. P.’s 

own absence is mentioned casually (bio), which might reflect its rela¬ 

tive unimportance to Phaedo (see cqn.); it also, paradoxically, reminds 

us of his presence as author - while also denying it (after all, he wasn’t 

even there). \*η Κριτόβουλος κα'ι ό πατήρ αύτοΰ: for this pairing of 

Critobulus with his father Crito (after whom the dialogue Crito is 

named), compare Ap. 33d-e, where S. is challenging the relatives of 

the young men whom he is charged with corrupting to come before the 

court and accuse him. Crito and Critobulus head that list too; and the 

presence of the two of them together in the prison, both equally his 

friends, implicitly refutes any suggestion that Socrates had any case to 

answer there. If he had corrupted a young man like Critobulus, surely 

his father would have had something to say about it? Of Crito, we 

know little beyond what we can deduce from P.’s evidence; D. L. tells 
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us (2.121) that he provided for S.’s material needs (cf. 115030.), wrote 

seventeen dialogues, and had other sons (called, strikingly, Hermo- 

genes, Epigenes, and Ctesippus: either Crito made a habit of naming 

sons after other acquaintances of S., or, more likely, D. L. - or his 

source - has misremembered the present passage). by-8 καί έτι 
Έρμογένης καί Έπιγενης καί Αισχίνης καί ’Αντισθένης: Hermogenes 

(son of Hipponicus, and brother of Callias, who according to Ap. 20a 

‘has paid out more money to sophists than everyone else put together’) 

is one of the speakers in Crat. Epigenes’ only appearance is in the list 

of νέοι at Ap. 33d-e (see byn.) - where his father’s name is given as 

Άντίφων ό Κηφισεύς. Aeschines (son of Lysanias, of the deme Sphettus) 

also appears in that list, but became better known as one of the more 

widely recognised writers of Socratic dialogues. Antisthenes is yet an¬ 

other dialogue-writer (according to D. L. 2.64, the Stoic Panaetius (2nd 

cent, b.c.) thought only four writers’ dialogues genuinely ‘Socratic’: 

those of Antisthenes, Aeschines, P., and Xenophon). For us he is a 

shadowy figure, but he was well known in antiquity either as a fore¬ 

runner or as founder of Cynicism, which in its turn was a major in¬ 

fluence on the formation of Stoicism. He would perhaps have been 

in late middle age at the time of S.’s death, bg Κτήσιππος . . . καί 

Μενέξενος: two more of S.’s younger associates, both of whom appear 

in the Lysis', Ctesippus also figures in the Euthd., while Menexenus has 

one of the minor Platonic works named after him. bio Πλάτων 

on the significance of this, see b6-c6n. 

ci Σιμμίας τέ . . . ό Θηβαίος καί Κέβης turn out to be Socrates’ two 

main partners in the conversation in the prison. It is frequently said 

by commentators that they were Pythagoreans. There is not much 

evidence for this assertion: they come from Thebes, a centre of Pytha- 

goreanism (cf. HGP 1.179); they have ‘been with’ the Pythagorean 

Philolaus (Phd. 61 d6—7); and Phd. contains many ideas - e.g. the im¬ 

mortality of the soul, and its transmigration from one body to another 

- which are echoed in Pythagoreanism (so that to have Pythagoreans 

actually participating in the conversation would be particularly appo¬ 

site). But συγγίγνεσθαι (61dy) does not necessarily imply the rela¬ 

tionship of pupil and master; Simmias turns out to have heard οΰδέν 

... σαφές from Philolaus, at least about the subjects in hand (6id8, 

e8-g); and he later (85e-86d) introduces a model for ‘soul’ which is 
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inconsistent with the ideas of immortality and transmigration and un¬ 

likely to come from a Pythagorean source. It fits better with the evi¬ 

dence, and suits the dramatic situation just as well, to treat him merely 

as a young man who is passionate about argument (more so, according 

to Phdr. 242b, than any of his contemporaries; cf. Phd. 62e-63a, on 

Cebes). If he has ‘been with’ Philolaus, he has also been with S. (see 

e.g. 5ga3); he would thus have as much right to be called a Socratic as 

a Pythagorean - and in fact in Phd. he enthusiastically shares S.’s belief 

in the existence of‘forms’ (74b, ηδε-ηηζ., etc.), something which (pace 

Bluck 6) it would be surprising to find a Pythagorean doing. On ‘forms’, 

see Introduction §5. Arist. Met. A 6 suggests that this item of Platonic 

‘doctrine’ - of which (as Arist. himself confirms) the historical S. was 

innocent - has its roots in Pythagoreanism; but the connection is fairly 

remote, and no contemporary Pythagorean (like Philolaus) would 

immediately have welcomed P.’s ‘forms’ as his own. D. L. certainly 

makes no link between Simmias and Pythagoreanism; all he reports on 

Simmias is that he wrote (twenty-three, named) dialogues - which 

again suggests rather the connection with Socrates. The same reason¬ 

ing applies to Cebes (author of three dialogues, according to D. L.); cf. 

especially 7263-6. ye ‘adds detail to an assent already expressed’ (GP 

136). C2 Φαιδώνδης is otherwise only known from Xen. Mem. 1.2.48, 

where he is mentioned as a ‘[true] associate’ of S., along with Simmias 

and Cebes (see cin.) and others. But here as often elsewhere Xeno¬ 

phon probably depends on P. Ευκλείδης τε καί Τερψίων appear 

in Theaet. (the main conversation in the dialogue, chiefly between 

Socrates and Theaetetus, has supposedly been recorded by Eucleides, 

and is read out to Terpsion). Eucleides is said to have founded the 

Megarian ‘school’ of philosophy; Terpsion is otherwise unknown. C3 

’Αρίστιππος: according to D. L. this is the Aristippus who founded 

the Cyrenaic school; but see C4n. Κλεόμβροτος is another unknown 

name, though in one of Callimachus’ Epigrams (23 Pfeiffer) one Cleom- 

brotus of Ambracia throws himself into the sea after reading the Phd. 

(see following n.). 04 ού δήτα· έν Αίγίνηι γάρ κτλ.: it was held in 

antiquity (see Burnet) that this line contained a slur on Aristippus, 

on the assumption that he was the Cyrenaic; allegedly, the distance 

from Aegina would not have been sufficient to constitute a genuine 

explanation of his absence (the same interpretation probably explains 

Callimachus story about Cleombrotus). But ou δήτα perhaps rather 
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suggests a tone of simple surprise: ‘No, they weren’t there; they were 

said to be in Aegina.’ Echecrates has shown that he expects them to be 

mentioned as among those present, and Phaedo’s attitude is the same. 

If there is any real significance in the mention of their absence, it is 

perhaps that it makes the previous mention of P.’s own absence as 

inconspicuous as, dramatically, it should be - to Phaedo, after all, 

Plato is just another of Socrates’ associates. 

5908-6433: two views of death 

Phaedo now begins his full account of what happened in the prison. After describ¬ 

ing the scene, he reports a first interchange between Socrates and his friends, the 

chief effect of which is to stress Socrates’ positive attitude towards his impending 

death. 

5gdi γάρ δή: δή emphasises yap, which as often marks the beginning 

of a promised narrative. d3 καί is emphatic: ‘in which the trial it¬ 

self [had] occurred’. d5 άνοιχθείη: the optative (after περιεμένομεν) 

indicates purpose (contrast d6, of repeated action: ‘whenever it was 

opened’), άη τα πολλά ‘for the most part’, ‘usually’. d7~8 xal δή 

καί τότε ‘And on this particular occasion . ..’: i.e. whatever they did on 

previous occasions, they did with even greater urgency now. d8 τήι 

προτεραίοι [ήμέραι]: τήι ττροτεραίαι usually occurs without the ex¬ 

plicit addition οίήμέραι. 

e2 άφιγμένον εϊη ‘had arrived’, ‘was already in port’. e3 εις τό 

είωθός: sc. χωρίον. e4~5 περιμένειν καί μή πρότερον παριέναι 2ως 

after the negative μή πρότερον we would have expected πριν (cf. 

6206-7); but the substance of the order is the positive περιμένειν, and 

icos follows appropriately, άν . . . κελεύσηι: P. might have written 

the optative; άν + subjunctive retains the form of the warder’s original 

instruction. e6 λύουσι: i.e. from his chains, for the sentence to be 

carried out (but that will ‘free’ him in another sense: cf. 62b, 67b). oi 

ένδεκα: a board of public officials charged with enforcing the penalties 

of the courts, ej δπως αν . . . τελευτδι is best treated as a final clause 

(orders are, after all, given for a purpose); άν is sometimes found with 

the subjunctive in such clauses, δ’ ούν probably implies a mild con¬ 

trast (GP 461): ‘But in fact he came after only a short time’ - literally 

‘having waited (έπέχω in an intransitive sense) for no great time’ (ou 
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ττολΰν χρόνον, accusative of duration of time). e8 ούν logically be¬ 

longs with είσιόντεξ rather than κατελαμβάνομεν: ‘[he told us to go in,] 

so we went in, and as we did we found .. . ’ 

6oa2 χό παιδίον ούτοΰ: according to Ap. 34*^> S. had two sons who 

were still παιδία, i.e. (probably) under seven (see also Phd. n6b); 

presumably this one was the younger (cf. a7-8n.). a3 ούν ‘Well, 

..cf. 58b4n. άνηυφήμησε ‘shrieked’ (see Burnet). a4~5 χοιαΰχ’ 

άττα είπεν, οια δή εΐώθασιν αί γυναίκες ‘she said some things of just 

(δή) the sort which women usually do, [to the effect] that...’ (or ‘with 

the efTect of..ότι is regularly though illogically followed by direct 

statement). The dismissive or disparaging note which GP (220) finds in 

δή here would clearly be present even without it. In Rep., P.’s S. sug¬ 

gests that some women may possess the capacity to become rulers; but 

that is consistent with his accepting the usual Greek view of women - 

as he does here - as typically emotional rather than rational. a5 δή is 

emphatic (‘the very last time ...’). βγ-β άπαγέτω τις αυτήν οΐκαδε: 

S.’s curt dismissal of the distraught Xanthippe, with his infant son, 

recalls his refusal at his trial to ‘make appeals to the dikasts, with floods 

of tears, bringing on his infant children to achieve the maximum of 

pity, and many of his other relatives and his friends besides’ (Ap. 34c). 

Here, of course, P. has done just that on his behalf; but the last word 

goes to S., who will not be pitied, ag τινες των τού Κρίτωνος ‘some 

of Crito’s people’, i.e. of his slaves? ag—bi βοώσάν τε καί κοπτομ- 

ένην ‘crying out and lamenting’, ‘crying out in lament’; κόπτεσθαι 

(‘beat oneself’, sc. in grief) seems to have come to mean no more than 

‘grieving’, as perhaps at Rep. 619c. 

bi-2 άνακαθιζόμενος εις τήν κλίνην ‘sitting up onto (εις) the bed’, 

so that both his feet are on it (see 6ic-d). Since εις implies motion to¬ 

wards something, he was evidently not already on the bed; or perhaps 

he had been sitting with his feet on the floor (to allow his chains to be 

removed?). b3 τρίβων άμα ‘as he rubbed [it]’. b4 τούτο δ καλοΰ- 

σιν οί άνθρωποι ήδύ ‘this thing (?state: see c6n.) which people call 

pleasant : in Rep. (583b~585a) and in other dialogues the question 

is raised whether the kind of‘pleasure’ referred to here (i.e. the experi¬ 

ence of relief from pain, a category which turns out to include virtually 

all varieties of physical enjoyment) really is pleasant, and not rather 

an intermediate state which only appears pleasant in contrast to the 
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preceding pain. ‘Real’ pleasure is something which one enjoys in the 

absence of any pain, whether antecedent or consequent (Rep. 584b). 

This set of ideas is sufficient to explain most of S.’s present speech 

(b3~c7), if not quite all of it (see C3n.). b5 τό δοκοΰν εναντίον είναι, 

τό λυπηρόν ‘what seems to be [its] opposite, the painful’, i.e. the state 

which people call painful. But there is no indication that they are 

wrong in their description of this state (cf. Rep. 584e-585a). What is at 

issue is whether this painful state is really the opposite of the one they 

call ‘pleasant’; if the latter is not really pleasant, then this is not a 

genuine instance of the (real) opposition between pleasure and pain. 

Strictly, then, the present passage has no positive bearing on the later 

passages which make use of the idea of‘opposites’ (7od-72e, 102b- 

107a). τό άμα κτλ. ‘the fact that ...’ The construction is loose but 

intelligible: S. has remarked on the strangeness of the relationship be¬ 

tween the two things (αύτώ, b6: i.e. the painful state, on the one hand, 

and the (supposedly) pleasant state on the other); he now describes 

that relationship. b6 μή θέλειν ‘are not willing’, ‘refuse’. b6—7 έάν 

δε τις κτλ.: it is clear enough that people ‘pursue’ and try to ‘catch’ 

physical pleasure; but there will also be cases where someone could be 

said to be ‘pursuing’ pains, e.g. where he or she chooses to submit to a 

painful operation, which will (they hope) be followed by ‘pleasure’. 

S.’s own experience in a way fits the same pattern: he might be said at 

least to have chosen the pains of imprisonment — now temporarily 

relieved - in so far as he had the option of avoiding them (cf. Cr.). 

b8 -ci ώσπερ έκ μιας κτλ.: i.e. joined at the head like Siamese twins. 

This does not cancel out the qualification σχεδόν τι (cf. 5ga8) in by: S. 

is only describing what the relationship between the two things is like: 

it seems that they are like Siamese twins, because they so often go 

together. 

C2 μΰθον άν συνθεΐναι: sc. αϋτόν. ό θεός: not God, but whichever 

god was responsible, διαλλάξαι ‘reconcile’. C3 πολεμοΰντα: it is 

difficult to give any literal sense to this idea except in terms of the 

general opposition between pleasure and pain - in which case both 

the two things would after all have to be genuine instances of their 

kind (see b4n., 5η.). Or perhaps it is sufficient that they appear to be 

opposites: people do in fact pay attention to both of them, and weigh 

them against each other (cf. 69a) - so that there is a natural ‘hostility’ 
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between them. It is this common view of them which makes the close 

connection between them so ‘strange’. S. says of his own situation only 

that ‘the pleasant seems to have come following [the painful]’ (07). C5 

ώσπερ ούν κτλ. ‘Just as in fact (ouv: GP 422) seems [sc. to be happen¬ 

ing] in my own case, too (καί)’. c6 ύπό τοΰ δεσμού ‘because of the 

fetter’, τό άλγεινόν is presumably equivalent to τό λυπηρόν in b5; 

the reference, here as there, is to the state of feeling pain (‘when the 

pain was in my leg’). c8 ύπολαβών ‘taking up [what had been said]’. 

09 εύ γ’ έποίησας κτλ. ‘You do well (emphasised by γε) in reminding 

me’: έποίησας represents a type ofaorist, often found in tragedy, with¬ 

out specific temporal reference; άναμνήσας similarly refers merely to 

the fact of the reminding, τοι is ‘designed to arrest the attention’ {GP 

547): ‘About those poems ...’ 

di ών = τούτων ά (attraction of relative pronoun into the case of its 

antecedent), έντείνας ‘by putting into verse’. Some prefer to take the 

verb as meaning ‘setting to music’; but (a) what he ‘made’ (i.e. com¬ 

posed, ττοιεΐν) were ττοιήματα, which implies compositions in verse (cf. 

Symp. 205c); {b) Aesop’s λόγοι, at least (the first object of έντείνας), 

were presumably in prose. (It may be that S. set them to music as well 

as putting them into verse, but that is neither said nor - despite εβ: see 

n. - necessarily implied.) It is true that έντείνας is also applied to ‘the 

proem to Apollo’ (d2), which - if the reference is to an existing work - 

must already have been in verse. But the ‘proem’ is probably meant to 

be S.’s own composition (so Hackforth); in any case ‘the proem to 

Apollo’ would hardly be sufficient to identify anyone else’s work (even 

Homer’s “ττροοίμιον” ’Απόλλωνος is attributed to him by name at 

1 hue. 3.104). It is bracketed with Aesop’s λόγοι as an object of έντεί¬ 

νας because it formed the introduction to S.’s versification of Aesop, 

which he dedicated to his master Apollo (cf. 6ib2; 85b). Whether such 

a work existed, or represents an invention of P.’s, is impossible to say 

(but see 6ib5n.); it clearly has a dramatic function, in emphasising S.’s 

piety and devotion to his calling (see his reply to Crito here, and 

58am.). d2—3 καί . . . άτάρ καί ‘both .. . and [especially] ...’ d3 

Εϋηνος is reported at Ap. 20b as claiming to teach ‘what makes a good 

man and a good citizen’ for the princely sum of five minas; at Phdr. 

267a he is an inventor of recondite rhetorical devices: ‘And must we 

not give public recognition to that most admirable Parian, Evenus, for 

being the first to discover “covert allusion” and “indirect praise”? 
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Some say he also utters “indirect censures” in verse as an aid to mem¬ 

ory; he’s a clever one. ’ **3-4 δτι ποτέ διανοηθείς κτλ. ‘what on earth 

(ποτέ) you had in mind in composing them when you came here [sc. 

of all places] ...’ d5 cl ούν τί σοι μέλει τοΰ έχειν έμέ κτλ. ‘So if you 

care at all (τι) about my having [anything] to reply to Evenus .. 

άποκρίνασθαι is an ‘epexegetic’ or explanatory infinitive (as e.g. in ‘I 

gave him water to wash with'). d8 λέγε τοίνυν ‘Well, tell him ...’ (GP 

571). d8-ei ούκ έκείνωι κτλ.: that S.’s tone is heavily ironic would 

be clear even without the Phdr. passage cited above (d3n.); so e.g. in 

ei, which suggests that he had actually considered the possibility of 

trying to outdo Evenus (‘I knew that that was not easy’). His main 

target, as always when he is attacking sophists and rhetoricians (cf. 

especially Gorg. 462-6), is Evenus’ claim to expertise: ‘I did not com¬ 

pose out of a desire to be his άντίτεχνος (to rival his τέχνη).’ 

e2 ένυπνίων: ενύπνια are ‘[things which come] in one’s sleep’; i.e. 

dreams, or perhaps rather dream-figures, since they can take on dif¬ 

ferent guises, and speak (e5~6). τί λέγει ‘what they mean’. e2~3 

άφοσιούμενος εί άρα πολλάκις κτλ. ‘fulfilling my obligation in case, 

perhaps (πολλάκις), after all (άρα), it was this [kind of] μουσική which 

they were ordering me to make (ποιεΐν)’. ‘This kind of μουσική’ is 

μουσική ‘as popularly understood’ (δημώδη, 6ia7), which is strictly 

either poetry in performance (i.e. sung), or music by itself (as at Symp. 

205c); but presumably written poems in themselves, i.e. viewed apart 

from their performance, might also come under the same description. 

e4 γάρ δή: see 59dm. άττα = τινα. τό αύτό ένύπνιον: ‘the same’, 

because it said the same things (e6), though it appeared in different 

guises (e5~6). ej ποίει και έργάζου: έργάζεσθαι seems to make the 

instruction more specific: ‘create [compose] μουσική, and make it your 

business’, γε ‘at least’ (‘before, at least’, contrasting with νύν δέ, 

6ia4). δπερ ‘the very thing which’. e8-6iai παρακελεύεσθαι τε 

καί έπικελεύειν: as with ποιεΐν and έργάζεσθαι in ej, the second verb 

is narrower in its connotations: παρακελεύεσθαι can be used of exhorta¬ 

tion to someone to do something de novo (as at 6102), whereas έπικελεύ¬ 

ειν, as the immediate sequel shows, here means encouraging someone 

to go on doing something. 

6iai-2 καί έμοί κτλ. ‘and [I used to suppose] that the dream was 

exhorting me in this way [to do] ...’ (‘in this way’, i.e. as those who 
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cheer on runners do). a3 ώς 'because I thought that (followed by 

two constructions with gen. abs.) — ‘whereas now ... (a4). For the 

Platonic or Socratic conceit that philosophy is the highest, or real, art 

of the Muses’ (μουσική, sc. τέχνη), cf. Rep. 548b, Phdr. 25gb-d. a4 

πράττοντος ‘practising’ (cf. έργάζεσθαι, 6oe7). επειδή is ambiguous 

between ‘when’ (giving ‘now’ a precise reference) and ‘because’ (the 

fact that his death was being delayed by the festival of Apollo - tradi¬ 

tionally associated with the Muses as patron of the arts caused him 

to reconsider his previous interpretation of the dream: cf. b2~3). a6 

el αρα πολλάκις: see 6oe2 —3n- 

bi ποιήσαντα ποιήματα καί πειθόμενον ‘by having composed poems, 

and so (καί: cf. 58b6n.) obeying’. b2 οΰτω δή κτλ. ‘It was in this way 

(outgo), then (δή), that I came first to write [a poem] to the god . ..’ 

(i.e. the proem to Apollo, 6od2). b3~4 δτι τόν ποιητήν δέοι κτλ. 

‘that the poet, ifhe [really] was going to be a poet, had to .. .’ μύθους 

άλλ’ ού λόγους: i.e. the sphere of the poet is fiction rather than (true) 

accounts of things (or ‘rational arguments’). For this view of the poets, 

see Rep. 376ε—37yd; cf. also Arist. Po. 1, which classifies e.g. the philoso¬ 

pher Empedocles as a φυσιολόγος rather than a ποιητής, despite the 

fact that he composed in verse. b5 καί αύτός οΰκ ή μυθολογικός: 

despite the fact that he has just invented a μύθος on his own account 

(6od). He may perhaps mean that he is incapable of composing μύθοι 

of the kind that poets indulge in (i.e. lightweight ones?); for at dio-e3 

he declares himself ready μυθολογεΐν (if only on the basis of what he 

has heard, 6id) about what awaits us after death. See ei-2n. The 

overall effect of S.’s speech is to devalue poetry, at least by comparison 

with philosophy. Cf. 95ai-2n. b5~6 οΰς προχείρους κτλ.: lit. ‘the 

stories which I had to hand, and knew by heart, [i.e.] those of Aesop, 

of these I made into poems the ones which I came across first’, καί has 

an explanatory function, as at 58b6. Aesop’s fables have themselves 

been described as λόγοι at 6odi; but λόγος has a broader as well as a 

narrower meaning: anything written (or spoken), and as opposed to 

μύθος, as here. b8 καί έρρώσθαι καί κτλ. ‘and to keep well (i.e. say 

‘ερρωσο to him; a typical formula e.g. for ending a letter, used in 

several of the pseudo-Platonic epistles), and if he has any sense, to 

come running after me (διώκειν) as soon as possible’. The joke is made 

more subtle by the treatment of death as a kind of emigration (ci 
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άπειμι: cf. 61 e i, 67ci, 11702; Ap. 400-4^). Cebes puts it more straight¬ 

forwardly at d5 (τώι άποθνήισκοντι έπέσθαι). 

ci άπειμι κτλ. Τ shall be going today, it seems; the Athenians say so.’ 

Socrates thus belittles the court’s verdict as much as he does death 

itself. C2—3 οϊον παρακελεύει κτλ. ‘What a thing to urge on Evenus!’ 

(more literally, ‘What a thing this is that you’re urging ...’). 03 

πολλά ‘often’. C4-5 σχεδόν ούν κτλ. ‘So I’m pretty sure (σχεδόν), 

from what I’ve seen (έξ ών = έκ τούτων ών), that he won’t be the 

slightest bit (οΰδ’ όττωστιοΰν, ‘not even in any way at all’) willing 

to listen to you.’ έκών είναι is a ‘limiting’ expression: ‘so as to be 

willing’ (cf. ώς έπος εΐπεΤν, ‘so to speak’), i.e. ‘willingly’. c6 τί δε; 

‘What?’ (expressing surprise), φιλόσοφος: Simmias’ reply suggests 

(07 ‘To me he seems so, at any rate’) that Evenus may count as a 

φιλόσοφος or ‘lover of wisdom’ in a broad sense (cf. e.g. Rep. 475b τόν 

φιλόσοφον σοφίας φήσομεν επιθυμητήν είναι, οΰ τής μέν, τής δ’ ου, άλλά 

πόσης); but as S. later argues at length (63e-6ge), and as the question 

here in itself implies, his attitude towards death already shows him to 

be no philosopher in the true sense (cf. c8-g πας ότωι άξίως τούτου 

τού πράγματος μέτεστιν). c8 τοίνυν ‘in that case’. C8-9 τούτου 

τοΰ πράγματος: i.e. philosophy; cf. 6ia4 πράττοντος, with n. cio ού 

. . . φασι θεμιτόν είναι ‘people say it is not right’. The concept ofθέμις 

relates to the unwritten laws which are felt to govern human con¬ 

duct, based on custom and/or divine sanction (cf 62b7-g, Ap. 30c-d). 

cio-d2 καί άμα λέγων κτλ.: S.’s change of physical position parallels 

a shift in the discussion to more serious matters. The use of the verb 

διαλέγεσθαι, which for Plato connotes philosophical interchange, marks 

the same shift. He is no longer the poet, but the philosopher; someone 

who himself fits the description in c8-g. 

d3 ούν: see 58b4n. d3~4 πώς τούτο λέγεις, ώ Σώκρατες, τό . . . ; 

‘How can you say this, Socrates - that .. . ?’ τό + acc. and inf. substi¬ 

tutes for the usual ότι-clause. d4"5 έθέλειν δ’ άν κτλ. ‘but that the 

philosopher would be willing to follow the man who is dying’, i.e. that 

he would, if he were a philosopher worthy of the name: cf. c8-g. έθέλειν 

. . . άν substitutes in the inf. construction for the opt. + άν of the apo- 

dosis of the implied condition. As the sequel shows, what surprises 

Cebes is (a) that S. appears to be accepting a universal prohibition on 

suicide, while also proposing that philosophers will want to ‘follow the 
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dying’; and (b) the latter proposition itself, (a) and (b) are dealt with 

separately: Cebes first asks specifically about the ban on suicide (e5~ 

6); the response which he gets on this then leads him to challenge (b) 

(62cg-e7). But until es, both (a) and (b) are in play, since in dg-e7 

Socrates anticipates a discussion of‘our sojourn there’ (i.e. in ‘Hades’), 

which is strictly entailed only by (b); on the other hand, Cebes inter¬ 

prets S.’s question at d6~7 (‘Haven’t you heard about such things from 

Philolaus?’) as applying to the issue of suicide d6-y τί δέ 

κτλ.: it is now Socrates’ turn to be surprised (τί δέ; as at c6): haven’t 

Cebes and Simmias been with Philolaus (a well-known Pythagorean, 

who as Cebes tells us at ey had spent some time at Thebes); and if so, 

haven’t they heard about such things from him? The common deduc¬ 

tion from this, that the ideas in question were shared by Philolaus 

(or were more generally ‘Pythagorean’), is unsafe, since what Socrates 

says is in any case explained by the principle enunciated at c8-g - 

Philolaus must, surely, have talked about such things, since (or if) he is 

a philosopher. In fact, Cebes explicitly says that they heard him saying 

‘nothing at any rate that was clear’ (d8); he had heard him say that 

one shouldn’t kill oneself, but he’d also heard the same from others 

(e5~8). Nor is there any indication elsewhere in the text that P. wished 

to attribute either the ban on suicide or the idea about the proper 

philosophical attitude to death specifically to Philolaus: the first is 

introduced by means of the wholly indefinite ‘they say’ (cio; see also 

62b2~3), the second as a proposition of S.’s own (c8-g). d8 σοφές 

‘clear’, i.e. ‘well-defined’ (as at 57bi). dg άλλα μήν is strongly ad¬ 

versative (contrast 58dy): ‘but [in case you think I am any different] I 

too (καί) ... ’ έξ άκοης . . . λέγω: disingenuous, since at least a large 

part of what he will have to say about the subjects in hand (ττερΐ 

αυτών = ττερΐ τών τοιούτων, d6—7) is not likely to have been said 

before. There is also probably much in it that is Platonic rather than 

Socratic — which, if true, would give an extra dimension to the dis¬ 

claimer. But it is in any case characteristic of P.’s S. to claim no special 

authority for his statements, as indeed it must be if he is to remain at 

all recognisable as the man who declares that he knows nothing except 

his ignorance (see esp. Ap. 2id), dg—10 μέν ούν: μεν may best be 

treated as the so-called solitary’ μέν, implying a contrast with a second 

idea which is not expressed, nor even perhaps clearly defined (GP 380); 

‘what I happen to have heard, ... [but as for the rest ...]’. ouv is 
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loosely inferential: ‘so what I [merely] happen to have heard, I don’t 

grudge telling you’ (φθόνος οΰδείς, sc. έστι, is equivalent to ού(δέν) 

φθονώ, and borrows its inf. construction), dio καί γάρ ϊσως Τη fact, 

it may be that ...’ 

ei καί μάλιστα: καί emphasises μάλιστα, μέλλοντα: sc. τινα. έκεΐσε 

(as often) ‘to Hades’ (cf. 58e5~6, where the two expressions are used 

in parallel); or rather, as said by S., ‘to the place where the dead 

go, which people call Hades’ (cf. 58e5-6n.). άποδημεΐν ‘go abroad’, 

‘make a journey’: on the significance of this choice of term, see on 

εφ. ei— 2 διασκοπεΐν τε καί μυθολογεΐν: a virtual oxymoron, μυθο¬ 

λογεί here either literally means ‘telling stories’, or, more likely, com¬ 

pares the business of discussion to story-telling (cf. e.g. διαμυθολόγωμεν, 

7ob6; διαμυθολογήσαι πρός άλλήλους, Ap. 39ε; and μυθολογεΐν at 

Phdr. 276b). The metaphor is not dead (as suggested e.g. by LSJ), and 

especially not in connection with a subject like the present one, which 

may only be describable in imaginative terms (note e2~3 ττοιάν τινά 

αυτήν οίόμεθα είναι, ‘what sort of [sojourn] we think it to be’). This is 

Socrates’ point here: what could a ‘detailed examination’ of ‘Hades’, 

by the living, amount to except a kind of telling of tales? But see further 

7ob6n. e2 τής αποδημίας τής έκεΐ: αποδημία can refer either to the 

travel itself which takes one abroad, or to the sojourn at the end of it; 

έκεΐ (contrasting with έκεΐσε in ei) shows that the latter is meant. S. 

here points forward primarily to his ‘defence’ at 64a-6ge, where he 

explains what he thinks the state of death is like (since he alleges that 

philosophers practise it), ποιαν τινά ‘what sort of one [i.e. sojourn]’. 

e3 τί . . . άν τις καί ποιοι άλλο . . . ; ‘what else could (καί emphasising 

ποιοι: cf. GP 313-14) a man do ... ?’ The position of άν (promoted 

from its natural position after ποιοι) contributes to the same effect. 

e4 ήλιου δυσμών ‘sunset’, when (appropriately) the execution would 

take place. As in his description of death as an άποδημία, S.’s language 

- which in anyone else’s mouth might be euphemistic or even senti¬ 

mental - has the effect of playing down the significance of what is 

happening to him: this day, he implies, is like any other, when a person 

has to decide how to occupy the daylight hours (contrast 63d3-e7, 

where the ordinary man’s view of the situation intrudes). 05-6 κατά 

τί δή ούν ποτέ ού φασι . . . ; ‘Why then (δή, reinforced by ouv) do 

(ποτέ, further intensifying the question) they say ... ?’ Cebes repeats 
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the question he put at <^3-5, which S. has not yet answered. In so far 

as it repeats that question, it carries the same limitation: ‘Why do they 

say suicide is wrong, if there are circumstances [as you suggest] under 

which it would appear to be the appropriate thing to do?’ e6-8 ήδη 

. . . καί Φιλολάου ήκουσα . . . , ήδη δέ καί άλλων τινών , ώς . . . 

‘Actually (ήδη) I did (καί1, emphatic) hear Philolaus, and actually 

some others too (καί2), saying that ..The second ήδη gives άλλων 

τινών the same weight as Φιλολάου: ‘not only did I hear it from 

Philolaus, but what’s more I heard it from others too’, έγωγε gives 

still further stress to ήκουσα. δπεp νυνδή σύ ήρου ‘[to answer] the 

question which you asked me’. e8—9 περί αύτών: see €5—6. eg 

ούδένος '[I have not heard anything clear] from anyone.’ 

62a! τάχα . . . άν καί άκούσαις ‘perhaps you may hear’ (sc. some¬ 

thing σαφές). a2 ϊσως... 7 ευεργέτην: this difficult sentence has been 

much discussed; for a convenient summary of different interpretations, 

see Gallop 79-83. The sentence as a whole is best taken as an articula¬ 

tion of Cebes’ position, without any implications for S.’s own beliefs. 

Cebes is supposed to find two propositions surprising (‘a matter of 

wonder’, θαυμαστόν: a2, 5): (a) that death is never better for any 

human being than life (33-5), as a rule which holds, unusually, with¬ 

out exception (a2~3, 4); and (b) that for those for whom death is better 

(if such people exist), it is wrong for them to bring about this result for 

themselves This generally represents a legitimate working-out 

of the main part of Cebes’ original question (see 6id4-5n.), although 

S. has slightly modified it, at least in respect to (a) (hence his use of the 

future φανεΐται in a2), in order to take account of the fact that Cebes 

has not yet accepted the particular claim that death is better for philo¬ 

sophers:; the issue about suicide is presented instead in terms of the gen¬ 

eral idea, which Cebes certainly will accept, that death is better for 

some people. The reason why that idea is put in so convoluted a form 

(‘you may find it surprising if it is false that ...’) may be that when 

beginning the sentence P. already had (b) in mind, which contains its 

real substance, and where the construction θαυμαστόν ... εί is more 

appropriate. a2 θαυμαστόν ... εί is in principle ambiguous between 

surprising if (i.e. questionable whether) and ‘surprising that’; here 

the first is meant (see preceding n.). τούτο 'this’, looking forward to 

what immediately follows. Burnet comments ‘If we must say what 
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τούτο means, it will be τό βέλτιον είναι ζην ή τεθνάναι, but the pro¬ 

noun is really anticipatory and only acquires a definite meaning as 

the sentence proceeds.’ a2—3 μόνον των άλλων απάντων: a regular, 

though apparently illogical, use of άλλος (‘a contamination of “this 

alone of all things” and “this as distinct from other things’”, Ver- 

denius). a3 άπλοΰν ‘simple’, i.e. ‘true without qualification’ (‘this’ 

will be άιτλούν if death is never better than life: 33-5). a3~5 ούδέποτε 

τυγχάνει κτλ. ‘it never happens, as it does in all other cases, that 

sometimes and for some people (εστιν ότε and [εστιν] οΐς are indepen¬ 

dent expressions, not affecting the syntax) it is better for man [i.e. for 

any member of the species] τεθνάναι (see on a5 below) than ζην.’ ‘As it 

does in all other cases’: literally ‘as there does in respect to everything 

else’ (τάλλα, acc. ‘of respect’), i.e. as in every other case things which 

we do not normally choose will sometimes turn out to be preferable, 

(καί is regularly found after ώσπερ, as here, but is more intelligible 

where a positive comparison is being made, as at c8: cf. GP 296.) After 

ουδέποτε, εστιν ότε καί οΐς reads oddly, but is perhaps suggested by the 

intervening reference to those cases where the qualifications ‘some¬ 

times, for some people’ do apply. It is clear enough that S. means 

‘never, and for no one, is it true that ...’ Burnet (following Heindorf) 

inserts ov after βέλτιον; but the participle of είναι is sometimes omitted 

with τυγχάνω, and the addition hardly improves the sentence. 

a5 τεθνάναι: either (a) ‘to be dead’, or (b) ‘to die’. In the first 

case, the perfect infinitive will be referring to the state of being dead 

(as in ‘Fred’s dead’, i.e. ‘is no more’); in the second, it will refer to 

the fact of death, viewed as the completion of the process of dying 

(‘Fred has died’). The sense (b) is probably the more appropriate in 

the context (as it certainly is at C3): the ordinary sense of ‘he’d be 

better off dead’ would be ‘he’d be better off if he ceased living’. But in 

the special case of the philosopher, (a) will fit as much as (b), in so far 

as the claim will be that death is preferable for him because of the 

benefits he will enjoy after it. a6 όσιον here functions as a synonym 

of θεμιτόν, αύτούς ought logically to agree with τούτοις τοΐς άνθρώ- 

ποις (‘... not right for these men themselves to kill themselves’); but 

the same factor which explains its juxtaposition to εαυτούς - the extra 

emphasis achieved by the repetition of the same sound - also naturally 

leads to its attraction into the same case a8 ήρέμα έπιγελάσας . . . 

ϊφη ‘said with a chuckle’, ϊττω Ζεύς: ίττω is the Boeotian form (τήι 
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αύτου φωνήι είττών) corresponding to Attic ίστω; cf. Ar. Ach. 911 ΐττω 

Δεύς, said by a Boeotian. The literal meaning of the expression is ‘let 

Zeus be my witness’ (Burnet); as a US visitor to Britain might say, ‘you 

better believe it’. 

bi καί γάρ ‘Yes, [it would certainly seem ...]’: cf. GP 109. οίίτω γ’ 

‘put like that, at least (ye)’. b2 ού μέντοι άλλ’ ίσως γ’ έχει τινά 

λόγον ‘but nevertheless (ού μέντοι αλλά) it perhaps does have (‘inten¬ 

sive’ γε: cf. GP 30, 405, 409) a certain reasonableness about it’ (i.e. it 

is not entirely άλογον, if seen in a different way: cf. C6-7). μέν ούν: 

μέν signals a contrast (between the idea in 63-5 and that in by-g), and 

is answered by ού μέντοι άλλά in b6; for ouv, see on 58b4- b3 έν 

άπορρήτοις: sc. λόγοις, in the sense of ‘writings’; by contrast λόγος in 

ό . .. λεγόμενος ... λόγος means no more than ‘thing said’. To ask 

which writings are being referred to is useless - and indeed part of the 

point of saying that they are ‘secret’ or ‘forbidden’ may be just to block 

the question; it is not beyond P. to invent sources for ideas which he 

needs for his own purposes (as he certainly does at e.g. Phdr. 252b). See 

further on b3~5 ώς εν τινι φρουράι κτλ. περί αύτών: as at 6idg and 

e8-g (‘about the subjects in hand’). b3~5 ώς έν τινι φρουραι έσμεν 

κτλ.: the word φρουρά can mean either ‘prison’ (as at Gorg. 525a) or 

‘guard-duty’ (cf. e.g. Laws 762b); but given that the scene is set in a 

prison, that the speaker is a prisoner, and that λύειν has been used of 

freeing him from his chains (at 5ge6 and 60a 1), the first sense is more 

likely. Crat. 400c attributes to oi άμφ'ι Όρφέα the notion that the body 

is a kind of prison (δεσμωτήριον) of the soul, and S. makes use of a 

similar notion later in Phd. (see 6yd 1 -2, 81 e2, 92a 1). Here, because the 

concept of the opposition between soul and body has not yet come to 

the surface, he merely hints at it, dismissing it (for the moment) as 

‘lofty and not easy to see through [i.e. penetrate]’ (bg—6). The choice 

of the slightly unusual word φρουρά may be a way of avoiding the 

obvious difficulty that he is himself not just in ‘a sort of prison but in 

a real one; though the parallel with his own case (especially as de¬ 

scribed in the Crito) is certainly intended. If this interpretation is right, 

then the secret doctrine is an adapted version of something P. else¬ 

where claims to have discovered in Orphism. On Orphism, and its 

connections with Pythagoreanism, see Dodds’s commentary on Gor- 

gias, 297-298, 300, 373-376; and Burkert 1985, 296-304. b6 ού 
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μέντοι άλλα τόδ€ γε ‘but nevertheless this much [seems acceptable]’ 

(for the particles, see on b2). This implies that the idea which S. is now 

about to introduce bears at least some relation to the one just set aside. 

From a modern point of view, being in prison is not obviously consis¬ 

tent with the concept of divine providence (by); but if our imprison¬ 

ment is divinely ordained (as it presumably is according to Orphic’ 

doctrine), and the gods are good, it must be deserved, and deserved 

punishment, in the view of P.’s S. (see e.g. Gorg. ^η6ά-\ηηζ.), is benefi¬ 

cial (as indeed even undeserved punishment is, in his case), by τό 

θεούς είναι ήμών τούς επιμελούμενους ‘that it is [the] gods (cf. τοΐς 

θεοΐς in b8) who are the ones who look after us’. For the construction, 

see 61 d3—4n. by—8 και ήμάς κτλ. explains the way in which the gods 

care for us: as part of their ‘possessions’ (κτήματα). The sequel (cf. e.g. 

dy ελεύθερος γενόμενος; dg-ei φευκτέον άπό τού δεσπότου) shows that 

this identifies us as the slaves of the gods. That is not P.’s usual view: 

cf. e.g. the episode of the dream at 6od-6ib. 

ci οϋκουν . . . καί σύ αν . . . ; ‘Wouldn’t you too . .. ?’ The MSS read 

ούκούν (‘Well then, you too would ...?’), but the sense clearly de¬ 

mands something stronger and livelier (‘Well, wouldn’t you ...?’), 

which is provided by oukouv: see GP 432-3. άν anticipates (χαλεπαί- 

νοις) άν in C3, giving an early indication of the hypothetical nature of 

the question. C2 άποκτεινύοι ‘were to kill itself ’. μή gives a con¬ 

ditional sense to the participle (‘if you hadn’t indicated ...’). C3 

τεθνάναι ‘to die’ (see on as). C3-4 εϊ τινα ίχοις τιμωρίαν: a truly 

‘remote’ condition; the slave would in fact be beyond the reach of any 

punishment (as we, if we killed ourselves, would not: the idea of pun¬ 

ishment figures, if somewhat fitfully, in the traditional Greek view of 

Hades: cf. Tantalus, Sisyphus). c6-8 Since this conclusion (τοίνυν) 

about suicide is based (a) on an analogy, and (b) on a description of the 

relationship between men and gods which P. himself can at best regard 

as only partially true (see by-8n.), it is scarcely well supported. But 

since it is anyway both commonsensical and humane (see c8n.), that 

hardly matters. c6 ούκ άλογον: sc. έστί, followed by acc. (τινα is to 

be supplied) + inf. cy πριν άνάγκην τινα θεός έπιπέμψηι ‘until [the] 

god (or ‘the gods’: the reference is the same as that of θεούς in by 

and τοΐς θεοΐς in b8; cf. d2) sends some necessity’, i.e. until he/they 

bring about circumstances which make it absolutely unavoidable. 
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(That the gods ‘bring about’ what happens to us will be true, if we are 

their slaves.) Some editors insert ocv before άνάγκην, but the construc¬ 

tion is sometimes found without άν; see LSJ s.v. ττρίν n.2.a. c8 ώσπερ 

καί κτλκαί here, according to GP (296), implies a reference to ‘other, 

unspecified, examples’ - ‘like [to name one example in addition to others 

which I might have mentioned] the one which is before us (i.e. me: 

plural for singular)’. But the only clear sense in which S. is or will be 

‘killing himself is that he will willingly take the cup of poison from the 

prison warder and drink it; and it is hard to think of other cases where 

quite so strong a ‘necessity’ would be in question. Laws 873c, however, 

implies that ‘killing oneself should be treated as legitimate in three 

cases: (a) if the penalty has been imposed by the city; (b) if someone has 

met with extreme misfortune; and (c) if he has intolerably disgraced 

himself. Case (a) would be a matter of human, not divine, responsibil¬ 

ity; but case (b) could reasonably be treated as fitting the general 

description ‘necessity sent by god’. S. certainly cannot be referring to 

the ‘divine mission’ he describes in Ap., since it was not forced on him 

(cf. especially 28b-d). eg άλλ’ είκός κτλ. ‘This much at least (γε) 

seems likely’ (i.e. what you’ve just said), άλλά here indicates assent 

(GP 19). eg b μέντοι ..., ίο τό τούς φιλοσόφους di ϊοικεν 

τούτο ... ‘But what you said just now, [namely] that ..., this ...’ 

cio τό . . . έθέλειν: see 6id4~5n. ραιδίως: ‘easily’, i.e. ‘lightly’, 

‘without complaint’. 

di άποθνήισκειν: see 35η. εοικεν . . . άτόπωι ‘resembles [something] 

odd’, i.e. seems odd. d3~6 τό . . . μή άγανακτεϊν τούς φρονιμωτά- 

τους κτλ. is the grammatical subject of d6 (ούκ) εχει: ‘that the most 

intelligent people (i.e. the philosophers) should not complain ... is 

unreasonable’. tLj άγανακτεϊν contrasts with ραιδίως: ‘that [philoso¬ 

phers] should not [rather] complain ...’ d5~6 άριστοι . . . τών 

δντων: either ‘best of [all the beings] there are’, or ‘best of [all the 

overseers] there are’. d6 θεοί is in apposition to the subject of the 

preceding relative clause: ‘those who ..., i.e. [the] gods’. d6~7 ού 

γαρ που κτλ. for I don t suppose [sc. anyone] thinks he will look after 

himself (γε emphasising αυτός) better once he has become free’, που is 

frequently used to qualify one’s assertion of a proposition (as at e3, and 

at 59bl); here it has an ironic tone (T don’t suppose’, i.e. no one could 

possibly think: litotes ). d8 άλλ’ άνόητος μέν άνθρωπος . . . ‘But a 
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mindless person ..contrasting with ό δέ νούν εχων ... in e$. d8 

φευκτέον ... 9 δεσπότου ‘that he must escape from his master’, as any 

slave might. 

ei λογίζοιτο ‘calculate’, ei—2 άπό γε τοΰ άγαθοΰ ‘from the good 

[master]’, διό ‘and so’. e3 που: see d6-yn. e4 είναι παρά ‘be 

with’, καίτοι ούτως ‘And yet in this way’, i.e. ‘if this is so’. e5 

τούναντίον είναι είκός ή ‘it is likely (είκός, sc. έστι) that it is the oppo¬ 

site of’. e8 ούν is again ‘progressive’ (58b4n.). 

63a! πραγματεία: ‘diligence’ (cf. πραγματεύομαι at ggdi). τοι ‘you 

see’ (see 6ocgn.). The tone is well caught by Gallop’s ‘There goes 

Cebes, always ...’ Cebes’ objection is fair, if put in a somewhat long- 

winded way, and S. does eventually answer it in b6~7, by suggesting 

that death merely means exchanging one set of gods for another. (But 

in that case the analogy with the slave ceases to work: the slave who 

kills himself is just a corpse, and useless to any master - which is of 

course why his master is angry about his dying: 62CI—4.) a2 λόγους 

τινάς άνερευνάι ‘sniffs out some argument or other’. a2~3 ού πάνυ 

εύθέως έθέλει πείθεσθαι ‘he’s not at all (ού πάνυ: see ^η^ηη.) willing 

to believe at once ...’ The same might equally be said of Simmias, 

who leaps immediately to Cebes’ defence (a4~g). This light charac¬ 

terisation of the two Thebans prepares the way for the important con¬ 

tribution which both will later make to the main discussion which 

begins at 6ge. a4 άλλα μην . . . νΰν γε ‘And yet on this occasion, at 

least’. (For άλλά μήν, see 6idgn.) μοι . . . καί αύτώι: i.e. κα'ι 

έμαυτώι. a5 τι ... λέγειν ‘to be talking sense’. a5 τί γάρ ... 6 

φεύγοιεν ‘for why (τί βουλόμενοι, ‘wanting what’) would men who are 

truly wise [i.e. if they are] try to escape masters better than them¬ 

selves?’ For the early placing of άυ, see 62cm. Λη ραιδίως: as at 

62c 10. άπαλλάττοιντο αύτών ‘rid themselves of them’. a8 τείνειν 

‘aim’, as of a weapon. 

b2 πρός ταΰτα: i.e. against the charge that I am going too lightly, with 

too little complaint. b3 μέν ούν: not as at 6idg-io or 62b2, but (as 

a combination) indicating strong agreement (GP 476-7). b4 φέρε 

δή ‘ Come then’, ‘Well then’, πειραθώ ‘let me try’: ‘hortative’ subj. 

πιθανώτερον: because of course on that occasion his defence failed, 

bs γάρ: see 59dm. b6 εΐ . . . μή ώιμην ‘if I did not [now] think [as 
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I in fact do]5, πρώτον μέν: in a logical rather than a temporal sense 

(answered by έπειτα καί, ‘then too’, in by); virtually equivalent to not 

only [but also]’, by άλλους: they must be ‘other’, because according 

to the idea which is currently in play, death means leaving (some) gods 

behind (those who are our ‘masters’); and as it happens the traditional 

view assigns a separate set of gods to the underworld (the ‘chthonian 

deities). But P.’s S. is a radical theologian (see esp. Euth.), and it is 

always an open question how much of the traditional views he accepts 

— which may not be the same as what he assents to for the sake of the 

argument. See further 8ia8-9n. b8 τετελευτηκότας ‘who are dead’ 

(cf. on 62a5). άμείνους των ενθάδε: this hardly answers Simmias’ 

point, which was about the lightness with which S. seemed to be treat¬ 

ing the prospect of leaving his friends; but the incident with Xanthippe 

(6oa-b) has already shown that sentiment has little part to play in his 

attitude. That attitude is perhaps consistent with the arid view of love 

and friendship which we find in Symp.·. that we love someone not - as 

we might say - for himself or herself (as an individual), but rather for 

what is good about him or her (since only what is good is lovable); and 

that therefore if we find the latter qualities in greater abundance else¬ 

where, then the true, philosophical, friend or lover will shift his atten¬ 

tions there. (But at ci Socrates softens his position: he expects merely 

to meet good men after death; at 6gei-2, similarly, he thinks that 

‘there too’ he will meet with good masters and companions (εταίροι), 

no less than here.) b8—9 ήδίκουν άν ούκ άγονοκτών ‘I would be 

doing wrong in not complaining’ (or ‘feeling resentment’), bg νΰν δέ 

‘but as things are’ (contrasting with b6 εί μέν). b9 εύ ϊστε ... C4 καί 

τούτο: having begun as if he were going to say ‘be sure that I expect 

(ελπίζω) to arrive to join the company of both (τε) good men and gods 

who are good’ (cf. b6-8), S. changes his mind, and qualifies his asser¬ 

tion of the first point in comparison with the second (καί τούτο μέν . . . 

ούκ άν διισχυρισαίμην, answered by ότι μέντοι ..., διισχυρισαίμην άν 

καί τούτο - incidentally, an almost perfect chiasmus (AB: BA), despite 

the apparently chaotic beginning). Cf. Loriaux. καί in ci is the simple 

connective; in C4 it is emphatic (‘this I would maintain’), ούχ ... πάνυ 

(ci-2) means ‘not absolutely’ - but this time (contrast 6ga2) in a quite 

straightforward and literal sense (T would maintain it, but not without 

qualification’). In C2, ελπίζω is easily understood (from ci) in the 

ότι-clause. 
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C3 ε’ίπερ τι άλλο τών τοιούτων: sc. διισχυρισαίμηυ άν. ‘Such things’ 

are perhaps ‘things to do with the subject of death’ (cf. 6id6-e4). C4 

ούχ όμοίως: i.e. not as much as he would have done if he had not had 

the expectations he has just described. That he should after all feel some 

resentment (contrast bg ούκ άγανακτών) is appropriate enough; if he 

felt none, that would imply certainty on his part about what death 

means, and what he has just said falls far short of that (as he repeats in 

C5, it is a matter of ελττίς, which differs from ‘faith’ in that it allows 

room for doubt). C5 είναι τι τοΐς τετελευτηκόσι: i.e. that death is 

not the end (cf. 91 bg). c6 ώσπερ γε και πάλαι λέγεται: γε is ‘limit¬ 

ing’ (‘as has long been said - in so far as one can rely on that’), while 

καί perhaps emphasises ττάλαι (‘it’s a /ong-established idea’). It is a tra¬ 

ditional notion that different people suffer different fates after death, 

some being punished (cf. 62C3-4n.), others being translated to the Isles 

of the Blest. It is by no means clear that the distinction relates directly 

to moral worth, as S. suggests (Menelaus, for example, seems to have 

joined the elect because he married a daughter of Zeus: Horn. Od. 

4.561-4, Hes. \VD 166-71); but it is probably sufficient here (a) that, 

traditionally, the fate of outstanding figures was (or could be) deter¬ 

mined by their ‘worth’ (however measured), and (b) that S. measures 

worth exclusively according to one’s degree of άρετή (‘goodness’) and 

κακία. But these terms are ambiguous: if for S. αρετή means ‘moral 

excellence’, in a non-Platonic context (e.g. in Horn.) it may also have 

connotations of social status. c8 τί ούν . . . ; ‘Well then?’ (Are you 

going to tell us about it, as you promised, or not?) αύτός έχων ‘keep¬ 

ing it to yourself’ (see LSJ s.v. εχειν a.ii.ii). c8-g τήν διάνοιαν 

ταύτην ‘this thought’: i.e. about how it is better for the good man to 

die. The original question (62c-d) related to the philosopher: S. will 

justify the identification of the two categories (good man and philoso¬ 

pher) only later, at 68c-6gd; but since the present context refers to 

him, and he clearly fits both descriptions, there is no real awkwardness 

involved, eg κάν = καί άυ: καί stresses ήμΐν (or the whole of άν ήμΐν 
μεταδοίης); and the position of άν adds further emphasis (see 6ie3n.). 

The opt. with άν expresses what amounts to a polite (though in the 

context fairly insistent) request. 

di κοινόν . . . τοΰτο ‘For it seems to me that this is a good which is 

common to us too’ (δή stresses κοινόν, as καί does ήμΐν). ‘This’ is either 
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the benefit implicitly referred to in 06—7, or, more likely, S.’s thought, 

which ‘belongs to’ everyone in so far as it has universal relevance (if 

death treats the good more kindly than the bad, that is something all 

of us should know about), di-2 καί άμα σοι ή άπολογία ϊσται ‘and 

at the same time you will have your defence’, i.e. the one you have 

proposed to give. d2 έάν κτλ.: cf. a2~5. d3 Κρίτωνα τόνδε ‘Crito 

here’, ‘our friend Crito’. The subject of the relative clause in the follow¬ 

ing indirect question (‘what it is that [Crito] seems ...’) is given promi¬ 

nence by being extracted from its clause and put early in the sentence, 

as the object (illogically) of σκεψώμεθα; the effect is similar to ‘But 

before that (πρώτον), what about Crito? Shouldn’t we find out what 

it is ...?’ d4 βούλεσθαι: present infinitive, because he has been want¬ 

ing to say it, and still is. πάλαι ‘for some time’. d5 τί δε ... άλλο 

γε ή ... ‘And what else [would I be trying to say] except [that] ...’, 

said with more than a hint of exasperation (note ττάλαι μοι λέγει, 

which ironically echoes S.’s πάλαι είπεΐυ at dq): S. knows perfectly well 

that the prison official has been trying to intervene and stop him talk¬ 

ing. d7 φράζειν ‘instruct’, ώς ελάχιστα διαλέγεσθαι: this, for the 

Platonic S., would mean ‘philosophising as little as possible’ (since 

dialogue or dialectic is the medium of philosophy: cf. 6icio-d2n., and 

esp. Phdr. 276e-278d); his reponse in e3 (εα . .. χαίρειν αυτόν) is there¬ 

fore hardly surprising. As Ap. shows, there are no circumstances under 

which he will give up philosophical talk; and that is of course the main 

point of the present interlude in the discussion. d8 μάλλον qualifies 

θερμαινεσθαι: [people] who talk get overheated’, προσφέρειν ‘add’ 

(i.e. one shouldn’t combine that sort of thing with drinking poison). 

No medical theory may be involved here, just an empirical observation 

that the poison has less effect on those who get over-excited for any 

reason (cf. e2 τούς τι τοιούτον ποιούντας). 

ei εί δέ μή otherwise’, και δίς καί τρις ‘two or even three times’. 

e3 ϊα . . . χαίρειν αυτόν Don’t mind him’ (cf. χαίρειν λέχειν τινά (or 

τινί), ‘say “χαιρε” (“goodbye”) to someone’). 03-5 άλλα μόνον κτλ. 

‘just let him, for his part (τό εαυτού, sc. μέρος; used adverbially), pre¬ 

pare [the poison], with a view to (ως + future participle) giving [it] 

..e6 άλλα σχεδόν μέν τι ήιδη . . . · άλλά . . . Τ pretty well 

(σχεδόν τι, as at 59a8 etc.) knew [sc. what you would say]; but ...’ The 

first άλλά marks assent (as at 6209; see also 63d3), the second a con¬ 

trast (answering to μέν). e7 παρέχει: for the present tense, see on d4 
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βούλεσθαι. e8 'έα αύτόν: sc. χαίρειν (from εβ). άλλ’ ΰμΐν δή . . . 

'[Never mind him.] But to you ...’ eg τόν λόγον: i.e. the account 

which he has been promising; hence the use of άττοδούναι, in the sense 

of giving what is due. eg— ίο ώς μοι φαίνεται εικότως άνήρ . . . 

θαρρεΐν ‘how reasonably a man seems to me to have conhdence’, i.e. 

how reasonable it seems to me that he should. 

64ai έκεΐ: see on 6iei έκεΤσε. a2 πώς αν ούν δή: for the position of άν 

cf. 6309, 6ie3. GP treats ούν δή as indistinguishable in meaning from 

δή ούν (cf. 6ie5-6n.). 

64a4~6ge5: Socrates’ ‘defence’ 

Socrates defends his proposition that the true philosopher will look forward to his 

death, which is a reward rather than a punishment for his way of life. 

64a4~5 κινδυνεύουσι . . . λεληθέναι τούς άλλους ‘Probably the rest of 

mankind is unaware’: there is of course no ‘probably’ about it - no one 

but (the Platonic) S. would have dreamed of describing philosophy as 

he is about to describe it (and if so, he will be the only one who ‘fastens 

on to philosophy in the right way’: cf. 76b). γάρ: see 59dm. δσοι 

‘all those who’. a5~6 αύτο'ι έπιτηδεύουσιν . . . άποθνήισκειν τε καί 

τεθνάναι ‘they deliberately (αύτοί, ‘of their own accord’: a playful 

reference back to the discussion of suicide?) busy themselves with dying 

and being dead’: i.e. both the event of death, which will be defined, at 

64c, as the separation of soul from body, and the state which ensues on 

it, in which the soul will be claimed to subsist apart from the body. But 

the provocative use of paradox is as much a part of the method of the 

Platonic S. as the irony of a4~5. (If, as Burnet and Gallop suggest, 

έτπτηδεύω here means ‘practise’, this is in the sense of‘making it one’s 

practice’ (cf. Gorg. 524c), not in the sense that one practises on the 

piano; only later does S. begin to talk οΐ‘training for death’ (μελετάν, 

6ye).) ay δήπου ‘presumably’, ‘I suppose’. a8 τούτο: i.e. dying and 

being dead. If this is the philosopher’s sole preoccupation, he can rea¬ 

sonably be expected to ‘be eager for’ it (ττροθυμεΐσθαι, ay, 9). δή 

emphasises ήκοντος: ‘but when it actually comes ...’ 

bi ού πάνυ is used as at 6332 (the γε which follows is emphatic: ‘not at 

all'), bi-3 οίμαι γάρ άν κτλ. ‘I believe most people [i.e. ‘ordinary 

people’] would think this very thing (αύτό τούτο) well said indeed 
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against those who philosophise, when they heard it.’ For the early 

position of άν (promoted, as often, from the infinitive clause to which 

it belongs), see 62cm. b3~4 τούς . . . παρ’ ήμΐν ανθρώπους: Boeo¬ 

tians were traditionally seen as stupid and insensitive (Pind. 01. 6.90, 

Plut. On the eating of meat 95ε), and άνθρωπος often conveys a certain 

contempt; in this context, perhaps, Simmias counts himself a philoso¬ 

pher first and a Theban/Boeotian second, μέν: see fiidg-ion. b5 

θανατώσι is ambiguous between ‘are moribund’ (Burnet), i.e. as good 

as dead, and ‘want to die’; both meanings would fit equally well - the 

first with the idea that philosophers ‘practise’ death (a6, 9; cf. also 

6536), the second with a7~8 προθυμεΐσθαι ... τούτο. b5~6 σιράς 

γε κτλ. ‘they [‘the many’], at any rate [i.e. if not the philosophers] 

are quite well aware that [those who philosophise] deserve this [i.e. 

death]’: compare the case of the people of Athens vs. S. σφάς . . . οϋ 

λελήθασιν responds to S.’s λεληθέναι τούς άλλους in a5· b7 καί . . . 

γ’: see 58dm. b8 λέληθεν κτλ. ‘it escapes them how ...’ b8~9 ήι 

άξιοι είσιν θανάτου καί οϊου θανάτου: i.e. not as a punishment but as 

a reward, and not being killed but being separated from the body (cf. 

on a5~6) - as S. is about to explain. 

ci γάρ logically introduces the explanation, not the sentence εΐπωμεν 

. .. έκείυοις (GP 62). C2 ήγούμεθά τι τόν θάνατον είναι; is a typically 

Socratic way of introducing important items in argumentative pas¬ 

sages: cf. 103c 11, or Gorg. 464a (to Gorgias: ‘I suppose you call body a 

something, and ψυχή?’). Here he is about to ask what death is, and 

begins by obtaining formal agreement that there is such a thing. As is 

shown by the definition in C4-5 (or rather its elaboration in C5-8), and 

by the defence’ as a whole, ‘death’ in this context means primarily the 

state rather than the event. But see following n. 04—5 άρα μή . . . 

άπαλλαγήν; As Cebes in effect points out at 6ge-7ob, the definition 

begs the crucial question: is the ψυχή which is ‘separated’ (άπαλλαγή) 

from the body something which has ‘power’ and ‘directing intelli¬ 

gence’ (δύναμις and φρόνησις, 7ob3-4), or is it rather something insub¬ 

stantial like breath or smoke which might be dispersed immediately on 

its separation (7oa2-6)? Both the comparison with breath and smoke, 

and the idea that the ψυχαί of the dead lack power and intelligence, 

are traditional (see 7034—5η.); Cebes refers them to people in general 

(τοις άνθρώποις, 7oai). It is untrue, then, to say (as e.g. Gallop says) 
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that the definition itself already presupposes the survival of the ψυχή, 

in any meaningful sense. What does presuppose it is S.’s retrospective 

application to the definition of a distinctly non-Homeric view of the 

ψυχή, of a sort which gained currency in both philosophical and non- 

philosophical writing from the sixth century on: ψυχή as opposed to 

σώμα, the mental (or, in an ethical context, the moral) aspects of 

human existence as opposed to the physical (cf. the passage from Gorg. 

cited in the previous note; other evidence in Claus 1981). This concep¬ 

tion of ψυχή begins to be introduced immediately after C4-9, with 

the idea of the philosopher as ‘turned towards the ψυχή’ (e6), away 

from the ‘concerns of the body’. Simmias can accept both this and the 

definition separately; what Cebes questions (and no doubt Simmias 

would have concurred) is the unargued combination of them. Anyone 

- that is, any educated Greek - might accept that something leaves the 

body at death; and everybody knows that he or she possesses a mind. 

But what reason do we have for supposing that the two things are the 

same? In fact, later in the ‘defence’ S. may himself leave it in principle 

open whether the ‘separated’ ψυχή is or is not something intelligent 

(see 66e6n.); and later still, it turns out that on his view - perhaps - 

only a few souls are completely separated from the body in death (see 

esp. 11402-6, with iiqdgn.). 05 άπαλλαγήν: the word and its cog¬ 

nates are often used, for example in tragedy (e.g. Aesch. Ag. 20), of 

release from something undesirable, and they certainly acquire this 

connotation in the later course of S.’s defence (cf. Cebes’ summing up 

at 7oa-b); but here the more neutral translation ‘separation’ is re¬ 

quired, since in the following sentence the body is said άτταλλαγήναι 

from the soul (to revert to the traditional rendering of ψυχή) as well as 

the soul from the body - and partnership with the soul is hardly an evil 

for the body, even if its partnership with the body is, in S.’s view, for 

the soul. C5-8 καί είναι κτλ. ‘And [we think that] being dead is this, 

the body’s having come to be apart, separated from the soul, just by 

itself, and the soul’s being apart, just by itself, separated from the 

body? Death can’t be anything other than this?’ χωρίς μέν ... γεγονέ- 

ναι, χωρίς δέ ... είναι: these are noun clauses, with accusative subjects 

and infinitives, in apposition to τούτο, αυτό καθ’ αυτό, αυτήν καθ’ 

αυτήν: Burnet translates ‘alone by itself’, comparing μόνην καθ’ αυτήν 

at 67di. άρα μή ... ήι in c8 is a rare construction, perhaps found only 

in Plato; MT 268 lists two other genuine examples. It seems to be a 
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combination of two elements, (άρα) μή introducing a question which 

expects a negative answer, and μή + subjunctive, regularly used for 

cautious assertions. The result is a question implying a cautious expec¬ 

tation of a negative answer, cio σκέψαι δή κτλ. Now consider [the 

points which come next], if, that is (εαν αρα: cf. ει αρα (ττολλάκις) at 

6oe3, 6ia6), you too think the same as I do: for it is from these [points], 

I believe, that we shall reach a greater understanding of the things we 

are inquiring into.’ The philosopher distances his soul both (a) from 

the pleasures and trappings of the body, more than others do (6qd2- 

65a2), and (6), in his quest for truth, from the senses, because these 

are both deceptive and incapable of giving us access to the objects of 

knowledge (65ag-66aio); the remainder of the section (to 6ge) then 

draws out the conclusions - the desirability of death for the philoso¬ 

pher, and the sense in which he ‘deserves’ to die. 

d2—3 έσπουδακέναι περί τάς ήδονάς καλουμένας ‘to have worked hard 

at the so-called pleasures’ (cf. 6ob4n.). Two things are certainly true: 

that no philosopher, qua philosopher, has any cause to be interested in 

physical indulgence (cf. 64-5), and that excessive indulgence would 

interfere with his philosophy. But the same might apply to virtually 

any activity; and why should a philosopher not be moderately interested 

in food, drink, sex and the rest (a possibility S. fails to mention)? So 

Simmias ought not to have accepted Socrates’ conclusion at 64e8-65a2 

- as P. himself perhaps recognises, by making him reply with a rather 

grudging φαίνεται (‘it seems so’) to S.’s ‘Is it clear, then, ... ?’ The 

‘defence’ as a whole, appropriately, has a certain rhetorical (or at least 

provocative) ring to it (cf. C4-5n.). d6 τί δέ τ«ς των άφροδισίων ;τί 

δέ functions as a kind of shorthand for a longer, implied question which 

is easily understood from what has just been said (cf. d8-g, or HMa. 

288c, where the implied question is then spelt out). The case of the 

noun phrase is determined by the role of that phrase in the question in 

its full form. 

ei καθ’ δσον μή κτλ. ‘to the extent [whatever it may be] to which 

there is not great necessity for him to partake in them’, i.e. ‘except in 

so far as it may be absolutely necessary for him to concern himself with 

them’: μή gives a general or indefinite sense to the clause (similarly in 

65a5). αυτών perhaps refers to τάς περί τό σώμα θεραπείας (d8) as a 

whole rather than specifically to καλλωπισμοί; would there ever be 



COMMENTARY: 64e2-65bl0 139 

‘great necessity’ καλλωπίζεσθαι, to ‘dress up’ or ‘put on a display’? e2 

άτιμάζειν κτλ.: again (as at d5 and dy), Simmias could hardly say 

that the philosopher favoured excess. «4—5 ή τοΰ τοιούτου πραγμα¬ 

τεία ‘the business of such a person’, i.e. what he does (πράττει). e6 

πρός δέ τήν ψυχήν τετράφθαι: not a deduction, but - if ψυχή here 

primarily denotes the category of the mental (cf. 04-50.) - a plain fact; 

if philosophy is not concerned with the mind, nothing is. This gives at 

least some justification for the last part of the conclusion in 6408-6532 

(διαφερόντως των άλλων ανθρώπων). 

65a4 και δοκεΐ γέ που ‘And it does seem (καί ... χε as at 58d7), pre¬ 

sumably (που)’: 34-7 points out that the aspect of philosophers just 

described explains one of the things ‘the many’ say about them (i.e. ότι 

... θανατώσι, 64b4-5). The other part of what they say (that philoso¬ 

phers deserve to die) provides the focus of the last, impassioned part of 

S.’s defence (68c-6ge): real virtue issues only from philosophy and 

wisdom, and will find its reward in death. a5~6 ώι μηδέν . . . ζην 

‘that [for anyone] to whom none of such things is pleasant and [who] 

does not share in them it is not worth living’, οΰκ άξιον ... ζην recalls, 

but is different in meaning from, άξιοι είσιν (θανεΐν) in 64b5~6. a6 

εγγύς τι τείνειν τοΰ τεθνάναι ‘comes pretty (τι) close to being dead’. 

a7 των ήδονών αΐ διά τοΰ σώματός είσιν ‘the pleasures which have 

their existence through [their means of realisation in] the body’. Cf. 

LSJ s.v. διά A.m.b; and d 11, where sensations are described in the 

same way. ag τί δέ δη (also at d4) answers to 64e8 πρώτον μέν; δή 

emphasises the second (and third) point(s) in contrast to the first, 

αύτήν ‘itself’: the acquisition of wisdom or understanding (φρόνησις) 

is the prime or only concern of philosophy (φιλο-σοφία). 

b2~4 ή τά γε τοιαύτα . . . όρώμεν; ‘or at least [i.e. whatever more 

scientific considerations one might adduce] are even the poets [cf. e.g. 

Ap. 22a-c] always repeating such things as this to us, over and over - 

that nothing we hear nor anything we see is accurate?’ Hackforth’s 

suggestion, that the ότι-clause echoes a lost iambic line, is attractive. 

b4-5 των περί τδ σώμα αισθήσεων ‘the sensations which relate to 

the body’ (all sensations do, of course; but their connection with the 

body is the whole point of the argument). b5~6 σχολήι αϊ γε άλλαι 

‘the others (emphatic γε) will hardly be [άκριβεΐς or σαφείς]’, bio-n 

δήλον δτι κτλ.: once again (cf. 64C4~5n., d2~3n.) the argument is 
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singularly lacking in rigour; we should need more than poetic hyper¬ 

bole (b2—4) to convince us that the evidence of the senses is always 

deceptive, as S. here implies (cf. 6635-6). Later, in the argument from 

recollection, he in fact suggests a more positive, though very limited, 

role for sensation in the acquisition (or reacquisition) of knowledge (see 

e.g. 7464-6); and there are already hints of this position at (65)08-9, 

e2~3, and 68ag-bi. 

C2-3 άρ’ ούν κτλ.: this and S.’s next speech simply draw out the 

consequence of what has just been said — if truth is not acquired 

through sensation, or with the help of sensation, then it must be ac¬ 

quired through reasoning (λογίζεσθαι) alone, τι των δντων could 

mean either (a) ‘any one of the things that are the case’ (cf. εστι in cio, 

and see LSJ s.v. είμί a.iii), or (b) ‘any one of the things that exist’ (LSJ 

a.i). While (a) at first looks like the obvious choice (the poets, for 

instance (62-4), hardly have much interest in questions about what 

exists), within only a few lines (6633) τά όντα will be used to refer to 

(a kind of) things, which favours (b). But we may not need to decide, 

since ‘hunting down’ the things that are (as the philosopher is said to 

do, 6633) will certainly include, or lead to, the discovery of truths 

(what is the case) about them (cf. 6667, ei—2). C5 δέ γε ‘Yes, and 

...’ (GP 154). c6~7 μήτε άλγηδών μηδέ τις ήδονή: the inclusion 

of pain in the list is perhaps partly suggested by the verb παραλυπεΐν 

(άλγηδών = λύπη), and pleasure is naturally paired with it; μηδέ, 

however, makes us pause on this last item - as well we might, since 

ηδονή seems to be the last thing which should (παρα)λυπεΐν us. But S. 

says ‘some sort of (τις) pleasure’; the reference is to any of the ‘so-called 

pleasures’ of 64d3, and his description of these would certainly be 

consistent with the claim that they ‘annoy [the philosopher’s soul] by 

a diversion’ (LSJ’s rendering of παραλυπεΐν). οη αυτή καθ’ αυτήν 

(also in di-2) is a deliberate echo of the same phrase in the definition 

of death at 64C7-8. eg άπτομένη ‘in contact [with it]’, τοΰ δντος: 

the collective equivalent ofxcov ovtcov (C3). cn και ενταύθα ‘in this 

case too’, i.e. in addition to the one discussed in 64d-65a. 

^4~5 ψομέν τι είναι δίκαιον αΰτό ή ούδέν; ‘Do we say that there 

is [exists], by itself (αύτό: cf. 64C5-8n.), something just (or ‘a just 

[thing] ), or [do we say that] nothing [of the sort exists]?’ d7 καλόν 

(γε) τι και αγαθόν (i.e. αγαθόν τι) seems to confirm that τι and δίκαιον 
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are to be taken together. The question is ‘Do we say that there exists 

something which is just and nothing else?’, i.e. something whose es¬ 

sence is exhausted by justice (cf. di3~ei; and see further 7439- 12η.). 

We need then to ask what kind of entity this might be. In modern 

parlance, it might be a property: ‘Do we say that there is such a prop¬ 

erty as justice?’ This interpretation would certainly fit well with what 

Socrates goes on to say about his ‘something just’, and other such 

things - we do not see (the property of) justice, or of beauty, or of 

goodness by themselves (dg), whereas we do see instances of them, i.e. 

just things, beautiful things, etc. (cf. et-2, with bio—1 in.). P., for his 

part, would technically label them as ‘forms’ (see Introduction §5). But 

it is doubtful whether he would have seen himself as so far having 

introduced anything particularly technical; nor do we need to import 

any modern philosophical notions to understand his general meaning. 

All that is so far required is that we should accept the possibility of 

talking and thinking about justice, or beauty, without reference to 

specific concrete examples. The Greek which is used here is certainly 

difficult, but no doubt P. would have expected it to be intelligible to 

any reasonably reflective reader; anyone, that is, who would distin¬ 

guish himself from the unphilosophical ‘many’ of 64b and 65a. True, 

the ‘we’ of d4 probably refers in the first instance to a smaller cate¬ 

gory, i.e. ‘S.’ and his circle, who have discussed these things before (as 

Simmias’ enthusiastic response suggests). Cf. 74b2n., 75d2~3n. But it is 

hard to believe that a highly literary and dramatic work like Phd., one 

of whose chief aims is evidently to persuade its audience of the impor¬ 

tance of philosophy, should have been written exclusively for those 

already on the inside, and in language which would be accessible only 

to them. d6 μέντοι is clearly affirmative rather than adversative (cf. 

GP 399-404). <17 και . . . γε: as at 58di. di2-ei λέγω δέ κτλ. T 

am speaking about everything, e.g. tallness (or largeness, size: μέγεθος), 

health, strength, and in a word about the essence of [these and] all the 

other things, what each actually is.’ (For ουσία in a different sense, see 

e.g. 76dg, 78di.) 

ei—2 αυτών τό άληθέστατον: see bio—1 in. e2—3 μάλιστα . . . καί 

άκριβέστατα: the adverbs qualify διανοηθήναι, not παρασκευάσηται; 

their promotion to this early position gives them special emphasis, 

αύτό έκαστον ‘each by itself’. Here too (cf. 64d2-3n., 65^0-1 in.), 
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the argument is less than rigorous: even if we cannot perceive justice, 

goodness, etc. directly by themselves, it might still be that we would 

‘come closest to knowing each of them’ (e4) by properly interpreting the 

evidence of the senses. But the argument from recollection will purport 

to close off this alternative. e6 ούν: this speech by S. brings together 

the conclusions of ag—d3 and d4~e5· τούτο: i.e. αύτο έκαστον δια- 

νοηθήναι. καθαρώτατα ‘most purely’, ‘with the least contamination 

(cf. 6gc-d, where the idea of purification is given a religious sense). 

The construction is similar to that of a remote future condition, with 

εκείνος ... όστις substituted for τις . .. εί. e8 παρατιθέμενος ‘adducing 

in evidence’. 

66ai—3 άλλ’ αύτήι καθ’ αυτήν κτλ. ‘but [if] using his intellect (or 

‘mind’: διάνοια) alone by itself, unmixed, he were to undertake to hunt 

down each of the things that are (των όντων: see c2-3n.), [each] alone 

by itself, unmixed’. a3 άπαλλαγείς: cf. 64C4-8. 

bi έκ πάντων τούτων: i.e. from the points arrived at in 64d2-65a2 

and 65ag-66aio. παρίστασθαι ‘be present to’, ‘occur to’, as at 5805. 

κινδυνεύει ... 5 δτι ‘Very likely there brings us and our reason 

(μετά τού λόγου = καί τόν λόγον: Verdenius 201) out in our inquiry, 

like a path, [the consideration] that ...’ The ότι-clause is both the 

logical and (probably) the grammatical subject of κινδυνεύει. For τοι, 

see 6ocgn. We need paths to lead us out of situations in which we are 

otherwise at a loss: the connection is with ταράττοντος in a5 (the body 

‘confuses’ the philosopher if he tries to use it in his search). b5 συμ- 

πεφυρμένη ‘contaminated’, contrasting with καθαρός (καθαρώτατα) 

in 65e6. b6 μετά ‘in the company of’, ού μή ... κτησώμεθα: οΰ 

μή + aor. subj. expresses a strong denial. 

C3 ειδώλων ‘phantoms’, ‘fantasies’, ‘illusions’. C4-5 ώστε κτλ. ‘so 

that really and truly (ώς αληθώς and τώι όντι are equivalent expres¬ 

sions, used together for emphasis) it is not possible for us (έγγίγνεται = 

εξεστι) - as the saying goes (τό λεγόμενον) - even to think at any 

moment about anything’. 07 αί τούτου έπιθυμίαι: τούτου is short¬ 

hand for διά τού σώματος (cf. 65ayn., 63d 11); there is no suggestion 

that the body can literally desire (or enjoy, or sense) anything by itself, 

apart from the soul. 07-8: cf. Rep. 373b-e. 

d2 τουτου: i.e. the body. d3 τό δ’ έσχατον πάντων δτι ‘And the 

worst of all is that d4 καί is emphatic (‘if we do get any rest from it’: 
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GP 327). d’j-8 άλλα τώι οντι ήμίν δέδεικται 8τι . . . ‘But in fact it 

has been shown to us that ..shown, that is, by experience, as de¬ 

scribed in b7~d7- That passage represents a rhetorical version of S.’s 

points in 64d-66a (cf. bi έκ πάντων τούτων); now, however, an addi¬ 

tional conclusion is to be drawn - whereas before it was only that we 

must separate soul from body ‘as far as possible’ (65a!, 6507, 66a4), i.e. 

in life, the new claim (which is of course the one S. needs for his 

defence) is that the acquisition of wisdom - if it is possible at all (e6) - 

depends on complete separation, in death (e2-67a2). But that will 

follow readily enough, given the assumption that any degree of bodily 

‘contamination’ will prevent us from knowing anything ‘purely’ (64-5; 

cf. 65b 10-1 in.), together with the definition of death at 64c. 

ei—2 αύτά τά πράγματα ‘things by themselves’ (= τά όντα). e2 καί 

τότε . . . ήμΐν έσται ού έπιθυμοΰμεν ‘and it is then (τότε, looking 

forward to e3 έπειδάν ...) that we shall have what we desire’, ββ καί 

φαμεν έρασταί είναι: i.e. in claiming to be philosophers (cf. 65agn., 

66b2, 68ai-2). e4 ώς ό λόγος σημαίνει: cf. d7-8n. e4~5 οιόν τε: 

sc. έστι, equivalent to εξεστι (similarly εστι in e6). e5 δυοΐν θάτερον 

‘the one [or the other] of two things [is the case]’. e6 ή ... τελευ- 

τήσασιν ‘either it is not possible [for us] to acquire knowledge any¬ 

where, or [it is possible for us] when we have died’. As yet, then, S. is 

not claiming actually to prove anything about death (cf. 64C4-5n.). 

The context as a whole is strongly reminiscent of Ap. 40c, where he also 

manages to combine agnosticism about death with ‘much hope’ that it 

is a good thing (cf. 67b8, ci, 630—643), though in a different way. 

6732—3 ούτως . . . , έάν ‘in this way ..., [i.e.] if’. a4 δτι μή πάσα 

ανάγκη: a stronger version of καθ’ όσον μή πολλή άνάγκη (6401). a5 

άναπιμπλώμεθα: the verb is used by Thuc. (2.51) of infection by dis¬ 

ease. a6 ό θεός αύτός: cf. 6oc2n. a6—7 καί ούτω μέν . . . άφροσύ- 

νης ‘and if [we become] pure in this way by being separated from the 

folly of the body’ (μέν contrasts this case with the opposite one, which 

is referred to in b2). Folly (lack of φρόνησις) ‘belongs to’ the body in 

the same sense as desires (6607). a8 τοιούτων: i.e. others who are 

καθαροί. a8—bi δι’ ήμών αύτών: the soul, then, separated from the 

body (and ‘its’ pleasures, desires, and folly) represents our real selves. 

bi παν τό ειλικρινές: i.e. αύτά τά πράγματα (66ei-2). τούτο δ’ 

έστίν ίσως τό άληθές ‘and that, we suppose (ίσως), is what is true’ (cf. 
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66b7). As well as softening an assertion (as at 6102), in argumentative 

contexts ίσως may also be used, as here, to mark the speaker’s own 

view (cf. 6206). b2 μή . . . ήι ‘For perhaps it is not right (θεμιτόν: cf. 

6icion.) for impure (μή καθαρώι: i.e. anyone or anything impure) to 

lay hold of (έφάτττεσθαι, also used of ‘attaining to’) pure.’ The con¬ 

struction (μή ού + subj.) is the same as that used after verbs of fearing; 

the effect, like that of ίσως in the previous sentence, is one of modest 

assertion (though the modesty may be pretended rather than real: cf. 

MT 265, 266). Similarly at 6ga6-7. b4 τούς όρθώς φιλομαθείς: rhe¬ 

torical variation for τοϊς γνησίως φιλοσόφοιξ (66b2). b6 παντός γε 

μάλλον ‘Yes (γε: cf. GP 130), more than anything.’ b7~03 S. now 

begins to draw out the implications of the conclusions reached by 

his imaginary philosophers (66b3~67b2) for his own defence. b8—9 

πολλή ελπίς άφικομένωι . . . κτήσασθαι ‘there is much hope for [one] 

who has arrived ... to obtain’: the aor. as well as the fut. inf. is found 

after expressions of hoping (which after all already imply futurity); cf. 

also 68a 1-2. bio πραγματεία: as at 6404. ήμΐν: i.e. for us philoso¬ 

phers. bio-ci ή γε άποδημία: for άττοδημία, see 6iein., and Ap. 

40c~4ia; γε limits what is being said to S.’s own case (ή νϋν μοι 

προστεταγμένη), though other philosophers are immediately included 

(C2-3). 

C2-3 δς . . . κεκαθαρμένην ‘who thinks [i.e. as I do in my case] that 

his mind (oi = αύτώι) has been prepared, as it were by having been 

purified’. C5—6 ‘And doesn’t purification turn out (συμβαίνει) to be 

this - the very thing that I have been saying for some time in my 

account, [namely] parting ... ?’ What follows is in fact only a variation 

of what he has said before; ‘habituating [the soul] to assemble and 

collect itself, by itself, away from every part of the body’ (07-8) is a 

picturesque way of describing the process by which the philosopher 

distances himself from sensations — some of which, at least, may be 

located anywhere in the body, eg—di έν τώι ϋπειτα ‘in the future’, 

i.e. after death. 

di-2 ώσπερ δεσμών έκ τού σώματος ‘from the body as [from] 

fetters’. CI4-5 ούκούν τούτό γε θάνατος όνομάζεται κτλ. ‘Then it 

is this (emphatic γε) which we name “death”, namely a freeing and 

parting of soul from body?’ S. here asks for formal agreement to an 

important modification of the original definition of death, for which 
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we have carefully been prepared over the preceding pages: if to die 

means - for the philosopher - to be freed from his body, in order to 

achieve what he always desired, then clearly it is something which he 

will face with eagerness (d7-8; cf. 6437-8); whereas death as it was 

first described, i.e. merely as the separation of the ψυχή from the body, 

should attract no one (cf. 64C4-5n.). For S.’s vision of the fate of 

separated but unpurified souls, see 8ibi-82b8, 113d 1 — 114C2. άη Si 

γε: see 65050. «17-8 μάλιστα καί μόνοι ‘[philosophers] especially, or 

rather they alone’: for this use of καί, see GP 292 (8). d8 τό μελέτημα 

‘what they practise [doing]’, as it were in preparation (c2, ei) for the 

full performance (in life, of course, as we have repeatedly been told, 

complete freeing of soul from body is impossible). Cf. μελετάν 4- infini¬ 

tive at e5, which is regularly used of practising an activity requiring 

effort and attention. The metaphor further develops the original para¬ 

dox at 6435-6; and Simmias responds with notably less enthusiasm 

than he has to Socrates’ preceding questions (‘It seems so’, dii; cf. 

64d2-3n.). But it is a natural enough extension of the idea of‘habitua¬ 

tion’ in C7 (cf. 82b2 έξ έθους τε καί μελέτης). di2 έν άρχήι: i.e. at 

64a4-g- di2-e2 άνδρα παρασκευάζονθ’ έαυτόν κτλ. ‘that a man 

[who is] preparing himself in his life, by being as close as possible to 

death, to live like that, should then resent it when this [i.e. death] 

comes to him’ (construction as in 6437-8). The καί (κάττειθ’ = κα'ι 

έπειτα) is redundant, reflecting the logical rather than the grammati¬ 

cal form of the sentence (‘that a man should prepare himself..., and then 

...’). Cf. Verdenius, and GP 308-9. 

e5 άποθνήισκειν μελετώσι ‘practise dying’, i.e. the event, which is a 

process of freeing (d4,g); τό τεθνάυαι, on the other hand, is ambiguous 

between event and state (cf. 6235η.). e6 έκ τώνδε δέ σκόπει ‘Look at 

[the matter] from the point of view of these [considerations]’, i.e. the 

ones that follow - although there is in fact little that is new about 

them except the passionate and rhetorical manner of their expres¬ 

sion. διαβέβληνται ‘are at odds with’. 

68ai—2 oi . . . τυχεΐν: if they are φιλό-σοφοι (see 65agn.), it is (and 

was: 66e2-3) an easy step to say that they ‘are in love with’ (έράν) wis¬ 

dom; the direct reason for the shift becomes clear when we reach the 

next point, in a3, but the idea that wisdom and truth are the real and 

ultimate objects of (what appears as) sexual passion plays a central role 
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in Symp. and Phdr. άπηλλάχθοι: here, plainly, in the sense of‘to be 

rid of’ (cf. 6404-50.). ή Or [consider this point]’. The point is in the 

form of another complex question: when human objects of love have 

died, very many (πολλοί δή) have willingly gone to Hades in the hope 

of seeing them there; will anyone then {&η άρα) who is really in love 

with wisdom, and has the same hope, be resentful at dying (a3~b2)? 

Of course not ... (b2-6). a6 xe: with the alternative reading, τι, the 

sense would be ‘the [hope] of catching some sight there of those they 

desired, and even (? καί: see GP 291 (6)) of being with them’. This 

might fit the traditional idea of Hades, according to which only the 

insubstantial shape of a person would be there to be seen; but this 

would hardly be helpful, when a new and different kind of Hades is 

being proposed (or is S. after all deliberately hinting at the weakness of 

his argument?). καί λαβών ... bi εν "Αιδου ‘and who has firmly 

grasped this same ελπίς, that nowhere else but in Hades will he en¬ 

counter it in any way worth speaking of’: ελπίς embraces ‘expectation’ 

as well as ‘hope’. 

b2 οϊεσθαί γε χρή One must certainly think so.’ b3 σφόδρα: as at ζ,η 

- ‘he will firmly hold this view’. b4 μηδαμού: after δόξει, i.e. in an 

ordinary acc. + inf. clause, one would expect the negative ou; b4 how¬ 

ever (with minor variations) repeats ag-bi μηδαμού . . . "Αιδου, where 

μή is regular after an expression of hoping (MT 685). b8 ούκοΰν ... 

9 δτι... ‘Then is this sufficient proof for you of any man whom you see 

being resentful because he is about to die, that ...’, i.e. if you see 

anyone ..., is this sufficient proof that ... (τούτο refers forward to the 

relative clause), bg-ci ούκ &p’ ήν φιλόσοφος ‘he is [was] no philos¬ 

opher [lover of wisdom] after all’: for this use of άρα + imperfect, see 

GP 36-7. 

ci που is again T suppose’ (as at 59b 1, etc.): S. apologises for intro¬ 

ducing without argument a division of humanity into three classes, 

lovers respectively of wisdom, money, and honour (justified at Rep. 

58od~58ic by reference to the tripartite division of the soul). At 66c- 

d, φιλοσώματοι were implicitly identified exclusively as φιλοχρήματοι. 

C5~6 ' Then (ouv) doesn’t it follow that what is called by the name of 

courage, too (καί), belongs (προσήκει) especially to people in the state 

we have described [i.e. philosophers]?’ I.e. given that they have the 

attitude to death we have attributed to them, the label ‘courageous’, 
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as popularly understood (fearlessness: see di i-i2n.), must also apply 

to them especially. S. here begins the last stage of his defence, against 

the charge that philosophers deserve death as a punishment - rather 

than as a reward, as he has so far argued (cf. 64b). In fact, they turn 

out to instantiate the very qualities which ‘the many’ themselves ad¬ 

mire, either better than most (c6), or better than anyone (cio). 07 

πάντως δήπου Of course, absolutely’. C8-9 ήν καί οί πολλοί όνομά- 

ζουσι σωφροσύνην ‘what even the many call by the name of self- 

control’ - or, to use the traditional translation, ‘temperance’: i.e. what 

actually is (at least part of) temperance, as even non-philosophers re¬ 

cognise. C5 ή όνομαζομένη άνδρεία is to be taken in the same way (and 

is therefore to be distinguished from an expression like τά$ ήδονάς 

καλούμενος, ‘the so-called pleasures’, at 64d3). What is missing from the 

popular descriptions of both virtues is the vital addition of μετά φρονή- 

σεως (cf. 6ga-c, and e.g. La. 196C-197C). But so far the point is just 

that even if we take the virtues as (incompletely) described by the 

many, philosophers display these (as others do not: d2-6ga4). eg τό 

. . . μή έπτοήσθαι ‘not being excited’ (equivalent to κρατεΐν, 6ga2). 

cio τούτοις μόνοις: this is a stronger claim than was made in the case 

of courage (‘belongs to them especially’, c6); but from d2 S. will treat 

both virtues in exactly the same way. 

d2 γάρ ‘Yes, because ...’ των άλλων ‘everyone else’s’ (cf. d5 ττάντεξ 

οί άλλοι). d8 ούκοΰν: ούκούν, in which ouv is the dominant element, 

may indicate anything from strict inference, through the introduction 

of new premisses, to mere progression of thought (GP 434-5). d8-g 

seems meant as one of the premisses, along with d5~6, for the conclu¬ 

sion in di 1 — 13. S. assumes at least two things, (a) that it is impossible 

to think something a ‘great evil’ (d5~6) without also fearing it, and 

(b) that the only motive for withstanding what one fears is to avoid 

what one fears more, (a) is perhaps reasonable, whereas (b) is likely to 

appear to us at best ungenerous: is it not possible to fear death more 

than anything, and yet choose to die e.g. for the sake of one’s family or 

friends? This is partly, however, a matter of difference of perspective, 

for a fourth-century Greek would probably have seen and felt the fear 

of shame as the primary motivating factor in such circumstances (see 

Dodds 1963, ch. 2; Dover 1974, 226-42); Simmias’ assent (dio) is 

neither contrived nor merely mechanical. d8~9 αύτών οί άνδρεΐοι: 
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i.e. those of them who exhibit the kind of behaviour (withstanding the 

prospect of death) which might make it look as if they fit the descrip¬ 

tion ‘courageous’ (cf. d2—3 την ... των άλλων ανδρείαν). d9 όταν 

ύπομένωσιν: i.e. on any occasion (cf. Burnet), dn —12 ‘It is through 

being afraid, then, and fear that all except philosophers are brave; and 

yet [it is] quite unreasonable (άλογόν ye: cf. 62b 1-2, 6709, 68b6) that 

anyone should be brave through fear and cowardice’ (the opposite of 

bravery, which they equate with being fear/m; so they cannot really be 

brave). Later, however, Socrates offers a different diagnosis of popular 

‘courage’, and a different reason for treating it as spurious - namely 

that it stems from habit and training (82aio-b3). It is thus legitimate 

to doubt the seriousness of his conclusion here. He is dealing, once 

again (as at 64a and 67d-e), in deliberate paradox, though now for 

polemical rather than constructive purposes. All that he strictly re¬ 

quires for his case is (a) that their attitude towards death shows philo¬ 

sophers to be fearless; (b) that courage is normally defined as fearless¬ 

ness; and (c) that all, or most, or many, people who allegedly face 

death ‘courageously’ in fact fear it (which we ourselves might well 

want to treat as a necessary condition of courage: cf. Arist. Nic. eth. 

3-9-J2). 

e2 οί κόσμιοι = oi σώφρονες (cf. c8-12). e3 άκολασίαι τινι ‘a certain 

sort of licentiousness’, or ‘intemperance’ (ακολασία functions as the 

opposite of σωφροσύνη). For the qualification ‘of a certain sort’, see 

f>9a3_4n· ^3—4 καίτοι φαμέν ye . . . , άλλ’ όμως Of course we say 

(γε) ..., but all the same’: καίτοι (‘and yet’) introduces an objection, 

which is then immediately replied to; similarly in e7-6gai (see GP 

557“8)· ‘We’ presumably means ‘people in general’: if‘through intem¬ 

perance’ implies ‘through being intemperate’, S.’s claim will be (appar¬ 

ently) self-contradictory. e4~5 τό πάθος τί> περί ταύτην τήν εΰήθη 

σωφροσύνην ‘what happens in relation to that simple-minded sort of 

temperance’, i.e. to those who possess it. 

®9a3 <*>is i.e. τούτωι o. The relative is rarely attracted into the case of 

the antecedent when it functions as subject of its clause, as here. a3~4 

τώι . . . σεσωφρονίσθαι ‘[that is,] to their having been made temper¬ 

ate in a certain way through intemperance’: ‘in a certain way’ (simi¬ 

larly άκολασίαι τινί in 68e3), because the ‘pleasures’ which ‘master’ 

them (utt άλλων κρατούμενοι, 68e7) in this case will turn out to in- 
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elude some which would not normally be associated with intemper¬ 

ance - no one would ordinarily call a person άκόλαστος e.g. for ab¬ 

staining (from pleasures of the usual sort) on grounds of health or 

reputation. S. is here ascribing an unconscious hedonism to the many, 

as in Prot. (35ib~36oe): they may think of themselves as employing 

other criteria of choice (the good, the fine), but in reality they measure 

everything by the single yardstick of what will maximise pleasure and 

minimise pain. This analysis applies not only to their ‘temperance’ 

(‘exchanging pleasures for pleasures and pains for pains’, a.j), but also 

to their ‘courage’ (‘fear for fear’, a8, where ‘fear’ means an object of 

fear, and therefore something painful), and indeed by implication to 

their ‘virtue’ in all aspects, which is contrasted with συλλήβδην άληθής 

άρετή in b3· a6 ώ μακάριε is a form of address which P. may use 

especially when S. is introducing a point of special importance (so 

e.g. at Rep. 432d; cf. Prot. 309c): ‘my dear (...)’. Here, it announces 

the peroration to his defence, γάρ introduces the explanation of the 

curious state of affairs about whose existence Simmias has just agreed 

(έοικε γάρ, ‘Yes, it seems so’), μή . . . ούχ . . . ήι . . . ag άλλ’ ήι: con¬ 

struction as at 6yb2 (changing to the positive form in ag, and in b5~ 

C3). πρός ‘with a view to’ (see Verdenius); in b7 and 8, however, 

πρός is ‘[exchange A] for [B]’ (cf. aio άντί ou, and Arist. Nic. eth. 

11 i7b2o). a7 ήδονάς ... 8 καταλλάττεσθαι: noun-clause (acc. + inf.) 

in apposition to άλλαγή. a8-§ καί μείζω πρός έλάττω: i.e. in the 

case of pains and fears (but presumably έλάττω πρός μείζω in the case 

of ‘pleasures’), ag ώσπερ νομίσματα ‘like coins’. The basis of the 

comparison is not the exchange of ‘greater for less’, which is not a 

feature of normal cash transactions, but rather (a) that ‘pleasures’, 

pains and fears are exchanged like money (for goods), which implies 

(b) that they are things of value or importance (both as what is ex¬ 

changed and what is received in exchange). It is (b) that provides the 

starting-point of the next thought: ‘but perhaps that, alone, is the true 

coin, in return for which all these things [i.e. ‘pleasures’, etc.] must be 

exchanged, namely wisdom’, ag-io. Here the parallel is clearly with 

selling rather than buying (as in a6-g); but both are introduced side 

by side in bi -2. 

bi καί τούτου μέν ... 3 φρονήσεως ‘and everything being bought and 

sold for this (μέν is answered by δέ in b6), or rather (καί: see 67d7~8n.) 
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in the company of this, really is, perhaps (μή ... ήι), courage and 

temperance and justice and, in short (συλλήβδην), true virtue, namely 

in the company of wisdom’: i.e. true virtue is constituted by the buying 

and selling of everything (only) when the transactions are accompa¬ 

nied by wisdom. This is the crucial omission from the popular descrip¬ 

tions of courage and temperance referred to at 6805 and c8-10. Buying 

and selling ‘for this’ (τούτου, gen. of price), though a natural extension 

of the notion that wisdom is a kind of coin, wrongly suggests that our 

store of wisdom will be either decreased (in ‘buying’) or increased (in 

‘selling’), and has therefore to be corrected by ‘in the company of this’; 

but then the comparison of wisdom to coinage ceases to hold. When we 

make choices, we prefer one thing over another; what matters is only 

that we choose wisely. (Nothing has been said to justify the treatment 

of justice as a kind of trading transaction, but such a treatment is easily 

supplied: ordinary justice is a matter of refraining from injustice for 

fear of becoming the victim of injustice oneself. Cf. e.g. Rep. 358ε- 

359a.) b4 κα'ι προσγιγνομένων ... 5 των τοιούτων ‘whether plea¬ 

sures and fears and everything like that [i.e. ‘and pains’?] are added 

(προσγιγνομένων) or are subtracted’; i.e. such things are irrelevant to 

the real calculus that is virtue (as was implied in a6-io), even though 

our choices will themselves relate to things that people think pleasant, 

or fear. This agrees exactly with what we have been told about the 

philosopher, who is actually fearless and is unimpressed by ordinary 

‘pleasures’. (On the whole of a6—b5, which has been much discussed, 

see especially Bluck 154-6, Verdenius.) b5~6 χωριζόμενα δέ ... 8 

ούδ’ αληθές έχηι ‘whereas [everything] being parted from wisdom and 

being exchanged for each other - this kind of virtue is, perhaps, a kind 

of stage-painting (σκιαγραφία), and in reality [it is] slavish [virtue] 

and has nothing wholesome [in it], nor [anything] true’, χωριζόμενα 

... άλλήλων, sc. τά τοιαΰτα: this is initially the subject (construction 

as in bi-2), but is then displaced by ή τοιαύτη αρετή. The virtue in 

question is ‘slavish’ because irrational: for slaves as typically and essen¬ 

tially irrational, see Just 1985· For a discussion of the precise meaning 

of σκιαγραφία, see Keuls 1978, esp. ch. 4; here Plato is clearly asso¬ 

ciating it with the production of illusion, as he does elsewhere (e.g. 

ReP- 583b)· b8 τό ... άληθές τώι δντι: pairing of two equivalent 

adverbial expressions, for emphasis, as at 66C4. 
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ci κάθαρσις is evidently contrasted with C2 καθαρμός: the state of puri¬ 

fication - if the virtues are states - as opposed to what brings it about. 

Previously it was said that our purification from ordinary desires and 

fears was a condition of our acquisition of wisdom (see especially 66c— 

67b); now the claim seems to be that such purification is conditional on 

wisdom. ‘Wisdom’ here, however, is not the complete understanding of 

things which was talked about earlier (since that was said to be inacces¬ 

sible to the philosopher while still alive), but simply a clear-minded 

appreciation of what is truly valuable (which is what will be avail¬ 

able to the philosopher, and to him alone). C3-4 και κινδυνεύουσι 

κα'ι οί τάς τελετάς . . . καταστήσαντες ‘And so (καί1: see Verdenius on 

6337) those who established τάς τελετάς really do (καί2: GP 321-3) 

seem ...’ Despite the mention of βάκχοι in di, αί τελεταί probably 

refers to initiatory rites in general, which written evidence from the 

fifth century on tends to associate with the name of Orpheus (see 

Burkert 1985, 296-7); the idea that the uninitiated ‘will lie in the mud’ 

(c6; cf. Rep. 363c~365a, Ar. Frogs 145-50) itself probably derives from 

an Orphic’ text, along with the quotation in c8-d 1. C5 πάλαι αίνίτ- 

τεσθαι ‘have long been saying in their riddling fashion’, i.e. ‘have long 

been darkly hinting at the truth in saying’. c6 έν βορβόρωι κείσεται: 

S. will give his own inventive variation of this idea at 8ib-d (cf. 

11 id-e). c8 είσίν γάρ δή ‘For there really are’, oi περί τάς τελετάς 

‘those concerned with rites’. c8 ναρθηκοφόροι ... di παΰροι ‘Those 

who carry the fennel-stalk [the Dionysiac thyrsus] are many, the [true] 

initiates few.’ As Burnet suggests, the original line must have been 

a hexameter, with πολλοί and ναρθηκοφόροι appearing in reverse 

order. 

d2 ών (with emphatic δή) goes with d4 γενέσθαι: ‘It’s of these that I 

too have omitted nothing ... but have shown my eagerness to become 

[one] ...’ d5 ήνύσαμεν: the change to the plural perhaps reflects the 

Socratic (and Platonic) view of philosophy as a co-operative enter¬ 

prise. By the end of the following main clause, however, ‘we’ has be¬ 

come virtually equivalent to T, since it is natural in the context to take 

ολίγον ύστερον as applying at least primarily to S. τό σαφές = την 

σαφήνειαν: ‘the plain truth’ (cf. Thuc. 1.22, Antiphon 1.13). d6 άν 

θεός έθέληι ‘[the] god[s] willing’: for the use of the singular, and the 
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lack of the article, cf. 62C7n. Αη-% ταΰτ’ . . . Απολογούμαι, ώς 

εικότως ... ‘I offer this as my defence, [to show] how reasonable it 

is (ώς εικότως: cf. 6309-ion.) ...’ ταύτα is internal accusative after 

the intransitive απολογούμαι. d8—ei ύμδς τε άπολείπων και τους 

ενθάδε δεσπότας ού χαλεπώς φέρω: cf. 6338—9. 

e3 τοΐς . . . παρέχει has been doubted by editors as an interpolation 

from 70a 1. But it seems just about defensible: ‘[this is my defence;] but 

it is quite unbelievable to the many. So if I am in any respect (τι) more 

credible to you than [I was] to the Athenian judges, it will be well.’ 

Cebes then replies (70a 1): what really does seem unbelievable to people 

is what you claim about the soul . . . 

6966-7003: an objection from Cebes 

Cebes objects that Socrates’ whole defence has presupposed two points, about which 

people generally are likely to be sceptical: that when a person dies, his soul 

continues to exist; and that it also continues to possess ‘power and intelligence’. 

Socrates proposes further discussion of these two points (which turns out to include 

the first three of the four central arguments of the dialogue: the ‘cyclical’ argument, 

the argument from recollection, and the ‘affinity’ argument: yoc-y2e; y2e-yyd; 

yydSffi). 

βήββ δή here merely marks the next step in the narrative (GP 238); 

cf. e.g. 5806. ύπολαβών: see 6oc8n. 

7oai πολλήν Απιστίαν παρέχει τοΐς Ανθρώποις ‘causes much disbelief 

among people’ (followed by the construction used after verbs of fear¬ 

ing). a2 ούδαμοΰ έτι ήι ‘is no longer anywhere’ (repeated in a6 with 

the addition of adverbial οόδέν): accordingly what Socrates first sets 

out to show in the sequel is that the souls of the dead έν ”Αιδου εΐσίν 

(c4)· As the whole context shows, not being somewhere, for the soul, is 

regarded as equivalent to its not being (i.e. existing) at all; so most 

clearly in the next sentence, where εστι ... ψυχή (b2~3) answers to είη 

ttou (a6). a4 εύθΰς άπαλλαττομένη ‘just as it is becoming separated 

from the body . ^4“5 και έκβαίνουσα . . . διαπτομένη ‘and as it 

emerges, flies off in different directions, dispersed like breath or smoke’. 

1 he description ‘flies off ... like ... smoke’ is a reminiscence of Horn. 
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II. 23.100-1 ψυχή δέ κατά χθονός ήΰτε κά-ττνος | ώιχετο (cf. 16.856, 

22.362 ψυχή 5’ έκ ρεθέων ττταμένη Άιδοσδε βεβήκει: both lines are 

already quoted in this connection by Olympiodorus); and the notion 

that the ψυχαί of the dead lack ‘power and intelligence’ (δύναμις and 

φρόνησις, b3~4) derives from the continuation of the same context: ώ 

πόττοι, ή ρά τις εστι καί είν Άΐδαο δόμοισιν | ψυχή κα'ι εΐδωλον, άτάρ 

φρένεξ οϋκ ένι πάμτταν (23.103-4)· All these Homeric lines are cited 

verbatim at Rep. 386d~387a. Whether Homer makes any connection 

between ψυχή and breath is disputed (cf. e.g. LSJ s.v. ψυχή), but such 

a connection would be suggested by expressions like II. 22.467 άττό δέ 

ψυχήν έκάττυσσε, and was certainly made by others (cf. e.g. Eur. Or. 

1163; (P.) Crat. 39gd-e). a6 knei, εϊπερ εΐη που ‘For if indeed it were 

somewhere’. 

b2~4 The first point will be directly addressed in the ‘cyclical’ argu¬ 

ment, the second in the argument from recollection (see 76012-13); 

the ‘affinity’ argument in effect relates to both. b2 πίστεως: here 

of what produces conviction: ‘proof’, ‘argument’. b3 τοΰ άνθρώπου 

‘the man’, i.e. the composite of body and soul, τινα δύναμιν ‘some 

power’, ‘some capacity’ (but the only relevant capacity will in fact be 

that for understanding). b6 βούλει διαμυθολογώμεν ‘would you like 

us to talk’ (for an explanation of the construction, see MT 288). For 

the combination διαμυθολοχεΐν ... διασκοττεΐσθαι (03), cf. 6iei-2n. 

Here, the effect of the combination may be to allow S. to eat his cake 

and have it. What they will talk about (‘spin tales about’) is merely 

‘whether it is likely to be like that or not’ (b6~7) - to which Cebes 

replies that he will be delighted to hear what Socrates thinks about 

the subjects in question (b8—9); on the other hand, says S. (bio-c2), 

it will not be a matter of idle chatter (άδολεσχεΐν), about things that 

don’t concern me (οΰ περί προσηκόντων): ‘And so, if you agree, we 

must look into [the questions in hand]’ (C2-3). (Cf. Loriaux.) Thus, 

perhaps, we are warned simultaneously not to place too much weight 

on the arguments, and to regard Socrates as being in deadly earnest: 

they are simply the best arguments which are presently available to 

him, without claiming to be the last word on the matter (cf. io6e- 

107b). b8 4γώ γοΰν T, at all events’ (i.e. whatever might hold for 

anyone else: GP454). bio οϋκουν γ’ αν οίμαι Τ certainly don’t think’; 
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both the ούν in ούκουν and the ye strengthen the negative (cf. GP 

422-5). As at 64b2, the άν strictly belongs to the following infinitive 

clause. 

ci ούδ’ εί κωμωιδοποιός ειη: at Ap. 19b—c Socrates attributes such a 

charge against him specifically to Ar. Clouds (Σωκράτης ... περιεργάζε¬ 

ται ζητών τά τε ύπό γης κτλ.; and the term άδολέσχης is in fact used 

in connection with Socrates at Clouds 1485). Olympiodorus cites some 

lines from Eupolis (= fr. 352 Kock), which complain about Socrates 

as a πτωχός άδολέσχης, concerned about everything except about 

where he will get his next meal from; but the treatment of science later 

in Phd. (g6a-99c) would give rather more point to a reference to the 

Clouds. 

7004-7262: the ‘cyclical’ argument 

The souls of the dead must continue in existence; for from what other source could 

those souls come which animate the living? 

70C4—5 σκεψώμεθα δέ αύτό κτλ. ‘Let us consider it [i.e. the matter] 

in some such way as this, [by asking] whether in fact (άρα), when the 

men [i.e. the combinations of body and soul] have died, their souls are 

in Hades, or whether they are not’ (άρα and καί seem merely to give 

equal weight to both alternatives - making the question a genuinely 

open one: cf. GP 42, 305). There is a gentle irony in this opening to the 

argument, in so far as the Homeric view to which Cebes has referred 

does suppose the presence of ψυχαί in Hades (and έν "Αιδου εΐσΐν αϊ 

ψυχαί may itself be intended to recall II. 23.103-4 ή ρά τις εστι καί εΐν 

Άΐδαο δόμοισιν | ψυχή: cf. a4-5n.). But S. cannot lay much weight on 

that, since Cebes’ objection relied on the point (also Homeric) about 

the insubstantiality of the ψυχαί of the dead (so insubstantial that they 

might be blown away on their exit from the body). C5-6 παλαιός 

μέν ούν έστι τις λόγος ού μεμνήμεθα ‘Well then, there is an ancient 

doctrine, which we [i.e. I: cf. 6gd5n.] remember.’ μέν and ouv function 

here as at 62b2; μέν contrasts the παλαιός λόγος with the more general 

principle which will supersede it in dy—e6. S.’s present speech states 

what is to be proved, namely that the living in some sense ‘come to be 

again from’ the dead (c8-g), from which it will allegedly follow that 

‘our souls are there’, i.e. in Hades (cg-di). Cf. d2. On the sources of 



COMMENTARY: 70c6-70el 155 

the doctrine of pahngenesia or metempsychosis (the ‘transmigration’ of 

souls from one body to another - an idea which is not necessarily 

entailed by those mentioned in 6gc-d, although it too has strong 

Orphic’ connections), see Burkert 1985, 298-301; P. himself, at Meno 

8ia-c, refers it to certain priests and priestesses, and to Pindar ‘and 

many other inspired poets’ (cf. Pind. 01. 2.56-80, and frr. 129-31, 133 

Snell, the last of which is quoted in the Meno passage). c6 ώς είσίν ... 

8 έκ των τεθνεώτων ‘that they are there having come from here, and 

moreover (και ... γε as at 58di, etc.) that they come back here again 

and (‘explanatory’ καί: cf. 58b6n.) are born (γίγνεσθαι, sc. again) from 

those [persons] who have died’: i.e. that the surviving residue of the 

dead person, his soul, migrates ‘there’, and then enters a new body 

‘here’, which constitutes the coming into being or birth of a new liv¬ 

ing person. That it is the latter, rather than the soul, which strictly 

γίγνεται in this sense (but see dgn.) is confirmed by c8-g ττάλιν ... 

ζώνταξ (on the other hand, the new person cannot himself strictly be 

said to be born again). But see di-2n. eg άλλο τι ή: lit. ‘is anything 

else the case than that’ (i.e. ‘surely ... ?’); further abbreviated as άλλο 

τι at 79b 1. 

di-2 ού γάρ ον που πάλιν έγίγνοντο μή ούσαι ‘For I suppose (που, 

with litotes) they could hardly be born again [enter a new body], if 

they did not exist [i.e. if they had ceased to exist].’ As before (cf. a2n.), 

not being anywhere is assumed to be equivalent to not being tout court. 

d2 τοΰ ταΰτ’ είναι ‘of the fact that this [i.e. that our souls are in Hades 

after our death] is the case’. d7 τοίνυν ‘Well then’ (like ouv in c6). 

κατ’ άνθρώπων ‘in relation to human beings’ (cf. περί in 9). dg 

δσαπερ ϊχει γένεσιν περ'ι πάντων ‘about everything that admits of 

coming-into-being’, i.e. coming to be something, coming to acquire a 

new property - as, according to the implication of the ‘ancient doc¬ 

trine’, those who are dead come to be alive. S. has two ways of de¬ 

scribing this process, which are entirely compatible: he talks either (a) 

of one property itself‘coming to be’ from another (as e.g. in ei-2), or 

(b) (as in e.g. e6-8) of something coming to be F (i.e. to possess prop¬ 

erty F) from being G (possessing property G). 

ei op’s for this (relatively rare) use of άρα to introduce an indirect 

question (also in e4), cf. GP 50. ei ούτωσί ... 2 οϊον ‘everything 

comes to be like this, [i.e.] opposites from nowhere else except their 
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opposites — everything, that is, which actually has such a thing [i.e. an 

‘opposite’], as for example ..For the use of Ik here, compare e.g. 

Soph. OT454 τυφλός έκ δεδορκότος (what was previously qualified by 

one attribute comes to be qualified by another). S. does not say what 

he means by ‘opposites’: the examples he gives (beautiful/ugly, just/ 

unjust) suggest that he means pairs of simple contraries; but he estab¬ 

lishes the principle exclusively by means of comparatives (e6-7ia7: if 

a thing becomes larger, i.e. than it was, it must previously have been 

smaller, etc.). See e6-8n. As Gallop points out (108), this strategy 

makes the principle look more plausible than it is: if something be¬ 

comes larger (than it was before), it must previously have been smaller, 

and vice versa; but while the ugly duckling turned into a beautiful 

swan, as a cygnet it might have been either ugly or beautiful, or nei¬ 

ther. Similarly with the crucial pair ‘living’ and ‘dead’ (see 7id5-e3). 

If something comes to be alive, it need not previously have been dead, 

since it might simply not (yet) have been alive. Only if‘opposites’ are 

defined as contradictories (beautiful / not beautiful, living / not living, 

etc.) will the principle ‘opposites from opposites’ begin to hold any 

water; but since ‘living’ and ‘dead’ are contraries rather than con¬ 

tradictories, it will then no longer help S.’s case. There is also a prob¬ 

lem about what it is that ‘comes to be alive’ when a new person is born. 

S.’s argument will generally presuppose that it is the soul, which was 

previously ‘dead’ (by virtue of being the residue of someone or some¬ 

thing now dead), but now comes to acquire the attribute of‘living’ by 

virtue of coming to be the soul of the new living person. Yet Cebes’ 

suggestion at 6ge-7ob, that the separation of soul from body at death 

would be consistent with its perishing, implicitly rejects that kind of 

description of the coming into being of the living (since there would be 

no soul left to ‘come to be alive’ in this way). Nevertheless, there will 

still be something which comes to be alive, namely the new person 

himself or herself, or, alternatively, their matter or body - from not 

having been alive before. e3~4 καί άλλα δή μυρία ούτως Ιχει ‘and 

indeed (καί ... δή, marking an important addition: GP 253-4) count¬ 

less other things are like this’. β5 αύτό: after δσοις we might have 

expected a plural; but the sense is clear enough. e6-8 οίον δταν 

κτλ.: for the move from simple adjectives to comparatives (ei—2n.), cf. 

i°2b-c, where ‘Simmias is larger than S. but smaller than Phaedo’ is 
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treated as interchangeable with ‘Simmias is both large [in relation to 

S,] and small [in relation to Phaedo]’. 

7ia3 καί μήν ... ye: και μήν is ‘progressive’, while ye gives emphasis 

to the new example (GP 351-2, 119-20). ag-io ίκανώς ούν . . . τά 

εναντία πράγματα; ‘Then are we satisfied about this, [namely] that 

all come to be in this way, namely opposite things from opposites?’ 

πάντα must have the same reference as at 70ε 1 (all opposites); there is 

no attempt to translate all change into change between opposites. Nor 

is there any suggestion either that everything that is Tmust previously 

have been the opposite of F, or that it must later become the opposite 

of F. The point (to judge from the examples given) is only that if 

something comes to be F, it must do so from having been the opposite 

of F. In one way, since there is indubitably something which comes to 

be alive when someone or something is born (cf. 7oei-2n.), this hypo¬ 

thetical aspect of the principle does not affect the argument. In an¬ 

other way, however, it is crucial: S. is setting out to establish that any 

and all souls survive death, and even if it were true that any soul which 

‘comes to be alive’ must previously have been ‘dead’, i.e. have survived 

the death of an earlier living thing, there might be other souls which 

did not. This gap in the argument is closed in the last section, begin¬ 

ning at 72a 1 1. ai2 τί δ’ αύ; ϊστι τι καί τοιόνδε έν αύτοις, οίον ... 

13 δύο γενέσεις ‘And what [of this point], in its turn (au)? Is there 

some such thing, too (καί), in them [i.e. in the case of opposites] as two 

processes of coming into being (γενέσεις), between all opposites, taken 

as pairs (άμφοτέρων), [these] being two [in each case] ...?’ On the 

basis of a new (and slightly less peremptory) survey of instances, S. 

now claims that between any pair of opposites there are two balancing 

processes, one in one direction, one in the other: not, again (see previ¬ 

ous n.), that anything which changes from F to the opposite G must 

sooner or later change back to F, but only that changes in both direc¬ 

tions do in fact occur with any pair of opposites, either in relation to 

the same subject or to different ones. The purpose of this move is to 

add new weight to the idea that the living ‘come from’ the dead. If 

there are always counterbalancing pairs of changes between opposites, 

then since the living undoubtedly change into the dead, the dead must 

at least sometimes change (back) into the living (‘In this way too, then, 
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we are agreed that the living come from the dead no less than the dead 

from the living’, 7234-6). The existence of both these types of change 

would of course already be given by the application of the opposites- 

from-opposites principle to the pair ‘living and dead (in so far as 

things do in fact come to be alive as well as dead). But this application 

has yet to take place, and the opposites-from-opposites principle does 

not by itself imply that changes in both directions actually occur in the 

case of all pairs of opposites. Unfortunately they do not (things grow 

old, but it is hard to think of anything that grows young); but if they 

did, that would indeed offer further confirmation of S.’s conclusion. 

bi-2 αύ . . . πάλιν: not ‘back again’ (which would imply that every¬ 

thing which changes in one direction subsequently changes in the re¬ 

verse direction: see agn.), but ‘conversely’ (cf. e.g. Ap. ιηΛ). b3~4 

καί καλοΰμεν κτλ. ‘and accordingly (οΟτω) we call the one (to μέν) 

“increasing” and the other (τό δέ) “decreasing”’. b6 ούκοΰν καί 

διακρίνεσθαι καί συγκρίνεσθαι ‘Then (ούκοϋν) too [we recognise] sep¬ 

arating and combining ...’ ούκοϋν is ‘progressive’ (cf. 68d8n.), intro¬ 

ducing further examples. What the ‘opposites’ are in the case of sepa¬ 

ration and combination is unclear (unless they are respectively ‘dead’ 

and ‘alive’: cf. 7oei-2n.); but special use will be made of this pair 

of processes in the last stage of the argument (see 7203-5). b7 καί 

πάντα οΰτω ... 8 άλλ’ ϊργωι γοΰν ‘and all of them like this [i.e. in 

pairs] - even if (καν εΐ) we sometimes do not use their names [i.e. have 

no names for them], still in actual fact’ (άλλά . .. yoOv introduces the 

apodosis of the concessive conditional clause: GP 458-9). καν εϊ logic¬ 

ally ought to be used in cases where the main clause requires άν (as in 

e.g. ‘even if he were dead, he would still be - εϊη άν - happy’); but it 

can also be used in other cases, as here. b9 αύτά ‘they’, i.e. opposites, 

γίγνεσθαι . . . είς άλληλα states the two principles together: ‘[still ... it 

must be like this in all cases, namely] both that they come to be from 

each other, and that there is a process of coming into being of either 

[member of a pair] into each other [i.e. the other, in every case]’. 

ci-2 Having established his two principles, S. now begins to apply 

them to the key pair, alive and dead. His first move is to introduce 

an allegedly parallel pair (awake and asleep), where both principles 

apply with particular transparency (c6-8); he then invites Cebes to 

identify the relevant features of the first pair on the model of this one 
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(cg-ds). For the purposes of the argument, the infinitive expressions 

το ζην, τό έγρηγορέναι etc. refer to the states themselves (being alive, 

awake; cf. cii-di), while τό ζώυ and τό τεθνηκός (dio, 11) refer to 

things as possessing them (what is alive, dead; cf. 7odgn.). c6 εϊπερ 

'if indeed’. 09 συζυγίαν ‘pair’, originally of horses or oxen, cio καί 

αυτήν καί τάς γενέσεις ‘both itself and its processes’. 

d2~3 ίκανώς σοι: sc. έχει. d5 καί1 is emphatic: ‘Well then (δή), jvow 

tell me .. . d8 γίγνεσθαι . . . έξ άλλήλων: i.e. on the basis of the 

principle of ag-io (cf. c6— 7). di3 This reply of Cebes’ perhaps sug¬ 

gests some reluctance, as do his following two (φαίνεται, ei, εοικεν, εβ; 

contrast e.g. πώς γάρ oO; at c8, and d4, ej ττάνυ μεν ouv); that the living 

come from the dead is something about which he remains sceptical, 

although — as he says - he is bound to accept the conclusion, after 

having swallowed the premisses offered. But this in turn seems to imply 

at least some awareness on P.’s part of the weakness of the argument 

he has attributed to S. See further e8n. di4~15 τά ζώντά τε καί οί 

ζώντες: with οϊ ζώντες, we return specifically to the central case of 

human beings. 

e2 είσίν άρα . . . αί ψυχαί ήμών έν 'Άιδου: cf. 70cg-di. This con¬ 

clusion, if it implies that all souls ‘are in Hades’, is premature: see 

agn., ei3n., 72di~3n. Our souls’, here as before, must mean primarily 

human souls (70cg-di varies 70C4-5 έν "Αιδου είσίν αί ψυχαί ... των 

ανθρώπων); but that will also entail that each individual soul ‘is in 

Hades’ after death, which is what matters to S. and Cebes. Whether it 

will retain its individuality in the next stage, i.e. when it enters a new 

body, is another question; cf. Crombie ig63, 1 2g5~7· e4 ούκοΰν καί: 

cf. b6. e5 σαφής ούσα τυγχάνει ‘is actually obvious’, δήπου ‘pre¬ 

sumably’. e8 ούκ άνταποδώσομεν κτλ.: lit. ‘Shall we not assign the 

opposite process as a balance (άνταποδιδόναι, whose primary sense is 

of repaying a debt), but will nature be lame in this respect?’; i.e. ‘Shall 

we refuse to restore balance to nature by assigning her the opposite 

process, but leave her lame ... ?’ Or, simply, is there a second and 

complementary γένεσις in this case as in every other? S. is not content 

to allow the argument to speak for itself, but couches the question in a 

highly charged rhetorical form. But at the same time these three lines 

form part of a context which, unlike the ‘defence’ which preceded it 

(cf. 64d2-3n., etc.), could not as a whole be described as ‘rhetorical’, 
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in so far as it gives a greater priority to precision - or apparent preci¬ 

sion - of argument than to the use of persuasive language. The result 

is that we cannot draw any hard and fast distinction between the two 

sections - indeed the second is formally an extension of the first (see 

fige-yob); both represent a combination of logic and rhetoric, and the 

only real difference is in the proportions in the mix. Cf. Introduction 

§i. en πάντως που ‘Absolutely, I suppose’ (cf. GP 492)· Cebes takes 

with one hand what he gives with the other (cf. di3n.). ei3 άνα- 

βιώσκεσθαι ‘coming to life again (άνα-)’. It is one of the agreed pre¬ 

misses of the whole argument (agreed, that is, by implication; S. pre¬ 

supposes it, and Cebes does not object) that ‘the dead’ are souls which 

have become separated from bodies; if so, then ‘living’ will apply pri¬ 

marily to embodied souls (see 7oei-2n.), and only by extension to 

composites of soul and body, oi ζώντες. If it is granted that whatever 

admits of γένεσις in one direction must be of the same type as what 

admits of the corresponding γένεσις in the other (only the sorts of 

things which can be combined can be separated, and only the sorts of 

things that can become hotter can become cooler), then it must be 

souls which come to be alive; and these must be (previously) ‘dead’ 

souls, i.e. ones which have had at least one earlier sojourn in a body. 

Having come this far, then, Cebes is right to offer coming to life again 

as the opposite of the process of dying. However, despite his summing 

up in 72a4~8, S. has still shown no reason for supposing that all souls 

survive to be reborn (see 7iag-ion.). ei<|-72a2 έκ τών τεθνεώτων 

κτλ. ‘won’t this [sc. γένεσις], coming to life again, be a process of 

coming to be from dead to living people?’ 

72a4 όμολογεΐται άρα ήμΐν καί ταύτηι ‘It is agreed for us (ήμΐυ, dative 

of relation), then, in this way too’ (see 7iai2-i3n.). a6 ικανόν που 

έδόκει τεκμήριου είναι: 7od2. (που here = Τ think’; που in a8 is of 

course somewhere .) a7~8 όθεν δή πάλιν γίγνεσθαι ‘— the place, 

that is (δή, after όθεν, emphasises the antecedent που: GP 219), from 

which they come to be [are born] again’. The inf. is used in place of 

the expected indicative (γίγνονται), by assimilation to the preceding 

clause (cf. ΜT 755). an ίδέ τοίνυν ούτως . . . δτι ούδ’ άδίκως ώμο- 

λογήκαμεν ‘Now (τοίνυν: cf. 7od7n.) observe in this way that we are 

not wrong, either (ουδέ), to have agreed ...’, i.e. ‘look at it in this way, 

and you will see that ... S. now does supply a reason for supposing 
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that death will always be followed by rebirth (see 7161311., 7lag- 

ion.): it is not merely that changes take place in both directions be¬ 

tween opposites, but that change in one direction must always be bal¬ 

anced by change in the other, because otherwise the difference and 

change on which the world-order depends would ultimately be elimi¬ 

nated. ai2 εί γάρ μή ... bi περιιόντα ‘For if one set [of opposites] 

did not balance (άνταττοδιδόναι, here used in an intransitive sense, as 

in b8) the other by coming into being, going round as it were in a 

circle’ (i.e. so as to come back to their starting-point: cf. Hdt. 1.159). 

b2 εύθεΐά τις εϊη ή γένεσις ‘the process were to be one in a straight 

line’ (i.e. from A to B). b.4 οίσθ’ δτι . . . σχοίη ‘do you realise that 

everything would finally (τελευτώντα) have the same character’. b7 

ούδέν ‘not at all’, oiov‘as for example’. bg τελευτώντα ... C2 φαί- 

νοιτο ‘in the end everything would make [the case of] Endymion seem 

a trifle, and he would be nowhere to be seen’; Endymion (sometimes 

associated with Elis), condemned - or, according to another version of 

his story, privileged - to sleep for ever, would be indistinguishable from 

anyone or anything else. For άποδείκνυμι in the sense of‘make seem’, 

Burnet compares e.g. Pkdr. 278c. 

C4-5 ταχύ κτλ. ‘soon what Anaxagoras describes would be realised - 

“all things together’”. The reference is to Anaxagoras DK 59 b i, 

which describes the original state of things, before the formation of the 

world we know, when all its constituents were jumbled together, and 

‘none was patent (ενδηλον) because of its smallness...’ (Barnes’s trans¬ 

lation). Anaxagoras, fifth-century philosopher-scientist (and associate 

of Pericles), figures again later in the dialogue ^b-ggd). γεγονός 

εϊη: the periphrastic form of the perfect optative is more common than 

the simple form. C5 και εί ‘if, too’. c6 δσα . . . μεταλάβοι, επειδή 

δέ άποθάνοι: we might expect δσα .. . μεταλαμβάνει, έττειδάν δέ άττο- 

θάνηι; the optatives result from assimilation to the optative of the con¬ 

ditional clause (άττοθνήισκοι). 

di~3 εί γάρ έκ μέν των άλλων κτλ. ‘For if living things came from the 

other things [i.e. things other than the dead], and living things died 

[sc. and did not come back to life], what escape could there be from 

everything’s being used up [spent] on dying?’ (μή ού + inf. is used as 

after negatived verbs of preventing, with ού strengthening the negative 



162 COMMENTARY: 72d4-72el 

implied in the rhetorical τίς: cf. MT 815, 749.) Suppose (1) that the 

living (i.e., presumably, the souls of the living) did not come from the 

dead: then (2) they would have to come from a different source; but 

since (3) (from (1)) no material could be reused, therefore (4) (given 

that the universe is finite, as S.’s/P.’s evidently is) everything would 

end up dead - which is taken to be inconceivable. (The universe, S. 

might reasonably have said, shows no visible signs of running down.) 

True, any individual soul might still perish, or fail to be reincarnated 

(see 7iag—ion.); but either possibility might appear to threaten the 

assumed stability and eternity of the world-order. (Another alterna¬ 

tive might be to suppose that the living were animated by new souls, 

not previously incarnated. But in this case too life would ultimately 

cease, unless the stock of new souls were infinite; and an infinite stock 

of items which could not survive outside a body seems inherently im¬ 

plausible.) A\ ούδέ μία μοι δοκεΐ: sc. είναι, ούδέ μία is more emphatic 

than the familiar οΰδεμία (‘none whatever’). Cebes’ enthusiasm here - 

if that is what it is - contrasts strongly with his response to the earlier 

sections of the argument (see 7 id 13η.). Whether any enthusiasm on his 

part would be justified is another matter (and it appears in any case to 

have evaporated by 77c-e, where he not only has to be reminded of his 

acceptance of the argument, but asks for another argument for the 

same conclusion). The best that can be said for this last section is that 

it has a slightly greater superficial plausibility (and ingenuity) than the 

earlier ones. But we should notice in any case that accepting the propo¬ 

sition in di—3 does not in itself entail accepting S.’s position: (a) every¬ 

thing might end up dead (though Cebes shows no signs of wanting to 

embrace that possibility); (b) even if souls themselves perished, the 

stuff out of which they were formed might be reused in the creation of 

new souls, just as, presumably, the matter of any body may be reused 

in the formation of new bodies; and (c) Simmias will later introduce 

a theory (at 86b-d) which would in a sense allow the soul to ‘come 

from the other things’ without entailing universal death. d8 έστι 

τώι δντι ‘really are facts’, καί έκ των τεθνεώτων ... ei είναι: τό is 

easily supplied after καί in both cases (thus giving three subjects for 

εστι). 

ei-2 καί ταΐς μέν γε κτλ. makes no sense in this context, and is clearly 

an interpolation from 6306-7. 
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7263-7735: the argument from recollection 

The previous argument claims to have shown that our souls survive death; this new 

argument sets out to provide a separate proof that they existed, and possessed 

intelligence (y6ci2-13; cf. yob2~f, before our birth, reasoning that ‘learning’ 

in the most important cases is really a matter of our being reminded of items of 

knowledge which we can only have acquired in a previous (discamate) existence. 

e3 καί μήν . . . γε: cf. 7ia3b. ύπολαβών: cf. 6oc8n. 03-4 καί κατ’ 

εκείνον . . . τόν λόγον is repeated in different forms, first in e6 (καί 

κατά τούτον), then in 73a2 (καί ταύτηι); only the last context tells us 

what really follows (or seems to follow) from the λόγος in question ‘too’ 

(καί, i.e. as well as from the previous argument). e6-y itself merely 

states part of the new argument, not its conclusion, λόγος here = 

‘statement’, ‘thing said’, e-j—5 όν σΰ εΐωθας θαμά λέγειν: the theory 

of learning as recollection was probably an invention of P.’s; and 

73a7~b2 strongly suggests an intended reference to Meno, where a 

slave-boy is shown allegedly discovering (or rather rediscovering) a 

mathematical truth for himself, prompted by questioning from Socrates 

(εάν τις καλώς έρωτάι, 73a&) and by the use of diagrams (εάν τις 

έττί τά διαγράμματα άγηι, bi). The effect of the fiction that the theory 

is already well known - at least to Cebes, and to Simmias (though he 

has forgotten the arguments for it: 73a4~6) - is both to allow this 

covert reference to Meno (so adding its argument to the present one: cf. 

73b8-g) and to avoid the necessity for a long explanation of what is 

after all a strange-sounding thesis. Its strangeness then provides an 

excuse for a new demonstration (73b3-io). e5 ήμΐν ‘for us’ (dative 

of relation), i.e. for human beings; when we learnt our knowledge ‘in 

some previous time’ (e6-y), learning presumably was not like this. 

e6 τυγχάνει ούσα ‘actually is’. e7 & νΰν άναμιμνηισκόμεθα ‘[the 

things] which we now [i.e., as 73a 1-2 confirms, in our bodily exis¬ 

tence] recollect’, or ‘of which we are now reminded’ (with ά as internal 

accusative): one can άναμιμνήισκεσθαι in Greek, just as one can ‘recol¬ 

lect’ (i.e. recover a lost item of memory) in English, without being 

reminded (i.e. by something or someone else: cf. e.g. Rep. 329a). The 

latter notion will be crucial to the argument of Phd., but was less 

important to that of Meno\ thus if there is a covert allusion to Meno here 

(see e4-5n.), that might be a reason for opting for the first translation 
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in this case - and after all the core of the doctrine in general is just that 

learning is the recovery (recollection) of knowledge once possessed. But 

no doubt S.’s prompting in Meno could be represented as ‘remind¬ 

ing’ (cf. 73aion.); and the way in which Simmias is made to play on 

the notion of reminding in the following interjection (a5~6) probably 

clinches the case. 

73a 1 el μή ήν που ήμΐν ή ψυχή ‘unless our (ήμΐν: dative as in e5) 

soul [s] were somewhere’. a2~3 ώστε καί ταύτηι κτλcf. Meno 86a-b. 

Strictly speaking, however, as Cebes himself later says (77c> following 

Simmias’ lead), that our souls pre-existed our birth does not entail 

that they will survive death, which is presumably what being αθάνατος 

(‘deathless’) primarily means. In this respect, Phd. appears as correct¬ 

ing Meno. 2l~j ένί μέν λόγωι . . . καλλίστωι ‘By one outstanding 

argument’ (άποδέδεικται is easily understood from a4~5 ττοΐαι .. . 

άποδείξεις). For εΤς with superlative, see e.g. LSJ s.v. ib; for μέν, see 

6idg-ion. (έπειτα in aio does not introduce a contrast.) a8-g αύτοί 

λέγουσιν πάντα ήι έχει ‘say for themselves everything as it is’, i.e. the 

truth about everything (about which they are questioned), ag καίτοι 

‘and yet’, ag-io καί ορθός λόγος: S. later suggests (76b5-6) that one 

of the conditions of possessing knowledge of something is the ability to 

‘give an account’ (δούναι λόγον) of it; and presumably that account 

must be ορθός (‘correct’), aio έπειτα ‘In that case’, referring back to 

the conditional clause εάν τις καλώς έρωτάι; Cebes then in effect re¬ 

peats that clause in a different form (εάν τις . . . των τοιούτων, bi), and 

completes the sentence in b2 with a variant of ag-10, which explained 

the implication of the original apodosis (αυτοί . .. έχει, a8-g). (For a 

nearly identical use of εΐτα, see Phdr. 22gc.) Tr. ‘In that case - if 

one takes them to diagrams or something else of that sort - it proves 

(κατηγορεί, used intransitively) most clearly that it is like this [i.e. that 

the knowledge was already in them].’ The process of‘taking them to 

diagrams’ is illustrated by the case of the slave-boy in Meno (cf. 7264- 

5η.), while ‘or something else of that sort’ might include any examples 

which would enable the person being questioned to see (for himself) 

what was true or false; both cases will fall under that referred to in 

a8 εάν τις καλώς ερωτάι, if they are not equivalent to it. σαφέστατα 

κατηγορεί in b2 and ενϊ .. . λογωι . . . καλλίστωι in ά~] will then refer to 
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the same proof, as logic seems to demand. aio-b2 as a whole is con¬ 

fused in expression, and deliberately so: see b8-gn. 

b5 ή καλούμενη μάθησις: cf. 64d3 τάξ ήδονάς καλούμενος. (Real learn¬ 

ing, of course, must be the acquisition of new knowledge.) b6 άπιστώ 

. . . ού ‘Disbelieve I do not ...’ b8 καί σχεδόν γε ... g καί πείθομαι 

‘And I almost (γε emphasising σχεδόν) remember already, from the 

things Cebes attempted to say [sc. however badly he said them], and 

I’m almost convinced.’ b9 ούδέν . . . ήττον ‘no less’, σύ έπεχεί- 

ρησας: έτπχειρεΐν (lit. ‘take in hand’) is here more ‘undertake’ than 

‘try’, which is what it is in b8; the play on the word (‘howyou εττεχεί- 

ρησαξ’) removes any sting that Cebes might have felt from b8. 

ci δήπου: cf. 64370. 04 παραγίγνηται ‘comes to [someone]’. C5-6 

λέγω δέ τινα τρόπον τόνδε ‘I mean in some such way as this’: the 

elaborate way in which S. introduces his description of άνάμνησις 

marks its fundamental importance to the argument. c6 έάν τις ... di 

έλαβεν; ‘If on seeing some one thing (τι ετερον), or hearing it, or 

perceiving it in some other way, someone not only recognises that 

thing, but also comes to have in mind (έννοεΐν) a second thing (καί 

ετερον), of which [lit.] there is not the same knowledge but another 

[i.e. knowledge of which is not entailed by knowledge of the other 

thing: see d3n.], are we not right in saying that he was reminded of this 

thing, of which he came to have the thought [which he came to have 

in mind]?’ Three further alleged features of άνάμνησις will shortly be 

added: (a) that it occurs especially (μάλιστα) in relation to things 

which have been forgotten ‘through lapse of time and lack of attention’ 

(e 1 —3); (b) that what one is reminded of may be either like or unlike 

the thing which does the reminding (€5-7433); and (c) that where it is 

like, one necessarily has in mind whether the resemblance is lacking in 

any respect or not (7435-7). The main part of the argument, which 

relates cases of ‘learning’ to this account of άνάμνησις, then begins at 

74a9· 

d2 πώς λέγεις; As the sequel shows, Simmias’ inability to understand 

relates to the complexity of the description rather than to any particu¬ 

lar item in it. d3 οίον τά τοιάδε T mean something like the follow¬ 

ing’; olov, as often, introduces an explanation, which continues until 
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ei. άλλη που επιστήμη Ανθρώπου καί λύρας: i.e. from the fact that 

one knows who a particular man is, it does not follow that one knows 

(is able to recognise) his lyre; nor vice versa (one can know that this is 

x’s lyre, without knowing x). d5 ούκοΰν: moving on to the next point 

(cf. 68d8n.) d6 τά παιδικά is probably a true plural, corresponding 

to oi έρασταί (cf. Symp. 178ε). d7 ϊγνωσάν τε . . . καί . . . έλαβον: 

gnomic aorists, indicating what generally happens (similarly άνεμνή- 

σθη in dg). dg ώσπερ γε καί: both ye and καί give added weight to 

the new, and more immediate, example, dio καί άλλα κτλ. ‘and 

there will, I suppose (που) be countless other cases of this sort’, dn 

μέντοι: affirmative, as e.g. at 6gd6; similarly at 74a 1. 

ei ούκοΰν . . . τό τοιοΰτον άνάμνησίς τίς έστι; ‘Then is this sort of 

thing a kind of άνάμνησίς?’ ‘This sort of thing’ is illustrated by the two 

examples just given, i.e. seeing one thing and coming to think of some 

different thing as well; but it is only ‘a kind of άνάμνησίς’, because as 

S. immediately goes on to say, there is a further important condi¬ 

tion that attaches to άνάμνησίς in the primary sense, ei— 3 μάλιστα 

μέντοι ... & ύπό χρόνου καί τοΰ μή έπισκοπεΤν ήδη έπελέληστο: ‘by 

[the passage of] time’ and ‘[by] not paying attention [to them]’ go 

together; the reference is to things which the person forgot at some past 

time - έπελέληστο, pluperfect, itself representing an action as com¬ 

pleted in the past (MT 43), and reinforced by ήδη (cf. LSJ s.v. 11) — 

because of long inattention. One could be ‘reminded’ of something 

which happened to be merely temporarily out of one’s mind, as proba¬ 

bly in the examples so far given: it would be a poor lover who had 

actually forgotten his beloved, and part of the point about Simmias 

and Cebes is presumably that they are close associates who are often 

found together. This, S. now suggests, is not άνάμνησίς in the primary 

sense (and if it were, it would clearly bring his argument to an abrupt 

halt: if learning were like that, it would not in the least help to establish 

the case for our existence before birth). έστιν ... 6 άναμνησθήναι 

Is there [such a case as] [someone’s] being reminded of a man on 

seeing a painted horse or (καί: cf. GP 292) a painted lyre?’ 

74aa άρ’ ούν ού . . . συμβαίνει ‘Then doesn’t it turn out [that ...]?’ 

I he significance for the argument of the feature of άνάμνησίς in ques¬ 

tion (to which S. later refers twice: see ci i-d2, 76a3~4) turns out to 

have to do with the peculiar nature of the things which are claimed to 
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do the reminding in the crucial case of‘learning’: that they are seen as 

both like and unlike what they remind us of. See by-gn., ci in. a5 άλλ’ 

δταν γε . . . άναμιμνήισκηταί τίς τι ‘But whenever someone is re¬ 

minded of something from things that are like (‘determinative’ ye, 

stressing this case to the exclusion of the other: GP 119). a6 

προσπάσχειν ‘experience in addition’. a6—7 έννοεΐν εϊτε τι έλλείπει 

κτλ. ‘[namely] having it in mind whether this [i.e. the thing from 

which the process of άνάμνησίξ starts] is lacking at all (τι) or not in its 

likeness to the thing of which he was reminded’. Whether in such cases 

(that of paintings, say - which is the only relevant example we have 

been given) we always, and necessarily, think consciously ‘is this a 

good likeness?’ seems doubtful. But all that the argument will require 

is that we can do so: S.’s sole purpose here is to prepare the way for the 

(independent) introduction of a similar claim about cases of‘learning’ 

in d4~7; and even if the claim turned out to hold universally of these, 

but only sometimes of (recognised) cases of άνάμνησις, that would not 

count against the former being included among the latter, ag σκόπει 

δή1 Well then, consider ...’ ag—10 φαμέν πού τι είναι ϊσον ... ιι—12 

αύτό τό ϊσον ‘We say, I suppose, that there is [exists] something equal 

- I don’t mean a stick [which is equal] to a stick, or a stone to a stone, 

or anything else of that sort, but some further thing over and above all 

of these, [i.e.] the equal by itself: are we to say that there is something 

[of the sort], or nothing?’ This is in essence a variant of the question in 

65d4~5 (φαμέν τι είναι δίκαιον αύτό ή ούδέν;), applied to a new exam¬ 

ple; see n. The new formulation strongly suggests that εστι τι ίσον/ 

δίκαιον (αύτό); is a way of applying the standard ‘is x something?’ 

question (see 64C2n.) to items like τό ίσον (αύτό), τό δίκαιον (αύτό); 

and the neuter singular of an adjective with the definite article is regu¬ 

larly used in Greek as an abstract noun (cf. ci ή ίσότης, which appears 

to be equivalent to τό ίσον here). S.’s question will then be ‘is there 

such a thing as equality by itself, which is different from the equality 

of one stick, or one stone, to another?’ Simmias agrees enthusiasti¬ 

cally that there is (bi). Exactly what it means to say that ‘equality 

by itself is [exists]’ is still unclear; but one new piece of information 

has been added, in the shape of the suggestion that this equality is 

separate from (‘something further, over and above’) all perceptible 

instances of equality. S. will provide an argument for this suggestion in 

b6-c6. 
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bi Having already answered φαμέν μέντοι νή Δία to the same sort of 

question at 65d6, Simmias now adds even more weight to his assent 

(θαυμαστώξ γε). b2 ή καί έπιστάμεθα αύτό δ ϊστιν lit. ‘Do we also 

(καί) know it (αύτό is here an ordinary pronoun: cf. b4 αύτοϋ), what 

it is?’ Cf. 75125-6 επιστήμην αυτού τού ίσου δτι έστιν. For other exam¬ 

ples of the relative introducing an indirect question, see LSJ s.v. os 

iv.6. ‘We’ here, as in 65d4 and 6, means (at least) primarily ‘we mem¬ 

bers of the Socratic [Platonic] circle’ (see 75d2~3n.); clearly not every¬ 

one could be said to know ‘the equal by itself’, especially if that had to 

include ‘giving an account’ of it (cf. 73ag-ion.). Some less restricted 

conception of knowledge could in principle be involved here; and in¬ 

deed Simmias will shortly suggest (76b 10-12) that if it comes to giving 

a proper account of things, S. is the only person capable of doing it. 

However, this remark is made after the introduction of other ‘forms’, 

like ‘the beautiful’, ‘the good’, ‘the just’, or ‘the pious’ (75C7~d3), and 

makes more sense in relation to these than in relation to ‘the equal’; it 

surely requires little ingenuity to construct an adequate account of the 

latter (e.g. ‘that which is commensurable with something else, and 

neither larger nor smaller’: cf. 75C8-9, which juxtaposes knowledge of 

‘the equal’ with knowledge of‘the greater’ and ‘the smaller’), whereas 

the difficulty of giving an account of the moral ‘forms’ is a recurrent 

theme of the Platonic dialogues (cf. e.g. Phdr. 263a-b, Pol. j285d- 

286a). Its relative straightforwardness may be part of the explanation 

for the choice of equality as the central example in the present argu¬ 

ment; certainly it would not help to choose a case in which the very 

possibility of ‘learning’, i.e. getting knowledge, was in doubt. b4 

πόθεν λαβόντες αύτοϋ τήν έπιστήμην; άρ’ ούκ έξ ών ... 6 έτερον δν 

τούτων; lit. ‘Having got the knowledge of it from where? Is it not the 

case that from the things we were mentioning just now, [that is] from 

seeing sticks or stones or some other equal things, from these we came 

to have that thing [i.e. the equal] in mind (έννοεΐν), [it] being different 

(έτερον) from these? The first question is ambiguous: it may relate to 

either the immediate or the ultimate source of the knowledge in ques¬ 

tion (see respectively C7-9 έκ τούτων ... των ίσων - i.e. equal sticks, 

stones, etc. — αυτού την έπιστήμην έννενόηκάς τε καί εΐληφας, and 

7606-9 πότε λαβοΰσαι αΐ ψυχα'ι ήμών τήν έπιστήμην οιύτών; ου γάρ 

δή άφ' ου γε άνθρωποι γεγόναμεν. ... πρότερον άρα). Taken in the 

second sense, it introduces the whole of the main part of the argument; 
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taken in the first, it merely introduces the next step (in the shape of the 

question άρ’ οϋκ έξ ών κτλ.). καί: i.e. in addition to whatever 

reasons you have for thinking so already (cf. an-bi, and especially 

Symp. 2ioe-2iib). b7~9 άρ’ ού λίθοι μέν ’ίσοι κτλ. ‘Don’t equal 

stones and sticks, while being the same [i.e. staying the same], some¬ 

times appear equal to one, but not to another?’ This sentence has been 

much discussed; the main issues are whether we should read (a) τώι μέν 

... τώι δέ or (b) τοτέ μέν ... τοτέ δέ (for which the evidence of the MSS 

is about equally balanced), and if the first, what is meant: τώι μέν ... 

τώι δέ could mean either (a.i) ‘[seem] to one person ... [not] to an¬ 

other’, or (a.2) ‘[equal] to one thing ... [not] to another’. The require¬ 

ments of the argument, however, seem to tip the balance decisively in 

favour of (a) over (b), and of (a.2) over (a.i). (a.i) and (b) would both 

reduce the point to one about how the ordinary equal things appear 

(equal sticks and stones are capable of appearing to this person here as 

equal, to that person there as unequal, or now, under one set of condi¬ 

tions, as equal, now under another as unequal); and while that may be 

sufficient for S.’s immediate needs (since the same will not hold of‘the 

equal by itself’, ci-2), it is not enough to support the further claim 

which he will introduce at d5~7 (see n.), without further justification, 

that the equal sticks and stones are somehow in themselves deficient in 

respect of equality, when compared with ‘the equal by itself’. Only 

{a.2) seems to come anywhere near meeting this requirement: a stone 

or stick which is equal to another (S. will be saying) is capable simulta¬ 

neously of appearing as (i.e. being seen as: φαίνεσθαι) equal to its pair 

(cf. a 10 ξύλον ... ξύλωι) and as unequal to some further stone or stick; 

if so, it will evidently be both equal and unequal, while remaining the 

same (ταϋτά όντα). Of course, we might reply that in relation to the 

first thing it is a perfectly good example of equality; but it would still 

be true to say that its membership of the class of equals is qualified and 

conditional (as that of‘the equal by itself’ allegedly is not). 

ci—2 αύτά τά ι'σα έστιν οτ€ άνισά σοι έφάνη , ή ή ίσότης άνισότης; 

lit. ‘Did the equals by themselves [or ‘equals by themselves’, referring 

to a class of such things: see below] sometimes (έστιν ότε = b8 ενίοτε: 

cf. 6233-50.) appear to you [to be] unequal, or equality [to be] in¬ 

equality?’ The usual interpretation of this line takes ‘the equals by 

themselves’ and ‘equality’ simply as alternative names for ‘the equal 
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by itself’: the point is (since a negative answer is clearly expected) that 

it, unlike equal stones and sticks, never appears to be the opposite of 

what it is (and so must be something different from them, C4-5). There 

are difficulties about taking at least αύτά τά ίσα in this way: most 

importantly, it would appear to imply that the ‘form’ of equality is to 

be conceived of as a set of two or more equal things, which apart from 

anything else would be at least superficially inconsistent with S.’s later 

claim that forms are among the things most likely to be incomposite 

(άσύνθετα, y8c-d). The phrase might be no more than a loose form of 

expression, in which the plural is suggested by the preceding reference 

to perceptible equals (cf. Owen 1968, 114—15). An alternative solution 

is to suppose that the set of things describable as ‘equal and nothing 

else’ contains other members besides the form: specifically, the many 

instances of equality ‘in’ particular things (see esp. I02b5-6n., I03b4~ 

5η., and Bluck 1959). In this case, S. will be establishing a truth about 

one member of the class (the form) by referring to something which is 

true of the class as a whole. For a related explanation, see Loriaux. 

(Parm. 129b αύτά τά δμοια gives no help with the present passage, 

since it raises identical problems of interpretation.) That ‘equals by 

themselves’ do not φαίνεται unequal (or equality inequality) will be 

true in both possible senses of φαίνεσθαι: neither are they seen as (cf. 

by-gn.) unequal (we do not see such things at all: cf. 65dg-io), nor do 

they seem so. C3 ούδεπώποτέ γε ‘Never yet, at any rate’. C4 ταΰτα 

. . . τά ϊσα: i.e., obviously, the equal stones and sticks of by-g, not αύτά 

τά ϊσα. C7~9 άλλα μήν έκ τούτων γ’ κτλ. ‘And yet (αλλά μην: GP 

340) ^ is from these (γε: see agn.) ... equals, which are different from 

that equal [as has just been shown], that you nevertheless have come 

to have in mind, and got, your knowledge of it?’ In that case, Simmias’ 

acquisition of his knowledge of the equal matches the initial (and in¬ 

complete) description of άνάμνησις in 73C4-9. cn ‘Then (ούκούν) 

[sc. you got your knowledge of it from them, it] being either like them 

or unlike [them]?’ In other words, the (immediate) ‘getting of the 

knowledge of the equal’ fulfils another of the conditions of άνάμνησις, 

the one laid down at a2-3· This follows from b6-c6: the equal will be 

on the one hand like equal stones and sticks, in so far as they are equal, 

but on the other unlike them (and so different from them), in so far as 

they are unequal. S. appears deliberately to leave it open under which 

guise they cause the equal to come to mind (we are said έννοεϊν it 
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merely from seeing them, b5-6). Although in CI4-7 their relationship to 

the equal seems at bottom to be treated as a case of likes to like (which 

would accord with one of P.’s ways of treating the relationship between 

forms and particulars: cf. iooai-3n.), what is stressed is the limited 

nature of the likeness - they ‘fall short’ of the equal (d6~7); and the 

respect in which they fall short, on the interpretation to be adopted, is 

their capacity to be seen as, and be, unequal as well as equal, which 

makes them unlike it. Thus when we get knowledge of the equal from 

them, we can legitimately be said to be getting knowledge either of like 

from likes, or of unlike from unlikes (and both options are still left open 

in 76a). But the only point relevant to the argument, as S. suggests 

(ci3-d2), is that on either alternative the case will still fit the relevant 

part of the description of άνάμνησις (7432-3). C13 διαφέρει δέ γε 

. . . ούδέν ‘But in any case (δέ γε, ‘pick[ing] up the thread’ after 

Simmias’ reply: GP 154) it makes no difference.’ C13—d2 έως αν κτλ. 

‘so long as, on seeing one thing, you come [i.e. one comes], from this 

sight, to have another in mind, whether like or unlike, it must have 

been [a case of] being reminded’. In fact, another important condition 

needs to be fulfilled, at least if there is to be άνάμνησις in the primary 

sense: what one is reminded of must have been forgotten (see 73ei-3n.). 

S. will return to this condition at a later stage (75C-d). Meanwhile, he 

attempts to demonstrate that our knowledge of the equal must origin¬ 

ally have been acquired before birth ^4-7505). 

d4 τί δέ; The point from which the demonstration begins is the one 

prepared for at 35-7: our awareness, when we are being put in mind 

of one thing by another like it, of the degree of the likeness. 1I4-5 

περί τά έν τοΐς ξύλοις τε καί οίς νυνδή έλέγομεν τοΐς ΐσοις: lit. ‘in 

relation to the [things] in the sticks and the equals which we were 

mentioning just now’, i.e. ‘in relation to what we perceive [or what 

happens] in the case of the sticks and in general (καί: see 58b6n.) the 

pairs of equal things ...’ d5 άρα φαίνεται: sc. the sticks, etc. d6 

αύτό τό S έστιν ϊσον: lit. ‘the what is equal by itself’; i.e., as before, 

what is just equal, equal and nothing else. d6~7 ή ένδεΐ κτλ. ‘or do 

they fall short of that (ένδεΐν used like a6 έλλείπειν; cf. 75b2 αύτοΟ 

ενδεέστερα) at all (τι) in respect of being such a thing (τοιοΟτον) as the 

equal, or [do they] not [fall short] at all?’ Simmias replies emphatically 

that they do. So (a) these things are equal, or at least can be referred 
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to as such; (b) they are not equal in the same way that the equal is; 

rather (c) they fall short of being such as it is (τοιοΰτον είναι olov is 

apparently identical in meaning to τοιαΟτ’ είναι olov, which is substi¬ 

tuted for it in a variation of the same formula at 75b7). (b) and (c) have 

frequently been interpreted in terms of a claim that perceptible equals 

are never perfectly equal; but such a claim is nowhere argued for (cer¬ 

tainly not in 65a-66a: cf. 65bio-nn., e2-3n.), and could hardly be 

derived directly from ordinary experience (why, for example, should 

one bronze casting not be exactly equal in size to another from the 

same mould - or ten cows exactly equal in number to ten more?). 

Given the proposed interpretation of b6—c6, however (b7~gn., ci — 

2n.), the importation of any large new premiss is in any case unneces¬ 

sary: perceptible equals are not ‘equal in the same way as the equal’ 

just in so far as they are capable also of being unequal, as the equal is 

not; they ‘fall short’ of it, therefore, just in not being simply equal, as it 

is. (This, of course, will leave as an open question what it means to say 

that the form of equal ‘is equal’: that is, whether ‘is’ here is the copula, 

so that ‘equal’ is being predicated of the form, or whether it is rather 

the ‘is’ of identity, so that all that is being said, as Gallop puts it (128), 

is that ‘the Form Equal is [identical with] Equal’. The first alternative 

certainly raises the more difficult questions; in particular, about what 

it is equal to. Cf. ci-2n.; and see further io6d5-7n.) dg ούκοΰν: 

again used to introduce a new point (as at 7ib6, 73d5, etc.), dg-io 

βούλεται . . . είναι ‘aims to be’, i.e. ‘tends towards being’. Aristotelian 

parallels (e.g. Me. eth. 11 igb34) suggest that the metaphor is as good 

as dead. 

e3~4 «νδεεστέρως δέ έχειν: sc. αυτού (a variation on d6~7 ένδεΐ ... 

εκείνου). e6 τί ούν; κτλ. ‘Well then? Have we or have we not our¬ 

selves (και ημείς, ‘we too’) had this sort of experience [i.e. the one 

referred to in dq. 7] in relation to equals and the equal by itself?’ 

75al~2 οτε τό πρώτον ΐδόντες τά ϊσα ένενοήσαμεν δτι όρέγεται κτλ. 

when we first came to have it in mind on seeing equals, that they strive 

... There is no implication that we came to have this complex idea as 

soon as we began seeing equal things, or seeing them as equal. 

άλλα μην: as at 74c7> αλλά μην announces one of the central premisses 

of the argument; similarly αλλα μέν δη (used as a variant of άλλα μήν: 

GP 394-5) in an. If we can only come to have the equal in mind from 

seeing or from perceiving in general (a5-8, cf. 7^4-6 and if it is 
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from (the same) acts of perception that we must come to have in mind 

that what we perceive falls short of the equal (aii-b2, cf. 74XI4-8), 

then, given that we must have known the equal prior to our first 

having the experience in question (i.e. recognising that perceptible 

equals fall short, 74dg-e8), we must have got the knowledge of it 

before we began to use our senses; otherwise we should never nave 

been able to compare perceptible equals to it (bq-g). If we did get it 

after that time, it must have come from the senses - but that is impossi¬ 

ble, since at any time that sense-experience put us in mind of the 

equal, it must also have put us in mind of the difference between it and 

the equals we perceive, which will imply that we knew it even before 

that. a7 'έκ τίνος άλλης τών αισθήσεων ‘from some other of the kinds 

of perceiving’. The argument from 73d onwards has been couched 

exclusively in terms of seeing; S. now reintroduces the other senses, 

which were included in the original account of άνάμνησις at 73C4-di. 

a7~8 ταύτόν δε κτλ. T count all these [as] the same’, ag ταύτόν γάρ 

έστιν ‘Yes, they are the same.’ βούλεται: cf. 74dg-ion. an άλλα 

μέν δή ϊκ γε τών αισθήσεων: άλλα μέν 5ή introduces a new step (GP 

394), while ye functions as at 74a5, 7407 - ‘Again, it is from our acts of 

sensing and from nowhere else’ (contrast ye in a9, which is ‘limitative’: 

‘at least’). 

bi τά έν ταΐς αίσθήσεσιν: sc. ίσα. bi—2 τοΰ δ ϊστιν ϊσον: see 74d6n. 

b4-6 πρό τοΰ άρα . . . αύτοΰ τοΰ ίσου οτι ϊστιν ‘Then it must, I 

imagine (που), have been before we began seeing and hearing and 

having the other sorts of sensations (τάλλα is internal accusative after 

αίσθάνεσθαι) that we actually got knowledge of what the equal by itself 

is’ (lit. ‘of the equal by itself, what it is’: cf. 74b2). b6 εΐ έμέλλομεν 

... 7 δτι ‘if we were going to refer the equals from our acts of sensing 

to it (έκεΐσε), [and to come to have in mind] that’. (‘Perhaps ... έκεΐσε 

άνοίσειν is felt as equivalent to έκεΐσε άναφέροντες έννοήσειν’, Hackforth, 

comparing 75a 1-2 ένενοήσαμεν δτι ορέγεται.) b7 προθυμεΐται: like 

a2 ορέγεται, a variation on 74dg βούλεται, playing on its literal mean¬ 

ing of‘want’, bio-11 ‘Well then (οΰκούν), it was as soon as we were 

born (γενόμενοι ευθύς) that we were seeing, hearing, and in possession 

of the other senses?’ 

ci ϊδει δέ γε . . . ; ‘And (δέ γε: cf. 74CI3n·) must we have ...?’ c4 

πριν γενέσθαι κτλ.: it would apparently have been possible for S. to 

move directly from here to his conclusion at 76c! 1 — 13 (‘Then our souls 
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did exist even before they were in human form Instead, he gives 

Simmias a choice: either we have retained our pre-natal knowledge of 

the equal and the other ‘forms’ all along, in which case we all actually 

know, now, the most important philosophical truths, or we lost it at 

birth, and have to recover it through ‘learning’. This strategy is intelli¬ 

gible, however, given that the original project was to demonstrate the 

pre-existence of the soul by way of the theory of learning as άνάμνησις. 

Even if it has been established that our knowledge was originally ac¬ 

quired before birth (and Simmias himself will briefly raise an objection 

at 76c 14-15), the theory ofavdqvqais itself requires it to be shown that 

that knowledge is somehow lost (see 73ei—3> 74CI3_d2n.) - and in the 

specific case of equality, it is perhaps not obvious that it is (for exam¬ 

ple, having some workable sort of knowledge of equality is implied in 

the very ability to use the word ‘equal’, which will take one back, if not 

as far as birth, then close to it). Hence the fact that our attention is 

immediately switched, in cg-d5, to more problematic cases: cf. 74b2n. 

But the strategy also has rhetorical and dramatic advantages: it gives 

P. the opportunity to relax the somewhat constricted style forced on 

him by the complex argument of the preceding pages, and at the same 

time to reintroduce S. in his key role as the dying philosopher (76bιο¬ 

ί 2). C7 ούκοΰν ei μέν ... ίο σύμπαντα το τοιαΰτα; ‘Now if, having 

got it before being born, we were born with it (εχουτες, sc. αύτήν), did 

we know both before we were born and as soon as we were born not 

only the equal and the larger and the smaller [cf. 74b2n.] but also 

absolutely all such things?’ This question begins by putting the first of 

the two options (see preceding n.) exclusively in terms of the equal, but 

ends by extending the scope of the discussion to all ‘forms’. The follow¬ 

ing two sentences (cio-d5) constitute a kind of parenthesis justifying 

this extension; d7 εί μέν γε ... έτπλελήσμεθα then repeats cy-8 εΐ μέν . . . 

εχοντες έγενόμεθα, while applying it to the newly extended field, and 

both occurrences of μέυ (since they now attach essentially to the same 

case) are answered by δέ in e2. cio-ii ού . . . μάλλόν τι ‘not ... 

more at all’. 

d2 οίς έπισφραγιζόμεθα ... 3 άποκρινόμενοι: lit. ‘on which we set this 

seal, “what is”, both in our questions, when we ask questions, and 

in our answers, when we give answers’; i.e. which we label ‘what is 

[equal, beautiful, good, etc.]’ (cf. 74d6n., 75bi-2) in our dialectical 

(philosophical) exchanges (cf. 6icio-d2n., 63d7n.). There could be no 
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clearer way of indicating that δ εστι is a technical term (or of con¬ 

firming the scope of‘we’ in this context: cf. 74b2n., 65d4-5n.). Three 

other interpretations of δ εστι are in principle possible: (a) ‘that which 

is [exists]’; (b) ‘that which [e.g. the equal, the beautiful, or the good] 

is’; (c) ‘that which is’, where this somehow combines (a) and (b). (b) is 

Gallop’s choice, (c) apparently that of Loriaux. (a) and (c) face the 

objection that they are irreconcilable with the two immediately pre¬ 

ceding passages in Phd. itself in which δ εστι appears to be used in the 

kind of technical way suggested by the present passage, i.e. 74d6 and 

75bi-2 (cf. also 78d4, 5η., and 92d8-gn.). (b), on the other hand, will 

fit both 74d6 and 75b 1-2, if Ισον can be taken as subject of the phrase 

(thus Gallop translates, in the second case, ‘what equal is’). But given 

that the emphasis of the surrounding context is on the difference be¬ 

tween the ways in which particular equals and the form are equal (see 

74CI-2 and esp. d5-6), and given also the position of ίσον in 74d6 (if 

it is to be read there at all) and 75b 1-2, it seems easier and more 

natural to take it as predicate rather than subject. What sense ‘is’ 

has will still remain uncertain: see 74d6~7n. <14 τούτων πάντων τάς 

έπιστήμας: lit. ‘our knowledges of all these’, i.e. our knowledge of the 

beautiful, our knowledge of the good, etc. For related uses of the plural 

of επιστήμη, see Theaet. 1976-2000, Phdr. 276c. Λη καί el μέν γε ... 

8 εΐδέναι ‘[It is] also [necessary], if having got [our knowledge of the 

beautiful, the good, etc.] we did not forget [it] in each case [or ‘on 

each occasion’, έκάστοτε], that we should be born knowing always [or 

‘should always be born knowing’] and should know throughout life.’ 

The alternative translations of έκάστοτε and άεί1 (in brackets) repre¬ 

sent the normal way of taking the sentence, and would import a refer¬ 

ence to the idea of rebirth. But that is irrelevant to the argument, 

and would anticipate both its conclusion and its formal combination 

with the argument from opposites at 77C-d. The translations adopted 

(suggested by Jowett and Hackforth respectively) give the points re¬ 

quired: that if we did not forget any part of our knowledge, we must 

always possess every part (so that everyone ought to know about the 

things just mentioned, the beautiful, the good, etc., whereas in fact 

they do not: 76b5-c3). The second point is in any case contained in άε'ι 

διά βίου είδέναι: for a similar repetition, see 72b3~4. μέν γε (d7): γε 

here, and in e2, gives extra weight to the clause as a whole (‘deter¬ 

minative’ γε again, as at 7435, etc.; similarly at 76a 1, 5: GP 159, 

115). dg λαβόντα: sc. τινά. 
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e2 οϊμαι is parenthetical, and does not affect the syntax of the sen¬ 

tence. γιγνόμενοι άπωλέσαμεν ‘we lost [our knowledge] on being 

born’, ββ—4 περί αύτά έκείνας . . . τάς έπιστήμας = d4 τούτων 

πάντων τάς έπιστήμας. β4 ποτέ καί πριν ‘at some earlier time too’. 

β5~6 άρ’ ούχ . . . εϊη ‘wouldn’t what we call learning be recovering 

knowledge which is our own (οΐκείαν)?’ 

76ai δυνατόν γάρ δή τοϋτό γε έφάνη ‘Yes, because (yap, reinforced 

by δή) this (τούτο γε: ‘determinative’ γε again, as at 74a5, etc.) seemed 

possible, [namely that ...].’ ai-2 αίσθόμενόν τι ή ίδόντα ή άκού- 

σαντα ή . . . λαβόντα ‘on perceiving something - whether seeing it or 

hearing it or getting some other kind of [sense-perception] of it’. a3 

έπλησίαζεν ‘was close’. a4 δυοΐν θάτερον ‘one of two things [sc. is the 

case]’. a5 αύτά: cf. 75e2-3n. a6—7 ούδέν άλλ’ ή άναμιμνήισκονται 

ούτοι ‘these [are doing] nothing except being reminded’. 

b3 ούκ 'έχω κτλthis is not slowness on Simmias’ part, but a reaction 

to two more or less equally unpalatable alternatives - since in different 

ways both would do away with the apparently familiar process of 

learning. b5 δούναι λόγον: ‘giving an account’ here seems to mean 

giving a definition which can be rationally defended; see 78di-2, and 

Rep. 534b-c. b8 ή καί δοκοΰσί σοι πάντες ϊχειν ‘Does everyone re¬ 

ally (καί) seem to you able ...?’ b8—9 τούτων ών νυνδή έλέγομεν: 

i.e. the things mentioned in 75c 1 i-d2, the beautiful, the good, the just, 

the pious (and so on). The Platonic dialogues are full of people failing 

to ‘give an account’ of such things: so Hippias fails with beauty in 

HMa. (if that is genuinely Platonic), Thrasymachus with justice in Rep. 

1, Euthyphro with piety in Eulh. bio βουλοίμην μεντάν T should 

certainly like [sc. that to be the case].’ ‘In potential statements, [μέν- 

τοι] with άν and optative, by crasis, μένταν, expressing lively surprise 

or indignation’, GP 402. bio—12 άλλα πολύ μάλλον κτλ.: in what 

are probably the earlier dialogues, like Euth., S. is found acting out 

the role he attributes to himself in Ap., of the person who only differs 

from others in knowing his ignorance; and in Rep. vi (5o6b-507a) he 

openly declares himself ignorant of the good. In Book iv, however, he 

has advanced at least to provisional definitions of seme of the virtues, 

and perhaps the ability to do that would count as giving an account 

άξίως (bi2). 
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c6~7 ού γάρ δή κτλ. ‘Certainly not (ού γάρ δή ... γε: GP 243) since 

we were born as human beings.’ C12-13 καί φρόνησιν είχον: cf. 

7ob3-4· C14 el μή άρα ‘unless after all’. άμα γιγνόμενοι ‘at the 

same time as we were being born’. Simmias attempts to go back a step: 

given that we must have had the relevant pieces of knowledge once, 

and must have acquired them before we began using our senses (74d4~ 

7503), why should that not have happened at the very moment of 

birth, rather than being pushed back into some previous period? The 

proper place for the objection, then, would have been in 75c; P. delays 

it, however, because its refutation (di-4) depends on the point intro¬ 

duced in the intervening section, namely that the knowledge originally 

acquired must have been lost. 

di είεν, ώ έταΐρε κτλ. ‘Very well, dear boy; but at what other time, 

may I ask, do we lose them?’ ποιος suggests a note of scorn (cf. Burnet). 

d2 ού γάρ δή . . . γε: see c6~7n. d3 ή έν τούτωι άπόλλυμεν έν ώιπερ 

και λαμβάνομεν; Or we lose them at the very time at which we also 

get them?’, where the ‘also’ (καί) logically belongs in the main clause 

rather than the relative clause: cf. GP 295-6. d5 ούδέν είπών ‘talk¬ 

ing nonsense’. d8 & θρυλοΰμεν άεί ‘which we are always talking 

about’, i.e. in our discussions (see 75di-3), including the present one. 

(For θρυλεΐν, see also 65b3·) d8~9 πάσα ή τοιαύτη ούσία: lit. ‘all 

being of that sort’: ούσία, a noun originally derived from the verb 

είναι, is here applied collectively to a group of things in virtue of their 

‘being’, i.e. existing (hence ‘existents of this sort’), dg τά έκ τών 

αισθήσεων πάντα άναφέρομεν: cf. 75b6-7- 

ei-2 What ‘was there before’ (ύττάρχουσαν ττρότερον), is ‘rediscov¬ 

ered’ (άνευρίσκοντες), and ‘is ours’ (ήμετέραν ουσαν) is clearly not the 

ουσία in question, as the text literally says, but our knowledge of it. 

e2 άπεικάζομεν ‘we compare’. e2 άναγκαΐον ... 5 είρημένος εϊη ‘it is 

necessary that just as these (καί ταΰτα, with emphatic καί: i.e. the things 

referred to in d8-g, not the ταΰτα of e2) exist, just so too (καί2) does 

our soul even (καί3) before we were born; but if these do not exist, this 

argument of ours will have been gone through [lit. ‘said’] in vain’. 

As e5~7 confirms, S.’s point is no more than that the force of the 

preceding argument will depend on the truth of the claim that things 

like ‘the beautiful’ and ‘the good’ (i.e. ‘forms’) exist. In so far as that 

claim (and even its meaning: cf. 7439- 12η.) remains unestablished, so 
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too then will the pre-existence of the soul, es ϊση άνάγκη: i.e. what¬ 

ever degree of necessity is involved in the first case (which might be 

none at all) will carry over to the second. e6 πριν καί ήμΰς γεγονέναι 

‘before we were actually born’, ey καί εΐ μή ταΰτα, ούδέ τάδε ‘and if 

not these, not τάδε either’, where τάδε refers to τάς ήμετέρας ψυχάς 

(είναι) ... (i.e. ‘if it is not the case that these exist, neither is it the case 

that our souls ...’). e8 ύπερφυώς . . . δοκεΐ μοι ... 77a2 ήν σύ νϋν 

λέγεις ‘There appears to me to be emphatically (ύπερφυώς, lit. ‘extra¬ 

ordinarily’) the same necessity [sc. in both cases], and it is oppor¬ 

tune indeed (‘intensive’ γε, as at 6ocg, etc.) that the argument takes 

refuge in [lit.] the like existence of both our soul before birth and the 

being of which you now speak’ (referring to e2—4 ούτως ώσπερ ... 

ττρίν γεγονέναι ημάς). For εις καλόν, used adverbially (‘opportunely’), 

see Meno 8ge, Symp. 174ε; for the metaphor καταφεύγει ό λόγος (which 

makes the argument the prey, and Socrates and Simmias the hunters), 

cf. 63a2 and 88dg, with Burnet’s nn. 

77a2 ού γάρ έχω ... 3 ώς τοΰτο, τό ... ‘For I for my part (εγωγε) 

have nothing which is as plain to me as this, [namely] that .. .’ This 

explains εις καλόν ... καταφεύγει ό λόγος: if the argument depends on 

accepting this, Simmias at least has no qualms. a3—4 είναι ώς οίόν 

τε μάλιστα: either (a) ‘are [exist] as certainly as anything could’ (cf. 

Hackforth), or (b) ‘are [exist] to the highest possible degree’ (cf. e.g. 

Gallop). The idea of degrees of being is undoubtedly Platonic (see e.g. 

Rep. 585b-c), but probably could not be introduced in so casual a 

way; and (a) is in fact all that the context requires. a5 έμοιγε ‘for me, 

at least’. 

77a6—78b3: Cebes asks for further reassurance 

This short section links the first two arguments (the cyclical argument and the 

argument from recollection), and introduces the third, the ‘affinity’ argument. 

77a6 τί δέ δή Κέβητι; is equivalent to τί δέ δή; ικανώς άττοδέδεικται 

Κέβητι; (For τί δέ δή, cf. 65ag, d4·) a8 καίτοι ‘and yet’, ag άλλ’ 

‘Still’ (i.e. despite the fact that he is an obstinate sceptic about argu¬ 

ments). aio ούκ ένδεώς τοΰτο πεπεΐσθαι αύτόν, δτι ‘that he has 

been fully (ούκ ένδεώς: cf. the use of ένδεΐ, ένδεεστέρως, ένδεέστερος in 

the preceding argument) persuaded of this, [namely] that’. 



COMMENTARY: 77bl-77d8 179 

bi εί ‘whether’. b2 ούδέ αύτώι μοι δοκεΐ . . . άποδεδεΐχθαι ‘doesn’t 

seem even to me to have been demonstrated’. b3 ένέστηκεν ‘is block¬ 

ing the way’ (a military metaphor: cf. Thuc. 3.23). νυνδή: 70a. 

b3~5 τό των πολλών , όπως μή . . . τέλος ήι ‘the [fear] of the many, 

that at the same time as the person is dying his soul is scattered, and 

that this is its end’. For όπως μή instead of plain μή after expressions of 

fearing (here easily supplied from the context, supported by 70a), see 

MT 370. διασκεδάννυται is to be taken as a form of the subjunctive, in 

place of διασκεδαννύηται (similarly ei διασκεδάννυσιν, for διασκεδαν- 

νόηι; cf. also the optative form ττήγνυτο at 1 i8aQ, for πηγνύοιτο): the 

normal way of expressing fears about what may be the case (or may 

turn out to be the case) is with the subjunctive, as also in (όπως μή) 

αυτήι τού είναι τέλος ήι, the present indicative being reserved for cases 

where what is feared is something actually occurring now (so e.g. at 

8402-3 φοβεΐσθε μή ... νϋν διάκειμαι: cf. MT 92, 369.1). b6 γίγνεσθαι 

‘come into being’. b6~7 άλλοθέν ποθεν: i.e. from some source other 

than itself. The possibility Simmias raises here is not quite the one that 

S. raised and rejected at 72d, since that did not include pre-existence 

(καί είναι πριν κτλ.); but it will be covered by his argument there, as he 

proceeds to point out (c-d). b8 καί αύτήν ‘it too’. 

ci— 2 φαίνεται . . . ώσπερ ‘it seems as if’ (cf. Phdr. 270ό, Ar. Clouds 

1276). C2 ού δει: i.e. τούτου δ δει άττοδεδεΐχθαι. c6 μέν: as d4~5 

shows, the μέν is answered by d5 όμως δέ, and in effect signals in 

advance that a concession is going to be made: ‘It has actually been 

shown even now (07 και νυν) ... All the same ...’ 

d2—3 τοΰ τεθνάναι ‘being dead’. <14 έπειδή γε ‘given only that’ 

(see GP 143). <14-5 άποδέδεικται κτλ. ‘Well then (ouv), the point 

in question (όπερ λέγεται, lit. ‘what is being said’) has been shown 

even now’ (picking up the beginning of the speech at c6—7). d5 

δοκεΐς ... 7 έτι μάλλον T think you and Simmias would like to work 

through this point (τούτον ... τόν λόγον = d5 όπερ λέγετε = d3~4 

(τήν ψυχήν) καί έπειδάν άποθάνηι είναι) too (καί), still further’ (i.e. 

even though it has already been covered). d7 τό τών παίδων: cf. 

b3~4 τό τών πολλών (tr. ‘like children’). d7~8 ώς άληθώς ‘liter¬ 

ally’: S. plays on Cebes’ language at 70a, which Simmias has here re¬ 

called in 77b. d8-ei διαφυσάι καί διασκεδάννυσιν: both subjunc¬ 

tives (see b3-5n.). 
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e3 ώς δεδιότων: sc. ημών: ‘as though we were afraid’ (i.e. of what you 

say we are afraid of); the gen. abs. is used despite the fact that the 

accusative ημάς has to be supplied after άναπειθειν. e4 μάλλον δέ ... 

5 φοβείται ‘or rather, not as though we were afraid [of it], but [lit.] 

perhaps there is even in us [sc. adults] a child who fears such things’, 

i.e. ‘but as though there were a child in us ...’ e6 μεταπείθειν: if the 

simple form πείθειν (ay, 9) denotes persuading in general, μεταπείθειν 

means to persuade someone to change (μετά-) his or her opinion; simi¬ 

larly perhaps άναπείθειν (e4). eg έως άν έξεπάισητε ‘until you suc¬ 

ceed in charming it out of him’. The reading έξεπάισητε seems on 

balance preferable to έξεπάισηται (and to έξιάσηται): the middle έξε- 

πάισηται seems difficult to justify, and even if Cebes does not respond 

immediately to the suggestion that he and his friends are the ones to do 

the ‘charming’ (cf. Verdenius), S. means it seriously (7837-9). (έπάι- 

δειν also appears at 114d7, in an interestingly different role.) 

78a2 επειδή σύ . . . ήμάς Απολείπεις: good arguments are similarly 

represented as έπωιδαί at Charm. 157a. a.4 πολλά δέ καί τά τών βαρ¬ 

βάρων γένη ‘and there are many races of non-Greeks too’, sc. έν οΤς 

ενεισί που αγαθοί άνδρες. Characteristically, S. declines to accept Cebes’ 

praise: presumably (που) the human race as a whole (= Greeks + 

non-Greeks) is large enough to contain good men . . . But the seri¬ 

ousness of this suggestion (and so also the tone of the ‘presumably’) is 

immediately put in doubt by the reference to money in 35-7; S. has 

little regard for those who expect payment in return for their wisdom 

(i.e. the ‘sophists’ and rhetoricians: see e.g. Ap. igd-20c). Cebes may 

actually find better resources closer to hand (ay-g). διερευνάσθαι 

‘track down’. a6—7 ούκ έστιν είς δτι κτλ. ‘there is nothing on which 

you could more opportunely spend money’. ay-8 ζητεΐν δέ χρή και 

αύτούς μετ’ άλλήλων ‘But you must also search by yourselves along 

with one another’: as Socrates’ next words confirm (‘for neither per¬ 

haps would you easily find people able to do this more than you’), the 

implied object of ζητεΐν is έπωιδάς, i.e. ways of charming away the 

fears of the ‘child’ (arguments), rather than έπωιδόν (cf. Verdenius). 

aio—bi άλλα ταΰτα μέν δή κτλ: άλλα ... δή prepares us for the main 

point, given in όθεν δέ κτλ. (see GP 241, on 95by): ‘That will certainly 

be done; but let us return [to the point] from where we left [the argu¬ 

ment] behind, if that meets with your approval.’ άπελίπομεν: Cebes’ 
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repetition of the same verb that he used in a2, but with a different 

object, perhaps signals his acceptance of S.’s implied rebuke - what 

matters is the argument, not the effect on him and his friends of S.’s 

imminent departure. 

b2 άλλα μην . . . γε: cf. 58d7n., d4n. (T certainly am happy’), πώς 

γάρ ού μέλλει; lit. 'how is it likely that it should not [meet with my 

approval]’, i.e. ‘of course’ (cf. LSJ s.v. μέλλω i.f). 

78b4~84b8: the argument from ‘affinity’ 

Socrates next argues that soul is immortal by reference to its affinity to the un¬ 

changing and incomposite forms’. In the course of the argument, especially in its 

later stages, he reintroduces and expands the central themes of his ‘defence’, which 

initially gave rise to the discussion of immortality, so renewing his plea for the life 

of philosophy. 

78b4-5 δει ημάς άνερέσθαι έαυτούς: what follows will thus be an 

example of what S. proposed at a7~8, ζητεΐν ... αυτούς μετ’ άλλήλων. 

b5 τώι ποίωι τιν'ι άρα προσήκει ‘to what sort of thing it actually 

belongs’ (‘actually’ is meant to render άρα, which in such cases ‘in 

effect ... does little more than add liveliness to the question’: GP 39). 

προσήκει = ‘belongs to’, indicating a somewhat loose relation: if prop¬ 

erty F is said to ‘belong to’ item G in this sense, no more may be meant 

than that Fmay reasonably be expected to attach to G (but see 68C5- 

6). Cf. 8obg, where what is said to ‘belong to’ body (to be quickly 

dissolved into its parts) turns out either not to be true of it at all, or 

only usually and in most respects. b7 ού is indispensable for the sense, 

but, curiously, absent from all MSS. αύ ‘in turn’. b8 πότερον 

‘which of the two’. 

ci τώι μέν συντεθέντι τε καί συνθέτωι δντι φύσει ‘what has been 

compounded [i.e. put together] and is composite by nature’: what is 

‘composite by nature’ can evidently still be said συυτεθήυαι (c2); this 

second description does not therefore introduce something in addition 

to τό συντεθέν, but merely makes it clear that that description includes 

natural entities as well as artificial ones (which have literally been 

‘put together’). C2 τούτο simultaneously refers backwards, to b6 τό 

διασκεδάννυσθαι, and forwards, to διαιρεθήναι ταύτηι ήιπερ συυετέθη 
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(‘being divided in the way in which it was compounded , i.e., presum¬ 

ably, into the parts from which it was compounded), which is S. s 

interpretation of διασκεδαννυσθαι. On προσηκει, see b5n.. S. is not 

proposing that if something has parts, it must necessarily undergo divi¬ 

sion, but only that it is this sort of thing that we should expect to be 

divided. The relationship between incompositeness and indivisibility, 

on the other hand (C3-4), is clearly meant to be a necessary one. But 

that προσήκει should be made to cover this case too is both stylistically 

convenient and logically unobjectionable: if the mcomposite is neces¬ 

sarily indivisible, it will also be true that indivisibility belongs to it in 

some weaker sense. 03—4 τούτωι μόνωι . . . ειπερ τωι αλλωι: for the 

apparent illogicality, cf. 62a2-3n. c6-8 ούκοΰν άπερ άει κτλ. ‘Well 

then, isn’t it most likely that the things that always remain in exactly 

the same state (κατά ταύτά and ωσαύτως are here equivalent expres¬ 

sions, paired for emphasis: cf. 7802-5, Gallop 137, and Verdenius) are 

the things that are incomposite [sc. and therefore indivisible], whereas 

[it is most likely, isn’t it, that] the things that are now like this, now like 

that, and never the same (τά ... κατά ταύτά, sc. εχοντα), are compos¬ 

ite?’ All that can strictly be derived from ci-4 is that if something is 

divided, it must be composite (see b5n. and C2n., and b6-7 υπέρ τού 

ποιου τίνος (προσήκει) δεδιέναι μή πάθηι αυτό), and that only in the 

case of the incomposite is division ruled out. This will leave it open that 

what is composite might nevertheless not be divided (so for example 

72a-d assumed the permanence of the universe itself, which is cer¬ 

tainly a composite thing). It will then follow that if there are any 

things that are actually unchanging (where change includes being di¬ 

vided), they will be the most likely candidates for membership of the 

class of the incomposite; while at the same time there will be no cer¬ 

tainty that they belong to it. (Similarly, things which are always 

changing are only the most likely candidates for compositeness, so that 

there might be things that were incomposite, and so not subject to 

division, but which were nevertheless permanently changing in other 

respects. There seem to be no grounds for Gallop’s suggestion (138) 

that change of any kind is understood to depend on the rearrangement 

of parts.) The next step (cio-d7) will be to identify a group of things 

which fit the description ‘unchanging’: the forms. For the double δέ 

in C7-8 (τά δέ ... ταΰτα δέ) see GP 183-4; the second reinforces the 
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contrast marked by the first (‘whereas ..cio δή: cf. 7id5n. έφ’ 

άπερ: sc. ήιμεν. cio-di έν τώι έμπροσθεν λόγωι: 74a— 77a- 

di—2 αύτή ή ουσία ής λόγον δίδομεν τοΰ είναι καί έρωτώντες καί 

άποκρινόμενοι ‘The very set of existents of whose essence we give an 

account in our dialectical exchanges’: ουσία is used as at 76d8-g (see 

n.), while τό είναι substitutes for ουσία in the sense of ‘essence’ (see 

65d 13). είναι is taken by Verdenius to ‘refer to ... existence’; but in the 

previous argument, to which we have just been referred, ‘giving an 

account’ in relation to the forms was connected with knowing what 

each of them is, rather than merely that it is (exists): see 74-b2n., 75b5~ 

6n. καί έρωτώντες καί άποκρινόμενοι also takes us back to the same 

argument: see 75d2-3n. d2—3 ωσαύτως άεί έχει κατά ταύτά: ωσαύ¬ 

τως in this case strictly qualifies έχει κατά ταϋτά (‘is it always identi¬ 

cally in the same state ... ?’); but the effect is scarcely different from c6 

κατά ταύτά καί ώσαύτως. d3 αύτό τό ϊσον ... \ τό όν ‘the equal by 

itself, the beautiful by itself, each “what is [F]” by itself, that which 

[just] is [F]’. ό εστιν in έκαστον 6 εστιν must be taken as the technical 

formula which was introduced in 75d 1 —3, in a virtually identical con¬ 

text (extending a point from particular forms to forms in general); see 

75d2~3n. τό όν is the participial version ofo έστι, and seems merely to 

serve to give the sentence a more manageable subject: on the interpre¬ 

tation adopted, it is shorthand for the whole of αύτό έκαστον ό έστι, to 

which it stands in apposition. (Gallop, e.g., appears to take όν here in 

an existential sense; but that P. should here be using the description 

‘that which exists’ to pick out the forms is made unlikely by 7ga6 των 

όντων, in which είναι must be used existentially, and which refers 

indiscriminately both to forms and to particular things in the physical 

world.) d4~5 μή . . . ένδέχεται ‘do they ever admit of any change 

whatever?’ The μή suggests that a negative answer is expected, as 

indeed it is; but a translation which emphasises this will make nonsense 

of the next question (Or do they always remain the same?’). Cf. Gorg. 

488b. <15 αύτών έκαστον δ έστι: lit. ‘each “what is” of them’, i.e. 

each member of the class in question (forms), to which we attach the 

label ‘what is [F]’. έκαστον 6 έστι needs plainly to be taken in the same 

way as in the line before. «15-6 μονοειδές δν αύτό καθ’ αύτό ‘being 

uniform in and by itself’, i.e. when considered in and by itself, apart 
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from its counterparts in the world of the senses (cf. Loriaux). Particu¬ 

lar beautiful things, for example, have a habit of changing (dio-e4); 

but there is only one way of being ‘the beautiful by itself’. For αΰτό 

καθ’ αυτό, see 64C5~8n. dio τί δέ των πολλών καλών . . . ; ‘And 

what [sc. do you say] about the many beautiful [things] ... ?’ Cf. τί δέ 

. .. περί at 65ag; for verbs of speaking and thinking (unusually) with 

plain genitives, see e.g. Soph. El. 317, (P.) Rep. 459b. 

ei [ή καλών]: editors are divided about whether to delete ή καλών 

here or καλών in dio (the text hardly makes sense with both); but 

the decisive consideration seems to be that ή πάντων τών κτλ. (e2) 

makes it necessary to take ίσων as substantive (= τών πολλών ίσων) 

rather than as adjective, as it would be if καλών (dio) were removed 

(*... the many things, such as men, etc., [i.e.] either equal men, etc., 

or ...’). e2 πάντων τών έκείνοις όμωνύμων ‘all the things that share 

the same names as those things’, i.e. all the types of things that share 

the same names as the corresponding forms (as e.g. equal things share 

the name ‘equal’ with ‘the equal by itself’). e2~3 παν τούναντίον 

έκείνοις ‘in complete contrast with those things’. «3—4 ούτε αύτά 

αύτοΐς . . . κατά ταύτά; ‘[are they] practically (ώς έπος είπεϊν) never 

in any way the same (κατά ταύτά) either as themselves or as each 

other?’ Particular equal and beautiful things are almost always chang¬ 

ing, in every respect, and so vary both in relation to what they previ¬ 

ously were themselves, and in relation to other things (cf. Gallop). 

With ώς επο$ είπεϊν, S. recognises the exaggeration, which corresponds 

to the emphatic contrary claim claim in d6~7 in relation to forms. e5 

ούτως αύ . . . ταΰτα T agree with your description in this case too 

(αύ).’ 

79aI καν . . . καν . . . καν: the καί in κάν is emphatic (cf. 63cgn.), but 

at least in the second and third cases also connective. a3 άλλωι logic¬ 

ally belongs outside the relative clause (‘there is nothing else with 

which ...’). a4 άιδή . . . ούχ ορατά: ούχ ορατόν explains the unusual 

and poetic αιδές, required for the pun (άιδής/"Αιδης) which surfaces 

explicitly at 8od5-6. ‘Unseen’/'invisible’ here is clearly shorthand for 

imperceptible by any of the senses’, which in turn seems to imply 

‘non-bodily’, άσώματος: see 8565. (For a defence of the reading άιδή, 

in preference to άειδή, see Burnet.) a6 θώμεν ούν . . . δντων ‘So do 

you want us to posit two kinds of existent things ... ?’ 
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bi φέρε δή introduces a crucial stage in the argument (the application 

of the results so far obtained to the case of soul and body); cf. 63b4. 

άλλο τι: see 70cgn. That ‘part of ourselves is body, part soul’ has of 

course been assumed at least since 64c (the definition of death as the 

separation of soul from body). b4~5 φαμέν αν είναι . . . τό σώμα 

‘do we say that the body would be’ (cf. 7obion.). The body can hardly 

fail to be ‘more like’ and ‘more akin to’ the class of the visible, sc. than 

that of the invisible (as Cebes’ answer implies), since it is itself patently 

a member of the class. Cf. bi2-i7, where S. moves from ‘soul is 

unseen/invisible’ to ‘soul is more like the invisible [than the body]’. A 

claim of this kind is needed to prepare the way for the desired conclu¬ 

sion (8oa-b) that soul shares other features which have been attrib¬ 

uted to the visible (via the forms: permanence (i.e. lack of change), and 

therefore (most likely) incompositeness), in turn entailing indivisibility 

or indissolubility. b8 ούχ ΰπ’ άνθρώπων γε: άνθρωποι are here prob¬ 

ably being contrasted not so much with gods as with disembodied 

souls (see esp. 7607 άφ’ ou ... άνθρωποι γεγόναμεν, 76cι ι-ΐ2, 77^7)· 

According to the traditional/Homeric view of death, which Cebes is 

still in effect representing (see 70a, 77d-e), ψυχαί (i.e. the shades of 

the dead) are in fact visible - though not to the living, unless, per im- 

possibile, they emulated Odysseus in Od. 11. bg—10 άλλα μήν ήμεΐς 

γε ‘But (adversative άλλά μήν) we at any rate [sc. whatever anyone 

else may choose to do] were talking about what was visible and invisi¬ 

ble with reference to human nature.’ S.’s reponse here is slightly sharp 

in tone. bi2-i7 The expected pair to b4~5 would be ‘soul is then 

more like the invisible [than the visible]’; on the other hand, as C2-8 

will admit, the soul obviously does have something in common with 

the visible, namely that - under some conditions - it is subject to 

change, of a quite violent kind. Thus the most that it is so far prudent 

to assert is that the soul is more like the invisible than the body (in so far 

as it is itself invisible). Once a limit has been set to the changeability of 

soul in d 1 — 7, S. can be less circumspect: d8-g ‘To which category ... 

does soul seem to you to be more alike and akin?’, to which Cebes re¬ 

sponds ‘... soul is completely and absolutely more like the unchanging 

than the changing’ (but again only ‘more like’, in the light of C2-8). 

C2 καί τόδε: another consideration which will allow the same conclu¬ 

sion, that the soul is more akin to the unchanging (the forms), the body 
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to the changing, πάλαι έλέγομεν: 65a—67b. As in that earlier con¬ 

text, soul is again understood exclusively in terms of the intellect. 

C4-5 τοΰτο γάρ . . . σκοπεΐν τι: the explanation seems hardly neces¬ 

sary; but it is rhetorically useful, in returning our attention to the 

leading concept of σώμα. c6 μέν: repeated from C2. c6—8 έλκεται 

. . . πλανάται . . . ταράττεται . . . είλιγγιάι ώσπερ μεθύουσα: for 

the first and third ideas, see esp. 6635-6; the second and fourth are 

picturesque developments of these. c8 τοιούτων = ιτλανωμένων, i.e. 

μηδέποτε κατά ταύτά έχόντων. 

di—2 έκεΐσε οϊχεται εις τό καθαρόν: see 650—676. The forms are pure 

in that they are ‘unmixed’ with anything else (ειλικρινής, 66a2, 6761); 

each is whatever it is just by itself. The further epithets added in d2 are 

justified by the preceding stage of the present argument: that forms 

remain the same (ωσαύτως έχον), and admit no change of any kind, 

was agreed at 78d; but what admits no change must always exist (άε'ι 

όν), and therefore be ‘deathless’ (άθάνατος), in the extended sense of 

not perishing (which in turn is understood in the argument as a whole 

in terms of a thing’s not being divided into parts: see 7864-04, and cf. 

8ob2 άδιαλύτωι, 4 διαλυτώι). και ώς συγγενής ούσα primarily 

explains άεΐ μετ’ εκείνου ... γίχνεται, and only secondarily dq-6 

πέπαυταί ... εφαπτομένη, which describes the consequences of that. S. 

is implicitly referring to the idea that ‘like is drawn to like’, which is at 

least as old as Homer (Od. 17.218). (For a more direct exploitation of 

the same idea, see Lysis 2143-d, which quotes - or slightly misquotes 

- the Homeric line.) But S.’s argument should probably not be re¬ 

garded as depending on this idea, which would involve an obvious 

petitio principii\ soul is ‘akin’ to the forms in so far as they constitute its 

proper objects. πέπαυταί ... 6 εφαπτομένη ‘has ceased from its 

wandering and in relation to those things always stays identically in 

the same state, because laying hold of such things’, i.e. other things 

which stay in the same state. If the soul (qua intellect) only ‘wanders 

about’ when in company with the body, and achieves stability without 

it, then there will be grounds for saying that the latter rather than the 

former state reveals its true nature. d6—7 και τοΰτο αυτής τό πάθημα 

φρόνησις κέκληται adds further confirmation of the same point: wis¬ 

dom rather than drunken confusion is surely the soul’s natural and 

proper condition (τούτο . .. τό πάθημα = τό πεπαύσθαι, etc.). 
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e3 μεθόδου ‘line of inquiry’; originally, and perhaps to some degree 

still, ‘pursuit’, as in hunting. e$-4 όλωι καί παντί ‘completely and 

absolutely’. e8 ορα δή καί τήιδε, 8τι . . . ‘Now look [at the matter] 

in this way too, that ...’ On this new μέθοδος (e8-8oa9), see 8oa2-3n. 

έν τώι αύτώι ώσι: lit. ‘are in the same [place]’, i.e. are together. 

8oai ή φύσις προστάττει: ‘... the conception of “nature” here, as 

elsewhere in P., is normative. What “nature ordains” ... is what ought 

to happen, not what usually does’ (Gallop 141, explaining the appar¬ 

ent contradiction e.g. with 66b-d, 83c-e). a2 καί κατά ταΰτα αύ ... 

3 τώι θνητώι; ‘in this way too, in its turn, which of the two seems to 

you to be like the divine [i.e. the immortal], and which like the mor¬ 

tal?’ (That ‘the divine’ is equivalent to ‘the immortal’ is shown both by 

its opposition to τό θνητόν, and by 8obi, where the function of κα'ι 

άθανάτωι is primarily to explain θείωι: cf. Loriaux.) The way in which 

this question is introduced (κα'ι κατά ταύτα αύ) implies that the previ¬ 

ous μέθοδος too (which according to the implications of 7gdg-e5 com¬ 

prised the whole of qgai-eq) was about the same question; and that 

entails that the real point of the conclusion in 7902-7 - as we might 

expect - was about soul and body in relation to one particular kind 

of change, i.e. perishing: cf. 79di-2n., 78c6-8n. S. can now use the 

simple adjective (‘like’) rather than the comparative, because no quali¬ 

fication attaches to the point of resemblance now being introduced (see 

79b 12-1 7η.). »3~4 ή ού δοκεΐ σοι ... αρχειν Or doesn’t the divine 

seem to you [to be] such as to rule ...?’ ‘The divine’, qua ruling, can 

hardly refer to the forms; presumably the gods are meant. These will 

constitute a new category of things which are ‘very likely’ to fall into 

the class of the incomposite, (a) in so far as they are immortal (if dying 

or perishing is assumed always to be a matter of a thing’s being divided 

into its constituent parts: see 7gdi-2n.), but also (b) in so far as they 

are unchanging. While being capable - like the soul - of thought, 

action and movement, they do not change in their essence: cf. esp. Rep. 

38od-38ie. a8 δήλα δή ‘It is quite clear’. aio-b5 collects together 

the threads of 78di-8oag as a whole: soul is (very) like the divine and 

immortal (8oa8; cf. 7gd2), intelligible (νοητόν, referring both to what 

is an object of thought and knowledge, and to what is unseen: 7gd 1 — 7, 

7gbi6), uniform (μονοειδές: 78d5), undissolved (άδιάλυτον: see b2n.) 

and unchanging (79dg-e5), while body is (very) like the human and 
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mortal, multiform (ττολυειδές: cf. 78(15—6n.), unintelligible (άνόητον), 

meeting with dissolution (διαλυτόν: see b4n.) and always changing. 

The most important items in both lists are the second, fifth and sixth 

(immortal/mortal, undissolved/dissoluble, unchanging/changing), the 

others being included in so far as they have been held to imply these. 

Since he and Cebes have discovered a number of different grounds for 

connecting soul with the divine, immortal, etc. (i.e., primarily, the 

forms), and body with the human, mortal, etc. (particular things), S. 

now feels able to strengthen his claim: soul and body are now not 

merely ‘like’ (8oa3) or ‘more like’ (79b 16, ei, 4) the immortal and the 

mortal respectively, but ‘most like’ them (όμοιότατον, 8ob3, 5). The 

implication is clear: that there are good grounds for supposing soul 

itself to be unchanging, unperishing and undivided, and body to be the 

opposite. 

bi τάδε ήμϊν συμβαίνει ‘we reach the following results’. b2 άδιαλύ- 

τωι: what is άδιάλυτον is either (a) what is incapable of being dissolved 

(divided), or (b) what is not actually dissolved, although it is capable 

of it. (b) is to be preferred here, since (a) would be unjustified by the 

argument (see 78c6-8n.). (a) will, however, be introduced in the next 

stage of the argument, in b8-io (= τό παράπαν άδιάλυτον). b4 

άνοήτωι ‘unintelligible’: i.e., primarily, not the object of intellect (bi 

νοητώι), though as Burnet suggests, the normal meaning of άνόητος 

(‘mindless’, ‘foolish’) is probably also meant to be present: what is 

merely visible does not allow the growth of intelligence, διαλυτώι 

‘meeting with dissolution’ (as implied by θνητώι); but that, of course, 

will entail dissolubility. b6 ήι ούχ ούτως έχει ‘[to show] how it is not 

like this’. b8 τί ούν; ‘Well then?’ (‘What do you say about the next 

step?’) Cf. 6308, 74e6. b8—9 σώματι μέν ταχύ διαλύεσθαι προσήκει: 

i.e. on death, προσήκει = ‘belongs’: see 78b5n., C2n., and the following 

n. bg—10 ψυχήι δέ αύ τό παράπαν άδιαλύτωι είναι ή έγγύς τι τού¬ 

του ; ‘while [it belongs] to soul, for its part (au) to be completely 

άδιάλυτον, or something close to that?’ The addition of‘completely’ is 

Plato’s way of overcoming the ambiguity of άδιάλυτον, and of distin¬ 

guishing actual indissolubility from what merely happens never to be 

dissolved (see b2n.). He here makes use of the argument of 78c 1 —9: 

that it ‘belongs to’ the incomposite not to be divided into parts, and 

that what is unchanging is ‘most likely’ to be the incomposite. If soul is 
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indeed itself describable as unchanging (see aio-b5n.), it will thereby 

be a good candidate for membership of the class of the incomposite, 

which would make it absolutely indissoluble; alternatively, since we 

cannot be sure of its incompositeness (which is only the ‘most likely’ 

option), it will be composite but nevertheless everlasting. (An interest¬ 

ing outcome of this interpretation of the argument is that - contrary to 

the usual view - it will contain no clear commitment to the view that 

the soul is partless; indeed it might be said deliberately to avoid the 

issue. Rep. is similarly indecisive, arguing for a tripartite view in Book 

iv, but then essentially rejecting it in Book x; Phdr. and Tim., by con¬ 

trast, seem to be firmly in favour of tripartition.) Even this result - 

either incomposite, or composite but everlasting - is insecure, given the 

doubtful use made of the idea of likeness: that one thing shares even 

several features with another is no guarantee that it is like it in some 

further respect. But the verb προσήκει makes no claim to certainty in 

any case: what is said προσήκειν the body in the first half of the sen¬ 

tence does not in fact hold ofit, as c2-d2 admits (cf. 78b5n.), and there 

is no justification for taking προσήκειν in any stronger sense in the 

second half. It is, perhaps, P.’s/S.’s own way of acknowledging the 

insecurity of the argument. b8-io as a whole begins the statement - 

completed in c2-ei - of the conclusion of 77c-8ob, which constitutes 

the first and main part of the ‘affinity’ argument: contrary to the fears 

of the imaginary child in Cebes and Simmias (77d—e), it is only the 

body, not the soul, which is the sort of thing that is liable to be scat¬ 

tered and blown apart (διασκεδάννυσθαι, διαφυσάσθαι; cf. C4 διαπνεΤσ- 

θαι) on death. Even in the case of the body, the process takes some time 

(c2-d4); how much less likely is it to affect the soul, given what we 

have agreed about it (d5~ei). 

C2 εννοείς ούν . . . έπειδάν κτλ. ‘You are aware, then, [that] when 

...’ The ouv is ‘progressive’, as at 58b4 (see n.) and elsewhere. C2-3 

τό μέν όρατόν αύτοΰ . . . καί έν όρατώι κείμενον ‘the [part] of him 

that is visible, and situated in [the] visible [realm]’: the article is felt to 

be dispensable on the second occurrence of ορατός. έν όρατώι κείμενον 

re-emphasises the body’s connection with the world of change; contrast 

d5~6 (τό άιδές,) τό είς τοιοΟτον τόπον έτερον οΐχόμενον. C3-4 ° δή 

νεκρόν καλοΰμεν ‘the very thing we call a corpse’ (to which διαλύεσ- 

θαι, etc. seem especially to ‘belong’). C5-6 έπιεικώς συχνόν . . . 
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χρόνον ‘a fairly long time’: time being relative, this might be meant 

still to be consistent with bg ταχύ διαλύεσθαι ττροσήκει; but the theme 

of the whole speech seems to be the surprisingly long time that does, or 

can, elapse before decay sets in. c6 έάν μέν τις ... 7 και πανυ μ«λα: 

lit. ‘if someone dies with his body in an attractive condition (καί em¬ 

phasising χαριέντως), and at such an age [sc. as to have his body in this 

condition], very much so’: i.e. what has been claimed is especially true 

in such a case. The usual objection to an interpretation of this kind is 

that in terms of pathology a young, healthy body will actually decom¬ 

pose more quickly than an old one, and έάν ... καί is accordingly read 

as ‘even if’; but the emphatic καί ττάνυ μάλα (in which καί and μάλα 

both intensify ττάνυ) makes that difficult, and it cannot in any case be 

assumed that P. knew the relevant (and somewhat surprising) clinical 

fact - or that, if he did, he would necessarily have felt bound by it (cf. 

i I7e5n.). μέν is ‘solitary’ (see 6idg-ion.); the implied contrast in this 

case is with the body of an old man, and presumably most of all with 

that of the seventy-year-old S. The syntax of the Greek as a whole 

is precisely paralleled by Crat. qoob-c (ττολλαχήι μοι δοκεΐ τούτο γε·) 

άν (= έάν) μέν και σμικρόν τΐξ τταρακλίνηι, καί ττάνυ. ζη συμπεσόν 

γάρ τό σώμα καί ταριχευθέν ... 9 ταριχευθέντες ‘For when the body 

has shrunk and been embalmed, as in the case of those who have 

been embalmed in Egypt’, γάρ is used somewhat loosely, introduc¬ 

ing further support for the general idea contained in the preceding 

sentence, eg ολίγου . . . χρόνον ‘remains practically whole for an 

extraordinarily long time’. 

di καί αν σαπήι ‘even if (άν = έάν) it [i.e. the rest of the body] de¬ 

cays’. d5 ή δέ ψυχή άρα ‘Are we to suppose, in that case (άρα), that 

the soul . . .’ d5 τό εις τοιοΰτον τόπον έτερον ... 8 τήι έμήι ψυχήι 

ίτέον: this exploits 7gd έκεΐσε οΐχεται κτλ., which described the philo¬ 

sophical soul’s metaphorical ‘departure’ from the body, in life, to ‘join 

the company of’ the forms; but after all S. has earlier argued (64a— 

69ε) that for the philosopher death is simply the full realisation of that 

process, τοιούτον: i.e., in the first instance, άιδή; but c6 adds γενναΐον 

(recalling the opposition άρχειν/δουλεύειν in 80a) and καθαρόν (recall¬ 

ing 79^· three parts ot the preceding argument are thus again 

brought to mind). Whether P. would have wanted to claim that the 

forms were literally located anywhere is doubtful; but at least it is clear 
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that the soul changes its place on death, εις "Αιδου ώς άληθώς: lit. ‘to 

[the place] of Hades in the true sense’; Hades here becomes the unseen 

god (or god of the unseen), and good and wise besides (τταρά τον 

αγαθόν καί φρόνιμον θεόν: cf. 63b-c, 6gd-e). For the play on άιδής/ 

Άιδης, cf. Horn. II. 5.844-5, where Athena puts on the ‘cap of Hades’ 

to make herself invisible to Ares. d7-8 αν θεός θέληι: as at 69d6. d8 

αύτη δέ δή ‘does this ...?’, with δή emphasising αΟτη; αύτη itself stands 

in apposition to d5 ή . . . ψυχή. For the duplicated δέ (ή δέ ψυχή ..., 

αΰτη δέ), see 78c6-8n. d8—9 ή τοιαύτη και οΰτω πεφυκυΐα refers 

back to d5-6. οΰτω adds nothing to τοιαύτη except emphasis (cf. e.g. 

78C6); οΰτω πεφυκυΐα means exactly the same as τοιαύτη πεφυκυΐα. 

dio-ei εύθύς . . . οί πολλοί άνθρωποι: cf. 77^>3_5; 70al_^· 

ei πολλοΰ γε δει ‘Far from it’ - not because the soul would have to 

survive to go anywhere (cf. 70C4-5), but because of its (essential) 

nature and the destination for which that nature fits it (d8-g, 5-6). 

e2 εάν μέν καθαρά άπαλλάττηται: answered by bi-2 έάν δέ γε οίμαι 

μεριασμένη καί άκάθαρτος . . . άπαλλάττηται. All souls will be immor¬ 

tal, if all share the same essential nature; but not all, of course, will in 

fact go ofT to join the forms (or the gods). e2 marks the beginning of the 

last stage of the ‘affinity’ argument, which relies on a vivid description 

of the contrasting lives and destinies of philosophical and unphilo- 

sophical souls: the first, at the highest level, achieving assimilation to 

the divine, to which the soul in itself has been shown to be akin, the 

second tied irrevocably to the body. e3 άτε ούδέν κοινωνοΰσα ‘be¬ 

cause it had no commerce with it’. έκοΰσα είναι: cf. 6ic4-5n. 

e4—5 και συνηθροισμένη αύτή είς έαυτήν: cf. 67c-d. β5 τοΰτο: i.e. 

τό συναθροίζεσθαι κτλ., which is then explained in e6 τό δέ οΰδέν άλλο 

έστίν κτλ. e6 τό δέ ούδέν άλλο έστιν ... 8iai ραιδίως ‘and this is 

nothing other than philosophising in the right way, and, in reality, 

practising dying without complaint’: a telescoped version of the main 

claim of S.’s ‘defence’, that philosophers will not complain about death 

because that is what they have been preparing for all along (see esp. 

6704 τώι όντι ... 6 φοβερόν, which shows that καί in the present pas¬ 

sage is explanatory: cf. 58b6n.). τώι όντι - as in 6704 - underlines the 

(still) paradoxical nature of the idea of‘practising dying’ (cf. d5-6 εις 

"Αιδου ώς άληθώς), as does the way in which S. immediately pauses 

to ask for Cebes’ assent to it. For ραιδίως in the sense of ‘without 
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complaint’, see e.g. 62cio-dt (boaSicos ... έθέλειυ άττοθνήισκειυ (con¬ 

trasting with e6 άγαυακτεΐυ άττοθυήισκουτας). 

8iai-2 ή ού τοΰτ’ αν κτλ.: Socrates here finally abandons the sen¬ 

tence he began in 8oe2 (εάν μέυ κτλ.); a4 makes a new start (with 

a second μέυ, reintroducing the original contrast: cf. GP 384-5). 

τούτο = τό όρθώς φιλοσοφεΐν (see preceding n.). a3 παντάπασί γε 

‘Yes, absolutely.’ Cebes remains an enthusiast for Socrates’ views - if 

the case for immortality can be established (6ge-7ob, 86e-88b). a4 

τό άιδές is in apposition to τό όμοιον αύτήι (as is a5 τό θεϊόν τε καί 

άθάνατον καί φρόνιμου). a5 φρόνιμον: what has been said to be like 

the soul is, of course, the forms; and they are ‘wise’ in so far as they are 

the source of wisdom (cf. 7gd 1-7, and n. on 8ob4 άνοήτωι). But at the 

same time the ‘place’ of the forms is also equated with the place of gods 

(see further a8-gn.), who are wise in a more straightforward sense 

(8od5-8n.). a6 ύπάρχει αύτήι εύδαίμονι είναι ‘it is its lot to be 

ευδαίμων’, i.e. to have what in S.’s eyes is truly desirable (as described 

in the remainder of the sentence). a6 πλάνης ... 8 άπηλλαγμένηι: cf. 

esp. 66b-67b. a8 ώσπερ δέ λέγεται ... 9 διάγουσα ‘and as is said of 

the initiated, in the true sense passing the rest of time with [the] gods’. 

Cf. 6gc-d. ci>s άληθώς is used in the same way as at 8od5~6 (cf. 8oe6- 

81 a 1 n.): what is promised to the initiated is that they will dwell with 

the gods (or at least, according to other sources, some kind of better 

fate than will be granted to the uninitiated: Burkert ig85, 28g); the 

true sense of that, for S. (i.e. P.), is communion with τό θείου, the 

forms. Yet he will shortly suggest also that the philosopher who has 

been completely ‘purified’ will actually join the ‘race of [the] gods’ (sis 

... θεών γένος ... άφικνεΐσθαι, 82bio—ci), an idea which is partly ex¬ 

plained by 114C2—4 ... oi φιλοσοφίαι ΐκανώς καθηράμενοι άνευ ... 

σωμάτων ζώσι τό παράτταν εις τον έπειτα χρόνον: Platonic gods are 

perhaps usually (Phdr. 256b-d, Laws 8g7bff.), though not always 

(Tim. 4ia-b), seen as souls permanently without bodies. S. will stop 

short of suggesting that this will be his fate (see 1 i4b7-cin.; the ‘true, 

pure Hades to which he hopes he will go (8od) turns out to have two 

levels), διάχουσα: we should strictly expect the participle to be in the 

dative, in agreement with a6 αύτήι (i.e. τήι ψυχήι); but ‘the soul’ is the 

actual subject of the first part of the sentence, and the logical subject of 

the rest. 
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b2~3 άτε τώι σώματι . . . καί έρώσα ‘because it was constantly with 

the body, and paying court to this and in love [with it]’; but since 

συνεΐναι is itself a regular term for sexual intercourse, συνούσα too will 

have erotic connotations. *>3-4 ύπ’ αύτοΰ ΰπό τε τών επιθυμιών καί 

ήδονών ‘by it and by [its] desires and pleasures’ (cf. 66C7). b4 άλη- 

θές: here ‘real’ rather than ‘true’, as applied to objects (b5—6). b6 τό 

δέ τοΐς δμμασι σκοτώδες ... 8 καί φεύγειν: lit. ‘but what is obscure to 

the eyes and unseen, but intelligible and grasped through philosophy, 

accustomed to hate and tremble at and shun this’: construction as at 

8od5-8, with τούτο in apposition to τό . .. τοΐς όμμασι κτλ., and dupli¬ 

cated 5έ (τό δέ τοΐς δμμασι . . . τούτο δέ); the intervening δε (νοητόν δέ) 

marks a contrast by itself, without a preceding μέν (cf. GP 165). είθισ- 

μένη balances, and has the same syntactical role as, b3 γεγοητευμένη 

(‘because it was always with the body, ... and is bewitched by it ... so 

as to ..., while it has been accustomed to hate ...’). b8-ci ούτω δή 

έχουσαν οϊει ψυχήν ‘do you think that a soul in this condition . .. ?’ 

The οίμαι in bi is forgotten after the long and complex conditional 

clause. 

C4 άλλα διειλημμένην γε οίμαι ύπό τοΰ σωματοειδοΰς ‘Rather, I 

think (sc. αύτήν άτταλλάξεσθαι, that it will depart from the body) 

interspersed with what belongs to the category of the body.’ (The καί 

found after αλλά in part of the textual tradition looks obtrusive, spoil¬ 

ing the effect of the emphatic άλλά ... γε: ‘it will not be ειλικρινής 

when it departs; what it will be is ...’ Cf. 74a5n.) c6 τήν πολλήν 

μελέτην: contrasting with 8iai-2 μελέτη θανάτου, ένεποίησε σύμ- 

φυτον: lit. ‘made grown together in [the soul]’, like e.g. a stone grown 

into the root of a tree. 09 βαρύ καί γεώδες καί όρατόν: ‘what belongs 

to the category of the body’ (τό σωματοειδές, C4), at least in the obvi¬ 

ous sense, will also belong to the category of earth, τό γεώδες (because 

solid: cf. Tim. 31b), which is heavy and visible, cn φόβωι τοΰ 

άιδοΰς τε καί 'Άιδου: cf. b4~8, 8od6-7- ώσπερ λέγεται: what ‘is said’ 

is presumably that ghostly shapes roam around tombs (cn-d2), a 

phenomenon which S. purports to take as evidence for his thesis about 

the fate of the non-philosophical soul - these shapes are ‘some sort of 

shadow-like phantasms of souls, wraiths of the kind that such souls 

afford, [i.e. such souls as] those that have not been released in a pure 

state but have a share of the visible, and that is why they are seen’ 
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(d2-4). See Bremmer 1983, 108-23; and Burkert 1985, 195: ‘Among 

the Greeks, as among all peoples, there are ghost experiences, and here 

too, there are tales of the dead who can find no repose and who wander 

near their graves menacing passers-by’ (referring to the present con¬ 

text, and to Rohde 1894, 11 362-4). 

di περί & δή: cf. η23.η-&η., 8003. di-2 καί ώφθη ‘have actually been 

seen’. The evident irony of the whole context (see esp. e4n., 82b6-8n.) 

prevents us from telling even whether S. is really meant to believe in 

ghosts. The category of souls being described here is the same as the 

one in the myth which finds itself on the shores of the Acherusian lake: 

see 113a5n., d6-ein., and io8a6-b3, which serves as a bridging pas¬ 

sage between the two contexts. d2 άττα ψυχών σκιοειδή φαντά¬ 

σματα: a φάντασμα is an ‘apparition’ or ‘appearance’; what we see (or 

would be seeing, if the thesis were true) is not souls themselves but their 

‘bodily accretions’ (c8-g). The point is reinforced by the indefinite 

άττα (= τινα: ‘some sort of apparitions of souls’), and also perhaps by 

σκιοειδή, which suggests a comparison both with shadows in the ordi¬ 

nary sense and with the ‘shades’ (σκιαί) of the dead in Homer - which 

Homer also calls ψυχαί. d3 είδωλα is logically the antecedent of ola, 

and in apposition to φαντάσματα, είδωλον, which was used at 66C3 

merely of insubstantial form, here clearly carries the extra connotation 

of likeness (to the dead person). cLj διό καί: cf. GP 295 (and 307-8 on 

5804). d5 είκός γε ‘Yes (γε: cf. 67b6n.), [it is] likely [to be as you 

say]’; a markedly qualified response (contrast Socrates’ οίεσθαι χρή in 

c8). Cf. 7id 13η. d6 είκός μέντοι ‘Indeed it is likely’ (similar uses of 

μέντοι at 65d6, 73d 11). d6 καί ovi τί γε ... η είναι ‘and what is more 

(καί ... γε: cf. e.g. 58di), that they (αύτάς, i.e. the ones mentioned in 

d3~4) are not at all (οΰ τι) the [souls] of the good’. 

e2 ώσπερ είκός: once again, S. rests his case on what is ‘likely’ (if 

re-imprisonment is caused by the desire for the body felt by the bodily 

element, then it is likely — i.e. reasonable to suppose? — that particular 

types of bodily desire will lead to imprisonment in bodies which ex¬ 

hibit the corresponding traits, ηθη). e4 τα ποια δή ταΰτα λέγεις, <Ι> 

Σώκρατες; ‘Whatever do you mean by these, Socrates?’ (δή empha¬ 

sises the interrogative: GP 210-11). The idea of the transmigration of 

human souls into animal bodies, to which e2—3 ένδοΟνται ... εν τώι 

βίωι leads (e5-82b8), is well-attested as a Pythagorean doctrine (D. L. 
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8.36, Hdt. 2.123, etc.); Cebes’ apparently incredulous question will 

then imply either that what is contained in e2~3 was not part of the 

Pythagorean doctrine, or that he was not a Pythagorean (see 59cm.). 

His replies at 82a2, 6, 9, and bg hardly suggest enthusiasm for the idea 

- or at least for Socrates’ half-playful use ofit: see 82a2n. It is incorpor¬ 

ated into the myth at the end of the dialogue (11335), on whose truth 

in all details S. is unwilling to commit himself (1 iqd). In the present 

context its chief role is to suggest the affinity of certain types of human 

beings to animals (an old idea - cf. e.g. Semonides fr. 7 Bergk); see 

82a7-8. e5 olov ‘For example’, γαστριμαργίας τε καί ύβρεις καί 

φιλοποσίας: Phdr. 238a-b treats ύβρις as the genus of which γασ¬ 

τριμαργία and φιλοττοσία are species; hence ‘excess’. The plurals refer, 

strictly speaking, to instances (of gluttony, etc.); one trains to be a 

glutton by being gluttonous. e6 καί μή διευλαβουμένους ‘and who 

were not on their guard’ (present participle with imperfect sense, as 

at 8oe3, etc.). e6—82a 1 εις τά των δνων γένη καί τών τοιούτων 

θηρίων ‘into the class (‘family’: γένος) of asses, or those of wild animals 

of the same character’. 

82a2 πάνυ μεν ούν είκός λέγεις ‘What you say is absolutely likely.’ 

This response could by itself be taken as entirely serious; but read in 

conjunction with those that follow, and with the context (unless we 

suppose Cebes to be oblivious to Socrates’ tone), it is surely ironic. a3 

δέ γε ‘Yes, and’, as at 65C5, etc. a5 ή ποΐ κτλ. ‘or where else do we 

say such [souls] would go?’ a6 άμέλει: frequently, though not neces¬ 

sarily, used ironically (cf. English ‘doubtless’). See LSJ. a7 δήλα δή: 

cf. 8oa8. a7~8 ήι αν έκαστο κτλ.: lit. ‘where each group (εκαστα) 

would go, in accordance with the resemblances of their training’, i.e. 

according to what their training made them resemble, aio εύδαι- 

μονέστατοι ... bi έπιτετηδευκότες ‘happiest even of these, and [the 

ones] going to [the] best place, are those who have practised the com¬ 

mon or civic virtue’. ‘Even of these’ (καί τούτων): in their case too, it 

is virtue which makes the difference - even if it is not genuine virtue, 

because it is lacking in ‘philosophy or intelligence’ (b2—3; cf. 81 d6— 7, 

68C-69C). καί2, as b4~6 shows, is explanatory (as at 58b6, 8oe6); καί3 

links alternatives (as at 7305). 

bi-3 On the repeated τε καί (similarly in C5-7), see GP lxii. ήν δή 

καλοΰσι σωφροσύνην τε καί δικαιοσύνην: cf. 68C-69C. b4 πήι δή 
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‘How, exactly’ (cf. 8ie4n.). bs τοιοΰτον is explained by 6 ττολιτικόν 

και ήμερον. There is a particular edge to ήμερον: it is after all a citizen 

court of justice that has just sentenced Socrates to death. (Yet, as he 

claims, that is really the mildest of sentences.) b6 ή που μελιττών ... 

8 άνδρας μέτριους ‘either, I imagine, [the γένος] of bees, or of wasps, 

or of ants, or else back into the very same one (emphatic γε) again, the 

human race, and that respectable men are born from them’. What at 

first seems like a concession to this category of people (εις τοιούτον 

ττάλιν ..., which suggests the human γένος) is immediately withdrawn 

(ή ttou ..., i.e. other socially organised but unreflecting γένη), but 

then reinstated (καί εις ταύτόν ...). άνδρας μέτριους (‘respectable 

men’) may also suggest ‘men of a normal size’, contrasting with the 

bees, wasps and ants that some of them become (cf. Hdt. 2.32, where 

μέτριοι άνδρες are contrasted with pygmies); the pun would be consis¬ 

tent with the lightness of tone which characterises the context as a 

whole, bio—ci εις δέ γε θεών γένος κτλ.: see 8ia8—9η. (δέ γε here 

is strongly adversative), ci άλλ’ ή τώι φιλομαθεΐ ‘except to the lover 

of learning’ (written as if ούδενί had preceded), φιλομαθής is a syn¬ 

onym of φιλόσοφος: see 66b2, 67b4- 

c6—7 άτιμίαν τε καί άδοξίαν μοχθηρίας ‘[the] loss of esteem and re¬ 

pute which goes with depravity’. c8 έπειτα ‘for that reason’, eg ού 

γάρ αν πρέποι ‘No, because it would not be fitting.’ 

di ού μέντοι μά Δία: for μέντοι, see 8id6n.; μά Δία increases the 

emphasis still further, di τοιγάρτοι... 4 οπηι έρχονται ‘That is why, 

Cebes, saying goodbye to all these people, those who care at all about 

their own soul and do not live moulding [their] bodies into shape, do 

not follow the same path as they (di τοότοις) do, aware that they [i.e. 

the ones to whom they ‘say goodbye’] do not know where they are 

going.’ σώματα ττλάττοντες is a bold metaphor for caring for the body 

(rather than the soul); cf. Tim. 88c τον . .. σώμα έττιμελώς ττλάττοντα 

(with specific reference to athletic training), contrasted with the man 

who is absorbed in some intellectual pursuit. (Attempts to defend the 

alternative and more difficult reading σώματι ττλάττοντες have not 

succeeded.) d6 εκείνης: for the gen., cf. C7 μοχθηρίας. καθαρμώι: 

cf. 69C2. d6~7 ταύτηι δή τρέπονται κτλ. ‘they turn along this road 

(emphatic δή), following it [i.e. philosophy], [the one] along which it 

leads’. The relative clause explains ταύτηι; but its reference is already 

clear. d9 γάρ: cf. 59dm. 
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ei παραλαβοΰσα ... ή φιλοσοφία ‘when philosophy takes their soul 

in hand’ (παραλαμβάνειυ: ‘esp. of persons succeeding to an office, etc.’, 

LSJ). ei-2 άτεχνώς διαδεδεμένην ‘absolutely bound fast’. e3 ώσ¬ 

περ διά είργμοΰ διά τούτου: lit. ‘through this [i.e. the body] as through 

a prison’. e5 δτι δι’ έπιθυμίας ... 83ai τοΰ δεδέσθαι ‘[namely] that 

it is [i.e. works its effect] through desire, in such a way that the pris¬ 

oner w ill especially himself be an accomplice in his imprisonment’. For 

this use of (relative) ώξ, introducing what is in effect a final clause, see 

MT 400-1. 

83a 1 ούν: resumptive, as at 58b!. a2—3 ούτω παραλαβοΰσα . . . 

εχουσαν αύτών την ψυχήν ‘when philosophy takes in hand their soul 

in this condition (ούτω ... εχουσαν)’. 

bi-2 δτι αν . . . των δντων: lit. ‘[in relation to] whichever of the 

things that are (cf. 65C2~3n.) it apprehends alone by itself, [when it is] 

alone by itself’: see esp. 66a 1-3. b2 δτι δ’ άν δι’ άλλων ... 3 μηδέν 

ήγεΐσθαι αληθές ‘but to consider nothing real which it investigates 

through other means, in other things, it [i.e. the object of investiga¬ 

tion] being other’. The ‘other means’ are, of course, the senses: if the 

soul sets out to investigate something, e.g. beauty, by these means, it 

will be investigating it, not as it is in itself, but ‘in other things’, i.e. in 

its perceptible instances (‘the many beautifuls’ of 78dio-e2: people, 

horses, cloaks, etc.); but in that case the object of the investigation will 

in fact turn out itself to be something ‘other’ (than ‘beauty by itself’), 

i.e. the beauty of the particular things being surveyed. All of this is 

consistent with the position which S. has maintained throughout, that 

in his search for truth the philosopher will reject the use of the senses, 

even if they may have a positive role in (initially) reminding us of the 

forms. It is not said here that nothing on the level of the sense is real, 

only that it is the key to the freeing of the soul to think that to be so: an 

antidote, presumably, to the kind of attitude of mind described in 81b, 

according to which only what can be touched or seen or otherwise 

perceived is real. At the same time, in so far as they are ‘other’ than the 

true objects of the philosopher’s search, there is a clear sense in which 

perceptible beauty and the rest will fail to be truly, genuinely and 

really what they claim to be. b6 ούτως ‘for this reason’, i.e. οΰκ 

οΐομένη κτλ. b7 καί φόβων should probably be retained: in the con¬ 

text, the philosopher’s attitude towards fears is especially relevant (cf. 

e5~6, with note on e5). b9 ούδέν τοσοΰτον κακόν ... 03 καί ού 
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λογίζεται αύτό: lit. ‘one suffers (έπαθεν, gnomic aorist) no evil so great 

from them [i.e. the passions mentioned], of the ones which (ώυ = 

τούτων δ) one might think [sc. that one suffers in such circumstances], 

such as by falling ill or by incurring some expenditure because of one’s 

desires, but what is the greatest and most extreme of evils, this one 

suffers, and does not take it into account : that is, the harmful conse¬ 

quences one expects from intense pleasure, pain, etc. are not so great 

as the one which is not taken into account, but which is actually the 

greatest evil of all. The construction begun in ουδεν τοσούτον kcckov 

ειταθεν άττ’ αύτών, which would naturally be completed by δσον άττό 

..., is broken off and replaced by άλλ’ δ κτλ. 

c8 ταΰχα 8k μάλιστα όρατά ‘and these [i.e. the things in relation 

to which extremes of pleasure and pain occur] are especially visible 

things’. 

cLj ώσπερ ήλον Αχούσα ‘as if with a nail’. d5 ποιεί σωματοειδή: cf. 

81C4-6. d6 καί: cf. 76d3n. d8 όμότροπός τε κα'ι όμότροφος ‘of like 

character and nurture’ (Gallop), dg άφικέσθαι is a consecutive in¬ 

finitive after οΐα (‘such as [never] to ...’). άεί ‘on each occasion’. 

ei καί ώσπερ σπειρομένη έμφύεσθαι ‘and as if it were a seed, grow in 

[it]’. This kind of soul, in other words, will actually flourish in the 

prison of the body. e2~3 τής τοΰ θείου κτλ. ‘communion with the 

divine and pure and uniform’, to which it is akin. e$ τούτων . . . 

ένεκα ... 6 φασιν: the explanation that has now been given of the 

self-control (κόσμιος = σώφρων: see 68c8, 10, d3, e2) and courage of 

the philosopher is essentially the same as the one that S. gave in his ‘de¬ 

fence’, which it is clearly intended to recall; namely that the philoso¬ 

pher is self-controlled and brave because he makes the right choices in 

relation to pleasures, pains and fears on the basis of wisdom (6ga6-c3), 

or, more specifically, of an understanding of the true ends of life and of 

the soul. In the earlier context, he was said to reject (bodily) pleasures 

because he saw them as a distraction from those ends (64010^4, 

66c2-d3, 68cii-i2), and to lack fear of death because he saw it as 

promising their fulfilment; in both cases he will be refusing to allow his 

soul to become identified with (‘nailed to’) the body and its concerns, 

which distort our view of reality. e5 οί δικαίως φιλομαθείς = 8202—3 

οι ορθώς φιλόσοφοι (cf. 67b4 οί όρθώς φιλομαθείς, 66b2 οί γνησιως 
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φιλόσοφοι). e6 ούχ ών οί πολλοί ένεκα φασιν ‘not for the reasons 

that the many say’, sc. that one should be κόσμιος and άνδρεΐος: cf. 82c. 

That passage in fact only refers to σωφροσύνη (= άπέχεσθαι των κατά 

το σώμα επιθυμιών: cf. 68c8-io); but a parallel account of common- 

or-garden courage is easily supplied from 68c-6ga, with which 82c is 

closely linked, ey ή σύ οΐει; ‘or do you think [sc. it is ών οί πολλοί 
κτλ.]?’ 

8-4a2 ού γάρ ‘No indeed’ (‘assentient’ γάρ, as e.g. at 6ga5). οΰτω ‘in 

the way said’. a3 έουτήν ‘itself’, i.e. the philosopher’s soul (the sub¬ 

ject of the sentence). a4 λυούσης δέ έκείνης ‘but while it [philoso¬ 

phy] is working its [the soul’s] release’. a4 αύτήν παραδιδόναι ... 6 

μεταχειριζομένης ‘it should (χρήναι is supplied from the preceding 

line) of its own accord (αύτήν) surrender itself to pleasures and pains, 

to bind it back in again [sc. to the body], and should perform an 

unending task of a Penelope, working at some web of hers in a reverse 

fashion’ (the real Penelope unpicked during the night what she had 

woven during the day (Horn. Od. 2.92-105, etc.), whereas in this case 

it would be the other way round: cf. Loriaux). a8 άε'ι έν τούτωι ούσα 

‘always being occupied in this’ (i.e. reasoning), άδόξαστον ‘not the 

subject of δοξάζειν’. The contrast is with the case described in 83d6, 

δοξάζουσαν ταΰτα αληθή κτλ. - the soul does not merely think the 

forms to be real; they are real, άδόξαστος appears nowhere else in this 

sense; compare the similarly unusual use of άνόητος (‘not the object of 

νοΰς’) at 8ob4, as a pair to νοητός. 

b2 έως αν ζήι, καί έπειδάν τελευτήσηι: i.e. while it is associated with 

a body, and when it leaves it (cf. ‘living’ and ‘dead’ as applied in the 

cyclical argument). b2 εις τό συγγενές ... 3 άπηλλάχθαι ‘when it 

has arrived at what is akin [to it] and (or ‘i.e.’: explanatory καί?) what 

is such [as we have described, in a8], [it thinks] that it is released from 

human ills’. b4~8 ούδέν δεινόν μή φοβηθήι . . . όπως μή κτλ. ‘there 

is no danger that it will fear ... that (όπως μή: see 77b3-5n.), torn 

apart on its separation from the body, blown to pieces by winds and 

flying in different directions, it may depart and be no longer anywhere 

at all’ (b5 ταύτα δ’ έπιτηδεύσασα appears to have originated as a later 

gloss on έκ δή τής τοιαύτης τροφής), διασπασθεΐσα ... ετι οϋδαμού ήι 

combines elements both from Cebes’ original statement of his fears at 

70a and from S.’s parody of it at 77d-e. No philosopher, then, S. 
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claims, will entertain such fears (as he himself does not). But he has 

hardly added anything to his argument since 8oe. If there is any argu¬ 

ment at all in this section, it is the old one he first advanced in his 

‘defence’, about the alleged parallelism between the philosopher’s re¬ 

jection of bodily concerns and the separation of soul and body in death 

- although that has acquired some new substance through the idea of 

the natural affinity of soul to the forms. When this fact is added to the 

openly inconclusive nature of the argument in 78b-8oe, it comes as no 

surprise that Cebes and Simmias remain sceptical, and weigh in with 

new objections. See further g2d4n. 

8401-8502: interlude 

After a long silence, Simmias says that he and Cebes have some questions to ask 

Socrates, but feel hesitant about asking them in the present circumstances; then, 

when Socrates replies once more that their concern for him is misplaced, Simmias 

explains the importance they attach to continuing the argument. This interlude, 

together with the one that will follow the statement of their objections (88c-gic), 

has the effect of underlining the significance of Simmias’ and Cebes’ new interven¬ 

tion: instead of responding to Socrates from the point of view of the ordinary man, 

as for the most part they have done up till now (see especially 70a, 77c—e), they 

now pose a more philosophical, and accordingly more serious, challenge - the 

equivalent of a reversal offortune, or peripeteia (Aristotle, Poetics ch. 6 etc.), 

in a tragedy: see 88c. 

84C1 ούν: progressive (Phaedo moves on to the next stage in his story). 

C2 πρός τώι είρημένωι λόγωι ήν ‘was absorbed in the preceding argu¬ 

ment’. C3 ώς ίδεΐν έφαίνετο: lit. ‘as he appeared, to look at’ (ϊδεΐυ, 

explanatory infinitive). 04 σμικρόν . . . διελεγέσθην ‘were talking 

• · · in a low voice’ (cf. e.g. Lysis 211a). C5-6 ύμΐν τά λεχθέντα . . . 

λέγεσθαι; Surely you don’t think there was anything lacking in what 

was said? μών μή can hardly be taken except as expecting a negative 

answer (cf. Rep. 505c); *n view of what S. says next, the question must 

therefore be ironic. He would be the last person to claim to have said 

the last word on a subject (contrast e.g. the peroration of the speech 

attributed to the orator Lysias at Phdr. 234b-c). C6-7 πολλος . . . δή 

ίτι ίχει υποψίας καί άντιλαβάς ‘there are still very many ways in 

which it leaves room for misgiving and for counter-attack’. 07 εϊ γε 
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δή at any rate, if’: they could, of course, choose not to ‘explore prop¬ 

erly’ (ΐκανώς διεξιέναι) what has been said. c8 ούδέν λέγω ‘I am 

speaking to no purpose’. 

di εϊ πηι . . . λεχθήναι ‘if it seems to you that it would have been 

better said in some [other] way’; the άν is indispensable to the sense. 

d4 καί μήν: cf. 58ein. d6—7 διά τό έπιθυμεΐν κτλ. explains the hesi¬ 

tation implied in έκάτερος ... τον ετερον κτλ. άκοΰσαι: sc. answers to 

his questions, μή ήι = ‘in case it may be’, dg ή που χαλεπώς αν τούς 

άλλους . . . πείσαιμι ... ei— 2 δτε γε μηδ’ υμάς δύναμαι πείθειν ‘I 

would certainly find it difficult to persuade the rest of mankind ... 

when (virtually equivalent to ‘if’, and so followed by μή) I cannot even 

persuade you’: for ή που ... γε, see GP 281-2. ‘Even you’, because 

they ought to know that he is not so peevish (δύσκολος, e2). Once 

again, the closeness of Simmias and Cebes to S. is underlined: cf. 

59cm., 75d2-3n., etc. 

e2—3 μή . . . διάκειμαι: for the present indicative, see 77b3-5n. e4 

φαυλότερος . . . τήν μαντικήν: the seer is able to foresee the future by 

irrational means, whereas S. has been investigating it through argu¬ 

ment. For another, equally unserious, claim to μαντική by S., see Phdr. 

242c. 

85a! μάλιστα: either ‘loudest’ (Verdenius compares Horn. II. 12.51), 

or simply ‘most of all’ (and therefore more or less equivalent to πλεΐ- 

στα); the emendation κάλλιστα is unnecessary. For the truth about 

‘swan-songs’, see Arnott 1977. a2 παρά τόν θεόν: i.e. Apollo (see bi- 

2n.). a3~5 oi δ’ άνθρωποι . . . καταψεύδονται, καί φασιν αυτούς 

θρηνοΰντας τόν θάνατον . . . έξάιδειν: as so often, Ρ. adapts a tradi¬ 

tional idea to his own purposes (cf. 8ic-d). Cf. Aesch. Ag. 1444-5, 

Arist. Hist. an. 6i5b2-5· »3—4 διά τό αύτών δέος . . . καί των κύκ¬ 

νων καταψεύδονται ‘because of their own fear of death tell lies about 

the swans too’: i.e. attribute their own mistaken attitude to death to 

swans as well. a5 έξάιδειν ‘sing their last song’. a7 ή τε άηδών καί 

χελιδών καί ό έποψ: an allusion to the story of Procne, Philomela, and 

Tereus, who after a series of violent events were turned respectively 

into a nightingale, a swallow, and a hoopoe; these are birds which one 

would expect to sing from pain and grief, because of their history, ά 

δή' the very [όρνεα] which’. 
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bi-2 άτε . . . ’Απόλλωνος όντες: as they will already be, in virtue of 

being singers. Swans are traditionally sacred to Apollo: cf. e.g. Sappho 

fr. 208 L-P. b5 όμόδουλός τε . . . τών κύκνων καί ιερός τοΰ αύτοϋ 

θεού: cf. 6oc-6ib, Ap. 23c. ιερός τού αύτού θεού extends the idea of 

όμόδουλος κτλ.: in so far as he is devoted to the service of Apollo, he 

may also be said to be ‘sacred to’ him. b7~8 άλλα τούτου γ’ ένεκα 

‘No; so far as that goes’ (Gallop), bg ’Αθηναίων . . . άνδρες ένδεκα 

‘eleven Athenian men’: cf. 59e6n. 

C2 περί των τοιούτων ‘about such things’, i.e. as the fate of the soul 

after death, on which S. has just restated his view. What else Simmias 

might be thinking of, as possessing the same degree of uncertainty, is 

not clear; but cf. 96a-102a. The principles which Simmias is about to 

suggest appear to be identical to S.’s (cf. 75d2-3n., 78di-2; 10033—7, 

85dm.). C2-3 ϊσως ώσπερ καί σοί ‘as perhaps to you too’. 03 τό 

. . . σαφές είδέναι ‘to know the plain truth’: the τό is here probably to 

be taken with σαφές, whereas in the answering τό ... μή ούχί ... 

έλέγχειν κτλ. in 4-5 it must be taken with the infinitives. C4 αύ ‘on 

the other hand’, strengthening μέντοι. C4-5 τό . . . μή ούχί παντί 

τρόπωι έλέγχειν καί μή προαφίστασθαι: μή ού is the regular way of 

negativing infinitive with τό after a negatived verb or an expression 

implying a negative (here c6 πάνυ μαλθακού είναι άνδρός, lit. ‘[seems] 

to belong to a quite feeble person’), ού merely serving to strengthen 

this original negative idea. Cf. M7”815.2. The second μή is clearly not 

parallel to the first, but is said from the point of view of the positive 

necessity έλέγχειν: one must not not έλέγχειν, i.e. one must έλέγχειν, 

and not ττροαφίστασθαι. C5—6 πριν αν πανταχήι σκοπών άπείπηι 

τις ‘until one becomes exhausted from examining [τά λεγάμενα] in 

every way’. 07 γε is emphatic: ‘[it seems to me] that one must cer¬ 

tainly achieve one of these things, ...’ C7-8 ή μαθεΐν οπηι έχει ή 

εύρεΐν ‘either to learn how [the things in question] are [from someone 

else], or to discover it [for oneself]. c8 εΐ ταΰτα άδύνατον: sc. δια- 

πράξασθαι. γοΰν ‘at least’, eg τών άνθρωπίνων λόγων: λόγοι 

here = λεγάμενα (C4), ‘things said’; ανθρώπινοι contrasts with d3 θείου 

‘from a divine source’, καί δυσεξελεγκτότατον explains βέλτιστον 
(καί as at 8oe6 etc.). 

di ώσπερ έπί σχεδίας: like Odysseus in Od. S. seems to echo the whole 

idea at iood8-e3· d2 εί μή τις δύναιτο: the optative shows that 
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Simmias thinks this a remote possibility - as indeed the whole context 

implies. <13 [ή]: even if ή might on occasions come close to ‘or, in 

other words’ (Verdenius), here it would be extremely harsh. cLj καί 

δή καί νΰν ‘And so now’ (cf. 5gd7-8n.). d5 ταΰτα: i.e. that he need 

not hesitate, which is implied in έτταισχυνθήσομαι έρέσθαι. d5~6 ούδ’ 

έμαυτόν αίτιάσομαι ‘and I shall not [then] blame myself’, dg ού 

πάνυ: presumably, in the context, ‘not quite’ rather than ‘altogether 

not’ (cf. 57a7n.). 

ei—2 ϊσως γάρ . . . άληθή σοι φαίνεται ‘Yes, and perhaps your view 

is correct’ (lit. ‘true things appear to you’, picking up Simmias’ φαίνε¬ 

ται: cf. GP 89). 

85e3-88b8; objections from Simmias and Cebes 

Simmias’ objection consists in pointing out that the same sorts of things that 

Socrates has said about the soul - that it is invisible, incorporeal, and divine - 

could also be said about the attunement, or state of being in tune (άρμονία: see 

below), of a lyre and its strings, which clearly cannot outlast the lyre itself; and 

as a matter of fact he and others are inclined to hold that the soul is a kind of 

‘attunement’ of the constituents of the body. Cebes, for his part, compares the soul 

to a weaver, who although more long-lived than a cloak, will nevertheless perish 

before the last one he weaves: just so, a soul might wear out many bodies, and yet 

itself be worn out and perish before the last. 

8503 ταύτηι ϊμοιγε . . . ήι δή: lit. ‘In this way [it seems] to me, at 

least [that what has been said is not adequate], in that ...’ 03-4 καί 

περί αρμονίας άν τις . . . εϊποι ‘one might say the same thing also 

about an attunement and a lyre and its strings’. The άρμονία of a lyre 

is perhaps first its attunement, the state resulting from the relative 

adjustment of the strings to produce the required range of notes, and 

then by extension that range of notes itself. These two meanings, how¬ 

ever, are not really distinct, since the state of being in tune will be 

defined by reference to the notes to be produced - this state being the 

capacity to produce that particular set of notes, and no other. It is 

in this way that the term άρμονία appears to be used in the present 

passage: it is the capacity to produce concordant music which would 

naturally be said both to be ‘in’ the tuned lyre, and to be πάγκαλόν τι 

και θειον (e5-86ai). e5 άσώματον: see 7ga4n. τι belongs with all 
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four adjectives in the list, of which πάγκαλον ... και θειον represents 

the climax. 

86a2 σύνθετα: άσύυθετον is noticeably absent from the opposing list in 

^5e5—86a1· Simmias will in fact go on to treat άρμονίαι as σύνθετα 

(9237-8, which is based on (86)b6-d4). 514-5 €Ϊ τι? διισχυρίζοιτο: 

the protasis introduced here is first interrupted by a parenthesis in a6— 

b2 (ούδεμία γάρ ... άττολομένην), then resumed (άλλά φαίη άνάγκη 

...), then interrupted again by b5~c2 (καί γάρ ούν ... προς άλληλα); 

but b5-c2 now causes the substitution of a new protasis (02-3 εί ouv 

... άρμονία τις), answered by the apodosis in 03-d 1 (δήλον δτι ... 

κατασαπηι). a5 τώι αύτώι λόγιοι: ‘argument’ is clearly appropriate 

for λόγος here (as opposed to the vaguer ‘thing said’ in 8564); the 

argument is stated, mutatis mutandis, in the parenthesis in a6—b2. a6— 

7 ούδεμία γάρ μηχανή αν εϊη ‘there would be no way that’, followed 

by acc. + inf. (cf. 72d2-3). a8 καί τάς χορδάς: sc. είναι. 

b2~3 άλλά, φαίη, άνάγκη ϊτι που είναι αύτήν τήν άρμονίαν repeats 

a5~6 άνάγκη ετι εΤναι τήν άρμονίαν εκείνην, but now in direct speech, 

with parenthetical φαίη (= the regular φησί, adapted to the condi¬ 

tional construction) substituting for διισχυρίζοιτο ... ώς. που είναι = 

‘be somewhere’: cf. 7oa2n. b5 καί γάρ ούν ‘And in point of fact’ 

(Hackforth): an intensified form οίκα'ι γάρ as used at e.g. 5736-7. The 

reference to ‘tuning’, Simmias explains, is even more appropriate than 

might have appeared. b5~7 καί αύτόν σε . . . τήν ψυχήν είναι ‘that 

you yourself (καί seems to be purely emphatic) have noticed that we 

suppose the soul to be most of all (μάλιστα) something like this ...’ The 

fact that S. is supposed to have ‘noticed’ ‘our’ endorsement of the 

theory in question suggests that it has come up before, in previous 

discussions. ‘We’, then, will be either Simmias on his own (cf. 92c 11- 

d 1 όδε ... μοι γέγονεν), or else Simmias and others in his and S.’s circle 

- though apparently not Cebes, unless 8731-7 marks a complete con¬ 

version on his part. (But as before, the real reference is likely to be to 

discussions in the Platonic circle: cf. esp. 74b2n., 65d4~5n.) Cf. Arist. De 

an. 407b27-30, where the άρμονία theory of the soul is introduced as 

‘no less persuasive, to many people, than any of those we have men¬ 

tioned, and one that has given an account of itself, as if to public 

assessors, in open discussions’. Alternatively, ‘we’ are to be seen as 

Pythagoreans (so e.g. Echecrates, who is represented by D. L. 8.46 
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as a Pythagorean, declares himself an enthusiastic supporter of the 

αρμονία theory at 88d), or the reference is to people in general who 

might be expected to have a theory on the subject at all (cf. g2d2n.). 

But the idea of the soul as a αρμονία is incompatible with any other 

known Pythagorean belief about the sou!; and even if the theory was 

widely accepted (g2d2), we need not assume Simmias to be referring 

to that fact here - what matters in this context is that he accepts it. b7 

ώσπερ έντεταμένου ... ci τήν ψυχήν ήμών ‘[i.e.], given that our 

body is in tension, as it were, and held together by hot and cold and 

dry and wet and such things as these, that our soul is a blending and 

attunement of these very things’, ώσπερ έντεταμένου (the same verb is 

used of the string of a lyre in [Arist] Probl. g2ib27) is explained by 

συνεχομένου ... και τοιούτων τινών, in combination with ci-2 έπειδάν 

ταϋτα καλώς καί μετρίως κραθήι πρός άλληλα: what holds the body 

together, and so keeps it ‘in tension’, is the right mixture, or άρμονία, 

of hot, cold, etc. - and this right mixture or άρμονία is the soul. What 

Simmias seems to mean here is that ‘having a soul’ (being ensouled or 

alive, έμψυχος) is merely another way of describing the state of the 

bodily constituents when mixed and ‘in tension’: the set of capacities 

which we associate with ‘soul’ is just this state. We will then have a 

precise parallel to the case of the lyre: there, as here, the relevant state 

arises simply as a result of the adjustment of physical elements (cf. 

^5e3_4n·)· The core of Simmias’ position is that soul is not an entity in 

itself, distinct from the body and added to it at birth, as the case for 

immortality presupposes; his challenge, then, will be a crucial one for 

S. to meet. For ancient criticisms of the theory of soul as άρμονία, see 

Arist. De an. 1.4, and Lucr. DRN 3^4-135. A very similar theory, but 

using a political rather than a musical metaphor, was advanced by the 

fifth-century medical thinker Alcmaeon (DK 24 b 4) as an explanation 

of health (cf. Symp. i86d), but he evidently did not take the short step 

to treating it also as an explanation of life, and so of ‘soul’ (see Arist. 

De an. 405a2g-bi). Who first did so, and who first introduced the 

specific conception of ψυχή as a άρμονία, is unknown; but see preced¬ 

ing n. 

ci-2 καλώς καί μετρίως ‘well and in due proportion’. C2 ούν is 

clearly resumptive; contrast a3, where it is progressive (so probably 

also at di). C3-4 χαλασθήι ... ή έπιταθήι: cf. b7 έντεταμένου. c6 
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ώσπερ καί ai άλλαι άρμονίαι ··· 7 π®σι: lit. like the other attune- 

ments too, the ones in sounds and in all the products of the crafts¬ 

men’: i.e. like real attunements (compared with which the soul is only 

αρμονία τις, οβ), the ones found in the sphere of (musical) sound, 

and in all the instruments which produce it (cf. ai έν τήι ήρμοσμένηι 

λύραι). Cf. 85e3-4n· έν τοΐς τώυ δημιουργών έργοις ττασι is usually 

taken as referring to artificial products generally; but a new metaphor¬ 

ical extension of αρμονία here would be an unnecessary distraction 

from the argument. 

διαβλέψας ‘with a broad stare’ (Burnet). Burnet connects the phrase 

with the peculiar and well-known (cf. ώσπερ τα πολλά ε’ιώθει) promin¬ 

ence of S.’s eyes: Theaet. 143ε, Xen. Symp. 5.5. Cf. 117b5 ώσπερ είώθει 

ταυρηδόν ύποβλέψας, a different kind of look, but one which such 

startling eyes would make similarly striking, άη τί ούκ άπεκρίνατο; 

‘In questions with τί οϋ, expressing surprise that something is not 

already done, and implying an exhortation to do it, the aorist is 

sometimes used strangely like a future’ (MT 62). Αη-8 καί γάρ . . . 

τοΰ λόγου: lit. ‘For he really (καί yap) resembles [someone] getting a 

grip on the argument [i.e. mine: cf. ei] in no mean way.’ d9 χρήναι: 

sc. ημάς. 

ei τί αύ δδε έγκαλεΐ τώι λόγωι ‘what charge he in his turn will 

bring against the argument’. e3 προσάιδειν ‘strike the proper note’ 

(Fowler). e4 άλλ’ άγε: άλλά marks the change of pace which occurs 

with the imperative (cf. GP 13-14). e5 τί ήν τό σέ αύ θραττον ‘what 

it was that was troubling you, now that Simmias has had his say’ (au 

as in ei). απιστίαν παρέχει can only be explained as an interpolated 

gloss. e6-87ai έμοί γάρ «ραίνεται κτλ. ‘The argument seems to me 

still to be in the same place, and to be liable to the same charge as we 

were making against it before.’ 

8732 εις τόδε τό είδος έλθεΐν: cf. 76c 12 είναι έν ανθρώπου είδει. a2 

ούκ άνατίθεμαι μή ούχί ... 4 άποδεδεΐχθαι Τ do not retract [my 

admission] that it has been demonstrated ...’: the metaphor of άνατί- 

θεσθαι is from taking back a move in a board game, μή ou + inf. is the 

usual construction after a negatived verb of denial (implied in ούκ 

άνατίθεμαι); cf. 72di-3n., and MT815.2. The difference between this 

construction and one like that at 8504—6 is that the μή does not here 
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negative the following infinitive, but merely continues the negative 

idea in the main verb. a3 έπαχθές ‘lacking in taste’: Burnet com¬ 

pares Dem. Cor. ίο ινα μηδέν επαχθές λέγω, where what is in question 

is overdone je//"-praise. a5 οϋ μοι δοκεϊ τήιδε: sc. ίκανώς άποδεδείχθαι 

(with τήιδε referring to the preceding ώς-clause). ίσχυρότερον καί 

πολυχρονιώτερον: as already implied by his acceptance of the argu¬ 

ment from άνάμνησις (a 1-4). a 1-7 as a whole shows Cebes’ position to 

be much closer to S.’s than to Simmias’; in particular, he accepts that 

the soul is an entity in itself, capable of subsisting independently of the 

body, ag τό γε άσθενέστερον ‘what is actually the weaker part’ (em¬ 

phatic χε). 

γάρ perhaps explains the hesitation implied in έπίσκεψαι ει τι λέγω. 

b4 έμο'ι γάρ δοκεΐ ... 5”6 τούτον τόν λόγον: lit. ‘For these things 

[referring to S.’s last argument] seem to me to be said in the same way 

as if one were to say this [i.e. what follows] about an old weaver who 

has died.’ άνθρωπος is regularly combined with other nouns, especially 

those denoting occupations, but after ag τού ανθρώπου (= combina¬ 

tion of body + soul; cf. a2) it has additional point. b6~7 έστι που 

σώς ‘exists intact somewhere’, σώς is a necessary correction found in a 

secondary MS (cf. b8 έστι σών, C5 σώς έστιν). b7~8 τεκμήριον δέ 

παρέχοιτο θοιμάτιον . . . οτι έστί σών ‘and were to produce as evi¬ 

dence the cloak ..., that it is intact’; i.e. were to produce as evidence 

the fact that his cloak is intact, αύτός ύφηνάμενος: for the point of 

this addition, see esp. dy-ei. 

C2 γένος ‘class’. 03—4 άποκρινομένου δή ... οϊοιτο ‘[and] then 

(δή) when someone answered ..., were to think ...’: οϊοιτο, like by 

παρέχοιτο and ci άνερωτώιη, continues the construction begun by 

ώσπερ άν ... λέχοι in b4~5. δέ for the better attested δή in C3 looks 

right (connective δή does not usually occur in mid-sentence); as does 

Burnet’s bracketing of τίνος (the person answering must be the same as 

the τις of b8), but there is a certain awkwardness in Cebes’ speech as a 

whole. Cf. 88b6n. C3 8τι πολύ τό τοΰ άνθρώπου ‘that the [class] to 

which the man belongs [is] by far [the more long-lived]’. c6 τό δ’ 

οϊμαι . . . ούχ ούτως έχει ‘But in fact (τό δέ, used absolutely: cf. 

iogd8, and LSJ s.v. ό viii.3) it is not like that’. 06-7 σκόπει γάρ καί 

σύ & λέγω: by including Simmias at this point, Cebes mitigates the 

implied rudeness to S. in what he is about to say (C7-8 ‘Anyone 
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would retort that this is a simple-minded thing to say’). 07 γάρ refers 

back to οΰχ ούτως εχει. 

d3~4 τήν αύτήν δέ τούτην οΐμαι εικόνα δέξαιτ’ αν ψυχή πρός σώμα: 

lit. ‘Soul in relation to body would, I think, admit this same image’, i.e. 

the relationship of soul and body can itself be described in terms of a 

weaver and his products (d5-e5). Cebes’ objection follows a similar 

pattern to Simmias’: what begins as a counter-example to S.’s argu¬ 

ment (the άρμουία of a lyre, a weaver and his cloaks) turns out itself to 

provide a metaphorical way of thinking directly about soul and body 

(soul as a άρμουία of bodily constituents, soul as a weaver). d4 αυτά 

ταΰτα ‘these very things’, sc., mutatis mutandis, as described in d5-e5· 

ds—6 ή μέν ψυχή πολυχρόνιόν έστι, τό δέ σώμα άσθενέστερον 

i.e. in the light of the relationship which is about to be ascribed to 

them. d7 άλλα γάρ introduces a qualification to what has just been 

said (‘But all the same’: cf. GP 104-5, 100-1). The qualification con¬ 

sists in the complex proposition ‘each soul wears out many bodies in 

the course of a lifetime (d7—8; sc. and hence is more long-lived), but 

nevertheless (e2 μέντοι, sc. on the analogy of the weaver) it will perish 

before the last one it “weaves” ’. d8 εί γάρ ... ei άνυφαίνοι ‘for if the 

the body is in flux, and is perishing even while the person (άνθρωπος, 

as before, denoting the combination of soul and body) is alive, still 

(αλλά: see GP 11) the soul always weaves again what is being worn 

out’: a parenthesis which explains the idea underlying d7~8. Cebes 

here combines the general idea of the soul as what brings life to the 

body (implied e.g. in the ‘cyclical’ argument) with an obvious fact of 

experience, that the tissue of the living body is continually dying off 

and being replaced (cf. e.g. Arist. Pol. 1276334-^1); though the verb 

ρεΐν probably also contains an allusion to the ‘flux’ theory of Heraclitus 

(cf. e.g. Theaet. 182c, with 181a). The optative άνυφαίνοι (similarly e5 

έπιδεικυύοι, διοίχοιτο) resembles the independent optatives which can 

follow ως- or άτι-clauses with optative after a past main verb (as e.g. in 

Thuc. 2.72), and are sometimes even found where no such clause pre¬ 

cedes (but still someone’s views are being reported; cf. 95d3~4). See 

Λ/Τ675. We certainly need to suppose an implied construction with 

ως (cf. d5); but the main verb in this case, d7 άν φαίη (cf. d5 άν .. . 

φαίνοιτο λέγειν), refers to the future rather than the past, and it may 

therefore be better to explain the optative in terms of assimilation to 
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the potential idea which introduces it (άν φαίη), and which surfaces in 

its full-blown form in e2 (άναγκαΐον) άν εΐη. Cf. Dem. 16 (For the 

Megalopolitans) 5 ού γάρ έκεϊνό γ’ άν είττοιμεν, ώς ... βουλοίμεθα. ρέοι 

(the theory is that the body is in flux, not that it might be: cf. d8 

κατατρίβειν) and e2 άττολλύοιτο are certainly to be explained in terms 

of assimilation; for at least these optatives, cf. 72C5-6. 

€4-5 τήν φύσιν τής άσθενείας ‘its natural weakness’ (cf. Burnet). e6 

πιστεύσαντα: sc. τινα. 

88a2 τώι λέγοντι [ή] & σύ λέγεις: Cebes again shows tact towards S. 

(cf. 87c6-7n.). ή (bracketed by several editors) would entail (a) that 

the same imaginary critic was speaking, and (b) that σύ refers to 

Cebes; but (a) is unlikely in view of τις; and (b) would involve a singu¬ 

lar harshness. The introduction of the word probably resulted from a 

misunderstanding of καί πλέον (‘even more’, i.e. than what I originally 

conceded at 8731-4: (88)33-4 δούς αύτώι μή μόνον κτλ.). a5 ένίων 

‘[the souls] of some [of us]’, because it will be the consequence of the 

scenario now being advanced that not all souls will survive (every) 

death. a6 αυτό ‘the thing in question’, i.e. the soul. a8~9 έκεΐνο 

μηκέτι συγχωροΐ, μή ού πονεΐν αύτήν ‘were not to concede the fur¬ 

ther point, that it does not suffer’: construction much as in 85C4-6, 

with (τό) μή ού πονεΐν κτλ. as a noun-clause in apposition to έκεΐνο. 

ag τελευτώσάν γε ‘finally’, with γε marking the beginning of the cli¬ 

max of the sentence. (But the other sense of τελευτάν, ‘die’, must also 

be present.) 

bi διάλυσιν τοΰ σώματος ‘separation from the body’ (referring back 

to the original definition of death in 64c), not ‘dissolution of the body’: 

the latter process may be quick (8765), but does not coincide with 

death. Cf. Gallop. b2~3 άδύνατον γάρ είναι ότωιοΰν αίσθέσθαι 

ήμών ‘for [sc. he would say] that it was impossible for any of us to 

perceive [sc. that he was undergoing his final death and separation 

from body]’. b3 εΐ δέ τούτο ούτως έχει ‘but if this [i.e. what has 

been suggested in a8-b3] is the case’: Cebes finally breaks off the long 

conditional clause begun in ai, and replaces it with a new one; he 

also ceases to talk for an anonymous ‘someone’ (88a2, etc.), and puts 

his point directly (ούδενί προσήκει κτλ.). It was of course precisely 

the opposite of this that S. originally set out to show (6309-6432; cf. 
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84.b4.-8). b3~4 ούδενί . . . θαρρεΐν: lit. ‘it does not belong to anyone 

who is confident about death not to be foolishly confident’, i.e. anyone 

confident about death must be foolish to be so (μή ού as in a8-g). 

b4~5 δς ον μή ϊχηι άποδεΐξαι ‘whoever is not able to demonstrate’, i.e. 

unless he is able to demonstrate. b5-6 παντάπασιν Αθάνατόν τε καί 

άνώλεθρον: to show that the soul is ‘altogether deathless’ will be to 

show that it survives every death, i.e. every separation from the body 

in every successive life; but given Cebes’ assumption, that if it perishes 

it will do so ‘in one of its deaths’ (ag-10), this will be equivalent to 

showing that it is ‘altogether imperishable’. (The force of παντάπασιν 

will then be quite different from that of παράπαν (άδιαλύτωι) at 

8obg.) b6 Ανάγκην είναι: explained by Hackforth as ‘depending] on 

something like πάσι προσήκει ήγεϊσθαι felt as the opposite of ούδενί ... 

προσήκει ... θαρρεΐν’. The whole speech is less than fluent, though its 

content is sound enough; is Cebes perhaps less successful than Simmias 

in overcoming his embarrassment at putting his objection? (See 84^4.- 

7; and cf. bgn.) b7~8 έν τήι νΰν τοΰ σώματος διαζεύξει ‘in its pre¬ 

sent disjunction from the body’ (Gallop); i.e. in the one that is about 

to occur (b6~7 τόν μέλλοντα άττοθανεΐσθαι). 

8801-9105: further interlude 

Before he recounts Socrates’ reply to the objections just mounted, Phaedo describes 

the dismay at them felt by all those present, and how Socrates rallied them: just 

because some arguments may turn out to be weak, that is no reason to reject 

argument altogether. 

88ci άηδώς διετέθημεν ‘were disagreeably affected’ (Gallop). C2 οτι 

because . C2—3 τοΰ έμπροσθεν λόγου: i.e. the ‘affinity’ argument, 

against which both Simmias’ and Cebes’ objections were directed; C4— 

5 toTs προειρημένος λόγος, however, must refer to all the preceding 

arguments. 03 έδόκουν: i.e. Simmias and Cebes. 04 εις Απιστίαν 

καταβαλεΐν: followed first by a dative, by analogy with άπιστεΤν/πισ- 

τεύειν, then by εις (‘towards’). 06—7 μή . . . ήι ‘for fear that we would 

turn out to be worthless (ούδενός άξιοι) judges or the things themselves 

to be untrustworthy as well (η και: see GP 306). Fears referring to the 

future, in secondary time (έδόκουν ... εις απιστίαν καταβαλεΐν), are 

expressed by μή (μή ού ‘that ... not’) and optative or, less frequently, 
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subjunctive (cf. MT 365; here Plato uses first one and then the other, 

for variation). ‘The things themselves’: either the things S. set out to 

establish, or the subject of the arguments in a more general sense, i.e. 

the nature and fate of the soul (in which case βατίστα = ‘doubtful’, ‘not 

admitting of certainty’). c8 συγγνώμην γε έχω ύμΐν Τ really (ye) 

have sympathy for you.’ eg καί γάρ: the καί stresses αυτόν με (cf. GP 

108). 

di επέρχεται ‘it occurs [to me, too, to say ...]’. d2~3 ώς γάρ . . . 

καταπέπτωκεν: lit. ‘For being how [exclamatory] emphatically per¬ 

suasive, which argument [the argument which] S. was uttering, has 

now fallen into distrust’, i.e. how very persuasive S.’s argument was, 

and yet now it has been discredited. Echecrates speaks as if he were 

himself present at the conversation, so demonstrating his full involve¬ 

ment in it: for him, as of course for us, as readers, the arguments are 

of more than historical concern. (But in any case the ‘history’ is in¬ 

vented.) d3~4 ό λόγος ούτος: Simmias’ theory (τό άρμονίαν κτλ., 

d4~5)· ^4 Αντιλαμβάνεται ‘has a hold on’. d5 ώσπερ ύπέμνησέν 

με ‘reminded me, so to speak’ (he had not actually forgotten, if the 

theory has a hold on him και υΟν καί άεί). This reminiscence of the 

argument from άνάμνησις anticipates S.’s first move against Simmias’ 

theory in gie. d8 συναποθνήισκει ‘die with [him]’. According to the 

definition of death originally agreed on by the protagonists (64.c4.-8; 

cf. 88b6-8), the soul cannot strictly be said to ‘die’; but (a) what 

Echecrates says is rhetorically effective (άττοθανόντος . . . συναττοθνήι- 

σκει), and (b) in any case a supporter of the αρμονία theory of soul 

ought not to accept that definition of death, dg μετήλθε τόν λόγον: 

for the metaphor, cf. 63a2, 76eg. e2, by contrast, has Socrates ‘coming 

to the aid of’ his λόγος (in both cases, λόγος is perhaps ‘argument’ in 

a broad sense). 

ei υμάς φήις: sc. ένδήλους γενέσθαι άχθομένους. τι ‘at all’. e2 

έβοήθει τώι λόγωι: Szlezak 1985 attributes a special importance to 

this notion in the Platonic dialogues; cf. Phdr. 275ε, 276a, 278c-d. ή 

καί ‘Did he also ... ?’ See GP 285, and cf. 94a 12. e4 και μήν as at 

84d1,58ε1. 

89a 1 ότι λέγοι: deliberative subjunctive (τί λέγω;) becomes optative 

in indirect speech after a secondary main verb. a2 αύτοΰ . . . τούτο 
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‘this [feature] of him’, i.e. of his behaviour. 04-5 έπειτα . . . τών 

λόγων ‘next, how sharply he observed us, what effect their speeches 

had had on us’. 

bi—2 έπί πολύ υψηλότερου; not ‘on a much higher [stool] , since he is 

still sitting on the bed (see 60b, 61c—d), but simply in a much higher 

position’, loosely echoing the preceding construction. b3 συμπιέσας 

‘squeezing’. b3~4 είώθει γάρ . . . τάς τρίχας ‘for he had a habit now 

and then (οπότε τύχοι: lit. ‘at whatever time he happened’, sc. to do 

it), of making fun of my hair’; perhaps because Phaedo was past the 

age at which it would be usual for an Athenian man to wear his hair 

long (Robin). b4~io Phaedo should not cut his hair tomorrow (as a 

sign of mourning), but rather today, if they cannot breathe new life 

into the argument (10 άναβιώσασθαι; cf. άναβιώσκεσθαι in 71ε-72a). 

In any case, S. does not think of his death as anything to grieve about. 

b8 άλλα τί; ‘What then?’ 

C2 ένορκον άν ποιησαίμην T would swear an oath’, ώσπερ Άργεϊοι: 

see Hdt. 1.82.7 (‘the Argives ... swore that none of them would grow 

their hair long [again] . . . until they recovered Thyreae’). C3 άνα- 

μαχόμενος ‘fighting back’ (άνα-). C5-6 While fighting the hydra, 

Heracles was attacked by a giant crab, and was aided by his nephew 

Iolaus (cf. Euthd. 297c). olos τε είναι: sc. μάχεσθαι. C7-8 άλλα καί εμέ 

. . . παρακάλει ‘then summon me as your Iolaus’ (with καί empha¬ 

sising εμέ): another piece of characteristic ‘irony’ on S.’s part (Iolaus 

played only a supporting role to the much stronger Heracles (as C5 

implies). εως ετι φώς έστιν: cf. 61 e3~4· CI1 ούδέν διοίσει ‘it will make 

no difference’, i.e. whichever of us has the greater resources, let’s fight 

together. 

di μισόλογοι ‘misologists’, i.e. haters of arguments (d3). di-2 ώσπερ 

οί μισάνθρωποι γιγνόμενοι ‘in the way that those who become mis¬ 

anthropists [become like that]’: cf. d4~5. d2~3 ‘since there is no 

greater evil that could befall anyone than this, [namely] than coming 

to hate arguments’. d3~4 εκ τοΰ αύτοϋ τρόπου ‘in the same way’ (cf. 

e.g. Lys. 31.30 μηδέ έξ ενός τρόπου). d5 άνευ τέχνης ‘without expert 

knowledge’. d6 ήγήσασθαι ... 7 εύρεΐν: continuing the infinitive 

construction begun in d5 (έκ τού πιστεύσαι). d8 καί αύθις έτερον 

‘and then [finding] a second person [similarly untrustworthy, instead 
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of the reliable person he thought he was]’. We thus have the sequence 

one, then two, then many (καί δταν τούτο πολλάκις ττάθηι τις, d8-g)· 

ei προσκρούων: lit. ‘stumbling’, so ‘making mistakes’. e2 ούδενός 

ούδέν ‘no one in any respect’ (lit. ‘nothing of anyone’). e5 αισχρόν 

‘not a pretty thing’. ey-goai ei γάρ . . . ήγήσατο ‘For presumably 

(ttou) if he handled [people] on the basis of a proper understanding, 

he would have thought [things to be] as they [really] are’ (ώσττερ εχει 

ούτως = ούτως έχειν ώσπερ έχει). 

goai-2 τούς μέν χρηστούς κτλ.: the parallels in a4 and 5 suggest that 

σφόδρα qualifies χρηστούς καί πονηρούς rather than ολίγους (or as 

well as: so Verdenius). The general thought seems to be that there is 

some bad in everyone good, and vice versa. This suggests that ‘good’ 

and ‘bad’ are regarded as forming a continuum, like hot and cold. 

a5~6 οϊε ι τι κτλ. ‘do you think there is anything rarer than (ή1) to find 

an extremely large or extremely small man, or dog, or anything else?’ 

ay λευκόν ή μέλανα ‘pale or dark’. a8 τά ... άκρα των έσχάτων 

‘the ends of the extremes’, i.e. the most extreme instances at either end 

of every spectrum. 

bi-2 αν . . . φανήναι represents άν ... φανεΐεν in direct speech. b.f- 

5 ταύτηι . . . ούχ όμοιοι ot λόγοι τοΐς άνθρώποις: i.e. there is no 

lack of extremely bad arguments; the reference is perhaps especially to 

those produced by the category of people to be introduced in bg-ci, 

ol περί τούς άντιλογικούς λόγους διατρίψαντες. b6-8 άλλ’ έκείνηι 

ήι, έπειδάν τις πιστεύσηι . . . , κ&πειτα . . . δόξηι ‘but in the way 

in which, when someone trusts ..., and then ... it seems ...’: S. 

then breaks off the sentence without providing the expected apodosis, 

in order to insert a new subject (oi ... διατρίψαντες, bg-ci). b6 

άληθεΐ: an άληθής argument is perhaps one that we - or rather one 

who possesses the relevant τέχνη (by) - can safely accept as estab¬ 

lishing a given conclusion (cf. 85b-d). b8 ών: sc. ψευδής, bg—c6 

On ‘antilogic’, see esp. Kerferd 1981, ch. 6: ‘[it] consists in causing the 

same thing to be seen by the same people now as possessing one predi¬ 

cate and now as possessing the opposite or contradictory predicate’ 

(61, with reference to Phdr. 26ic-e, and the discussion there of Zeno of 

Elea, the antilogician par excellence)', ‘... it constitutes a specific and 

fairly definite technique, namely that of proceeding from a given logos, 
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say the position adopted by an opponent, to the establishment of a 

contrary or contradictory logos in such a way that the opponent must 

either accept both logoi, or at least abandon his first position (63). 
The typical result of the ‘analogical’ procedure is ‘two statements 

which are mutually contradictory’ (65). This makes good sense of the 

present passage: in so far as the contradictory statements claim to be 

statements about how things are, and the procedure can be applied to 

any subject whatever, the consequence will be that ‘no aspect of real¬ 

ity’ (03 τά πράγματα = C4 τά όντα, ‘the things that are’, ‘what is the 

case’) is sound or secure; and the same will hold of arguments (04 ούτε 

των λόγων!, since the method supposes that any argument can be 

matched by one for the opposite conclusion. C2-3: ‘they think that 

they have become very wise, because they have understood, unlike 

anyone else, that ...’ S. goes on to question both halves of the anti¬ 

logicians’ claim (the second immediately, and the first in his reply to 

Cebes, which reintroduces the forms - objects which are in his view 

undoubtedly ‘secure’). 

C5 έν Εύρίπωι: the narrow strait between the island of Euboea and the 

mainland, in which the strong currents frequently change direction 

(hence άνω κάτω στρέφεται ‘are turned this way and that’). There is 

a clear reference here to the ‘flux’ doctrine of the Heracliteans (cf. 

e.g. Crat. 44oa-c; and see Theaet. 152-60, where extreme Protagorean 

relativism - ‘man is the measure of all things’ - is combined with 

Heracliteanism). 05—6 έν ούδενί ‘in no [place]’. c8 We here return 

from the special and extreme case of the antilogicians to the τις (d3, cf. 

b6) we are to beware of becoming, eg δντος δή ‘when there really 

existed’. Whether S.’s arguments so far are meant to be capable of 

fitting the description ‘true’ and ‘secure’ is left unclear (b8-g ύστερον 

. .. δόξηι ψευδής είναι, ενίοτε μέν ών, ενίοτε δ’ ούκ ών), and appropri¬ 

ately so, since Simmias’ and Cebes’ objections have thrown the com¬ 

pany into confusion (88c). On balance, however, it seems unlikely that 

P. wants us to think of them as sufficient: see 91 e 1 n. 

di έπειτα ‘even then’, ‘despite that’, παραγίγνεσθαι ‘associating with’. 

<4-5 άλλα τελευτών . . . άπώσαιτο ‘but instead, because of the pain 

[of the experience] were happily (άσμενος) to shift the blame from 

himself to arguments’. d6—7 των δέ δντων . . . στερηθείη: lit. ‘and 

were to be deprived of the truth and knowledge of the [things] that 
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are’: i.e. of knowledge of the truth about things, dg πρώτον μέν . . . 

εύλαβηθώμεν: cf. gic3n. dg—e2 μή παρίωμεν . . . υγιές είναι ‘let us 

not admit into our soul [the thought] that there is likely to be nothing 

sound in arguments’. 

e2 οϋπω ύγιώς έχομεν: i.e. we do not yet possess the necessary τέχνη 

ττερί τούς λόγους (by). e3 σοί μέν ούν: ouv ‘emphasisfes] ... prospec¬ 

tive μέν’ (GP 473), heightening our expectation of the answering έμοί 

δέ in the following line. 

giai αύτοΰ ένεκα τοΰ θανάτου ‘for the sake of my death itself’, i.e., as 

the sequel shows, in order that he may encounter death with the right 

(philosophical) attitude. a2—3 ώσπερ οί πάνυ απαίδευτοι φιλονί- 

κως: these are the ‘eristics’, people who - like the sophists Euthydemus 

and Dionysodorus portrayed in Eulhd. - show their complete lack of 

‘education’ in the science of argument by caring only about appearing 

to their audience to win their case, by whatever means are available 

(a3~6). The ‘antilogicians’ of gob-c evidently form a separate class, 

since they allegedly have a particular view about the nature of reality 

(goc2—6), whereas the eristics simply do not care how things really are 

(34). S.’s suggestion that he is presently (έν τώι τταρόντι, ai) in danger 

of emulating the eristics must be a reflection on his performance until 

now - and perhaps especially in the affinity argument, the larger part 

of which contains more persuasive description than hard reasoning (cf. 

84b4-8n.). But in a6 he switches into the future: ‘it seems to me that I 

shall on the present occasion (again, έν τώι τταρόντι) differ from them 

...’ However close he may have come to them, his attitude from now 

on will be clear. This change in (or clarification of) his approach corre¬ 

sponds to the change in the roles of Simmias and Cebes: see introduc¬ 

tory note to 8401-8502, and further ayn. a4 δπηι ... 6 λόγος: lit. 

‘how [the things] are in relation to which the argument may be’, i.e. 

the truth of the matter under discussion. a5 & αύτοί έθεντο ‘their 

own theses’, ay τοσοΰτον μόνον: the difference in question (that he 

will try to persuade himself rather than his audience) will be a small 

one only if S. is on the same level as the eristics, and πάνυ άπαίδευτος 

like them; and of course he is not, although with his usual ‘irony’ he 

pretends to be. Rather, he is as complete a philosopher (see esp. 76b- 

c), and therefore as skilled in argument, as anyone living. Something 

which appears true to him will therefore have passed the most exacting 
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test available - although even that may not be sufficient, as Simmias’ 

speech at 85b-d has warned us (see esp. ci-4 έμοί yap δοκεΐ ... περί 

των τοιούτων ίσως ώσπερ καί σοί τό μέν σαφές είδέναι έν τώι νύν βίωι 

ή αδύνατον είναι ή παγχάλεπόν τι). bi-c5 then has a double meaning, 

one as spoken by S. the ignoramus, the other as spoken by S. the 

philosopher. a8-g εί μή εϊη πάρεργον ‘except incidentally’. 

bi-2 θέασαι ώς πλεονεκτικώς: lit. ‘watch how graspingly’ (cf. a3 

φιλονίκως), i.e. because either way he will win. b3 εί δέ μηδέν έστι 

τελευτήσαντι ‘whereas if there is nothing for one who has died’. b3~ 

4 άλλ’ ούν . . . γε ‘still, at least’ (GP 444); cf. άλλα ... youv at 71 b8. 

b5-6 ή δέ άνοιά μοι αυτή ού συνδιατελεΐ ‘this silliness [i.e. the one 

which would be involved in wrongly believing that there is something 

for the dead] will not persist with me’, i.e. it will shortly perish with me 

(ολίγον ύστερον άπολεΤται). With the reading διάνοια, what would be 

perishing, less colourfully, would be ‘this thought [that there is some¬ 

thing .. .]’; cf. 63C9. b7~8 παρεσκευασμένος δή . . . επί τόν λόγον 

‘Prepared, then (δή: cf. 71 <^5)5 Simmias and Cebes, in this way, I 

advance against the argument’ (i.e. your arguments). 

ci σμικρόν: adverbial. 03 ευλαβούμενοι: we thus at last find a pair 

to godg πρώτον μέν . .. εύλαβηθώμεν - although the groundwork for it 

began as far back as goe4 (έμοί δέ κτλ.). 04 ύπό προθυμίας ‘through 

zeal’ (i.e. my zeal to convince myself, a7~bi). 

9106-9533: Socrates’ reply to Simmias 

After a short recapitulation of both Simmias’ and Cebes’ objections, Socrates turns 

to the former, first pointing out that the view of the soul Simmias has proposed is 

incompatible with the argument from άνάμνησις (which he accepts), and then 

mounting two independent arguments against it. 

9ic6 άλλ’: marking the transition from reflection to action (see GP 

■4)· c6“7 έάν · · · μεμνημένος ‘in case I prove not to remember’. 

c8-d2 φοβείται μή . . . ούσα ‘is afraid that despite being (όμως .. . όν: 

see LSJ s.v. όμως u.2) something both more divine and more beautiful 

than the body, the soul may perish before it, being a kind of attune- 

ment’ (έν άρμονίας εΐδει ούσα: cf. 8603, g2a8, and Rep. 38gb4 (ψεύδος) 

άνθρώποις ... χρήσιμον ώς έν φαρμάκου εΐδει, ‘useful for human beings 

as a kind of medicine’). 
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d3-4 τόδε άδηλον παντί: φάναι is easily supplied from συγχωρεΐυ. For 

the following construction (μή + subj.), cf. e.g. 67b2n.; the idea of 

fearing is clearly implicit in τόδε άδηλου τταυτί. d4 πολλά . . . σώμ¬ 

ατα κα'ι πολλάκις: i.e. many bodies in many separate lifetimes (87d- 

88a). d5 νΰν: i.e. τό τελευταίου σώμα καταλιττούσα. d6 καιήιαύτό 

τούτο θάνατος, ψυχής όλεθρός ‘and whether death might not be this 

very thing, [the] perishing of [the] soul’, i.e. under the circumstances 

described in d4~5 ττολλά ... καταλυπούσα; but since we could not 

predict when these might hold (88b), any death might mean just this. 

(As d7 adds, the body will of course also perish; but that is neither here 

nor there, since on Cebes’ hypothesis it is continually perishing, even 

during life.) d5 (ψυχή) τό ... σώμα καταλιποΰσα shows that the de¬ 

finition of death as the separation of soul from body, agreed at 64c, is 

still in force; it was temporarily abandoned by Cebes in 8761-5, but 

then implicitly reinstated by his concession to S. of the idea of multiple 

reincarnations (88a-b; cf. 9id4 καί πολλάκις, which seems to confirm 

that S.’s summary here refers to this latter, more generous, version of 

Cebes’ objection). For other interpretations of d6, see O’Brien 1968, 

98-100, and Gallop 155-6. d7 άεί άπολλύμενον ούδέν παύεται ‘does 

not stop at all (ούδέυ is used adverbially) from a process of incessant 

change’. CI7—9 άρα άλλ’ ή ταΰτ’ έστίν ... & δει ήμάς έπισκοπεΐσ- 

θαι; ‘Are [the points] we have to consider other than these?’ 

ei δή ‘Well, ...’ (GP 238). e4 All that is certain is that they accept 

the argument from άυάμυησις ^5-9235); 77C-e, at least, suggests no 

great enthusiasm on their part for the cyclical argument (cf. 72d4n., 

and 8734-5), and not only were their present objections mounted 

directly against the affinity argument, but they in fact present power¬ 

ful challenges to it - Simmias’, by offering an example of something 

else which is unseen and incorporeal, like the soul, yet perishable, and 

Cebes’ by pointing out, in effect, that likeness may be only relative (‘I 

concede that the soul may be longer-lived than the body, but ...’). 

Nor, in the event, does Socrates attempt to rebut these specific criti¬ 

cisms of the affinity argument (which he himself in any case admitted 

was open to attack: 84C6-7), preferring instead to attack Simmias’ 

positive proposal to regard soul itself as ‘a kind of άρμουία’, and to 

respond to Cebes by inventing an entirely new argument for immor¬ 

tality. Given that 77c-e has also suggested the inadequacy of the 

άυάμυησις argument by itself to prove the case (a point which is 
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underlined by εδτουτου ... 92a ι ενδεθήναι; see also 87ai 5); his strat¬ 

egy is at least consistent with supposing that that is the only complete 

argument that is to count as accepted. 

923.2 θαυμαστώς ώς έπείσθην ‘I was wonderfully convinced . 34 και 

μήν . . . καί αύτός ‘Yes (καί μήν: cf. GP 353), and I myself too.’ 37 

οϊησις = δόξα. 38-9 έκ των κατά τό σώμα έντεταμένων συγκεϊσθαι 

‘is composed out of the [things] held in tension in the body’, or ‘out of 

the constituents of the body, when these are held in tension’. If the soul 

is ‘composed out of’ these, that would on the face of it imply that they 

are its constituent parts; and S. does go on to treat ταΟτα έξ ών αν 

(αρμονία) συντεθήι as equivalent to τά αυτής μέρη (9336-7, 9)· Sim- 

mias ought to be unhappy about accepting this, (a) because he started 

off by suggesting that the άρμονία of the lyre, at least, was άσώματον 

(85e5), and (b) because in any case states (if άρμονίαι are states: cf. 

85e3~4n., 86b7-cin.) cannot obviously be said to have parts. (The 

strings, in the case of the lyre, will be parts of what is in a tuned state; 

in the same way the constituents of the body will be parts of the living 

(ensouled) body.) Nevertheless, there is a sense in which the soul (as 

άρμονία) will be something ‘put together’ from the constituents of the 

body, namely that it results from the putting together of these parts 

(see 86b7~cin.); and perhaps that is all that is meant. The point S. is 

preparing to make, about the incompatibility of the άρμονία theory 

with the theory of learning as άνάμνησις, will be unaffected. 39-bi 

ού γάρ που άποδέξηι γε σαυτοΰ λέγοντος ‘for I don’t suppose you’ll 

allow yourself to say’; γε emphasises the negative statement. 

bi rjv ... συγκείμενη ‘was there already composed’ (similarly είναι 

. . . συγκειμένην at b6). b4 συμβαίνει: cf. 74a2. bs είς ανθρώπου 

είδος: cf. 73a 1 -2, 76CI2. b7 οΰ γάρ ... 8 ώι άπεικάζεις ‘An attunement 

certainly isn’t (ού γάρ δή ... γε: cf. 76c6-7n.) the sort of thing with 

which you’re comparing it’, i.e. a composite thing which pre-exists the 

elements out of which it is compounded. Simmias will be bound to 

regard an attunement in the same way, in so far as he wants to call the 

soul a kind of attunement. 

ci οί φθόγγοι: even an untuned instrument will produce sounds; but 

these will of course be different from the sounds it can produce when 

tuned. C2—3 ουτος . . . έκείνωι: respectively, soul-as-άρμονία and 

learning-as-άνάμνησις (eg-10). c5 καί μήν ... 6 άρμονίας ‘Yet if 
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there is any other theory which ought to be in tune, it’s certainly (καί2) 

the one about attunement’ (for adversative και μήν ... γε, see GP 

357). c8 ούτος κτλ .‘Well (τοίνυν), you’ll find (σοι, ethic dative) this 

one isn’t.’ cn δδε μέν γάρ ... di εύπρεπείας ‘For I have acquired 

the latter without proof, on the basis of a certain likelihood and [super¬ 

ficial] plausibility’ (μετά, ‘with’, is the natural pair οίάνευ). 

d2 τοΐς πολλοΐς . . . άνθρώποις: presumably an exaggeration; most 

people, literally, would be unlikely to hold any reasoned theory about 

the soul. There is, however, some good evidence that the soul-as- 

άρμονία theory was in one form or another quite widespread: see esp. 

Laws 8gib-c, and Arist. De an. ^oηb2η-,^)o (quoted above at 86b5~ 

7η.). d4 άλαζόσιν ‘impostors’, claiming to have achieved more than 

they really have. Interestingly, Simmias’ description seems to fit at 

least part of one of S.’s own arguments: the latter part of the affinity 

argument (from 8oe) is almost completely based on what is είκός (from 

8ic8 to 82b8, explicitly so), and yet ends by stating its conclusion in a 

completely unqualified form (84.b4.-8: ‘there is no danger that [the 

philosophical soul] will fear’ its dissolution). But after pondering on 

the argument, Socrates quickly recognised its weaknesses (84c), just as 

Simmias now recognises his mistake in relation to the αρμονία theory: 

as before (see 85C2n.), the two march wholly in step in methodological 

matters. d5 έξαπατώσι: participle, continuing the construction be¬ 

gun in d2~4 (τοΐς ... λόγοις σύνοιδα ουσιν άλαζόσιν). καί έν γεω- 

μετρίαι κτλi.e. in other spheres as much as in geometry. Skilled 

geometers don’t accept proofs based on τά εΐκότα, and neither should 

anyone else. d6—7 δι’ ύποθέσεως άξίας άποδέξασθαι: quite why the 

hypothesis in question (the existence of forms, d8-g) is ‘worthy of 

acceptance’ Simmias does not say. He presumably cannot prove it, or it 

would not count as a hypothesis or postulate (cf. d6 καί έν γεωμετρίαι 

κτλ.), but on the other hand he has some sort of independent reason or 

reasons - beyond what is merely είκός - for accepting it (see ei ‘I have 

accepted it, I am convinced, ΐκανώς τε και όρθώς’; i.e. I think I am 

sufficiently justified in accepting it). He might perhaps begin from an 

optimistic belief in the possibility of ethical knowledge (see esp. 76b), 

supposing this to depend on the existence of stable objects (‘the beauti¬ 

ful’, ‘the good’, etc.). S. will later introduce a much longer account of 

hypothetical method (100a- 102a), in the context of a discussion of 

explanation; but that throws no new light on the present question. One 
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of the effects of what Simmias says here is to give a concrete illustration 

of the procedure he proposed at 85C-d, of taking the best available 

λόγος and depending on that, in the absence of anything more secure; 

it also exemplifies an important part of S.’s method of hypothesis, ac¬ 

cording to which, after ‘hypothesising’ (ΰττοτίθεσθαι) whichever λόγος 

appears strongest, he goes on to posit whatever harmonises with this 

as true, and whatever does not as not true (iooa3-7). But 85c-d is 

already closely connected in thought and language with this later 

context: cf. 85dm. d7~8 ούτως . . . ώσπερ: cf. 76e8-77a2 (ή αυτή 

ανάγκη ... τό ομοίως είναι). d8 σύτή seems a necessary replacement 

for the far better attested αΰτης. Tr. ‘[as] the being (ή ουσία, as at 

76d8-g, of a collection of existents) itself (αύτή) exists, bearing the 

name of “what is [/r]” ’. For this interpretation ofo εστιν, see 75d2~3n. 

The reading αυτής, ‘belonging to it’ (in the sense of being the object 

of the soul’s understanding: see Loriaux 1 155), although literally in 

accord with 76ei-2 (ταύτην τήν ουσίαν) ϋττάρχουσαν ... ήμετέραν 

ουσαν, and accepted by most recent editors, is impossibly harsh. 

e4 τί δε ... τήιδε; ‘And what [if we look at the matter] like this?’ S. 

here begins his two arguments against Simmias’ theory (the previous 

section being, of course, purely ad hominem: it would not affect anyone 

who rejected the theory of άνάμνησις). He begins by asking for Sim¬ 

mias’ agreement to some of the premisses he will need for one of the 

two arguments (9204-93310); then follows the other argument, in full 

(93ai 1 “94^3)1 and finally the completion of the first (94b4-95a3). 

The reason for this apparently curious arrangement seems to be rhe¬ 

torical rather than logical. There is no logical connection between the 

premisses agreed in 9204-93310 and those of the second argument (see 

Gallop 158); on the other hand, it clearly adds to the psychological 

effect of S. s refutation to have the conclusions of the arguments follow 

each other in quick succession. e4~93ai ή οίλληι τινί συνθέσει: see 

92a8-9n. 

93al προσήκειν: cf. 78b5n. In this case, however, what is in question 

is clearly a necessary truth (whether any άρμονία is a state of the 

underlying physical elements). a4 ούδέ μήν ‘Nor again’ (sc. δοκεΐ σοι 

ττροσήκειν); cf. GP 338-40. As Gallop points out (167), there is one 

thing that the άρμονία of a lyre can πάσχειν without its ‘components’ 

being affected in the same way, namely being destroyed (the strings 
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and frame may well survive its destruction). It remains true, however, 

that what the άρμουία ‘does’ (if it does anything) and has happen to it 

depends on what the strings do and have happen to them, and not vice 

versa; and that is all S. requires. a6 ούκ αρα ήγεΐσθαί γε προσήκει 

αρμονίαν ‘We should certainly not in that case expect an attunement 

to direct.' Given what was agreed about the soul’s function in relation 

to the body at 7ge-8oa, the general trend of the argument is already 

clear enough. a8 εναντία . . . κινηθήναι ‘to move in contrary direc¬ 

tions'. an —12 τί δέ; ούχ ούτως . . . ώς αν άρμοσθήι; S. now begins 

his second argument (see g2e4n.): ‘Another thing: isn’t it natural for 

each attunement to be an attunement in whatever way it has been 

tuned?’ This question becomes intelligible only in the more specific 

version which follows (ai4~b2, prompted by Simmias’ ού μανθάνω): if 

it is tuned more, will it be more of a harmony, and if less, less? S.’s 

point is that any difference in the tuning of an attunement (that is, any 

difference between the results when an instrument like a lyre is tuned 

on different occasions - except, presumably, when the musician is ac¬ 

tually aiming at different sets of notes) will affect the degree to which 

it can be called, and is, an attunement. The results of any fully success¬ 

ful tunings, on the other hand, will presumably be identical. ‘Tuning 

an attunement’ sounds odd in English, but άρμόζειν άρμονίαν is less so 

in Greek, which likes to group together words with the same root. 

Without qualification, it amounts to no more than ‘producing an at¬ 

tunement’; and άρμόζειν άρμονίαν ‘more’ or ‘less’ will mean producing 

a result which approximates to a greater or lesser degree to the one 

desired. ai4 επί πλέον seems here to function simply as a variant of 

μάλλον; similarly b2 έττ’ Ιλαττον and ήττον (but see further dg-ion.); 

if so, b2 πλείων will add nothing - except rhetorical force - after bi 

μάλλον, nor έλάττων after ήττων. 

bi εϊπερ . . . γίγνεσθαι: strictly speaking, of course, there will be no 

degrees of attunement - an instrument will either be in or out of tune; 

but in so far as one tuning may be more nearly right than another, we 

may speak of its being ‘more of an attunement’. b4 ή ούν έστι τούτο 

περί ψυχήν, ώστε ‘Well (‘progressive’ ούν, as at 5^4, etc.), is this the 

case in relation to soul, with the consequence that ...?’ The question 

clearly expects a negative answer, which it duly gets. No soul can be 

more or less of a soul than another. (But there are differences between 
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souls (b8-ci); if soul is a kind of harmony, how then do we explain 

these (C3-5)?) b5 The first μάλλον is of course strictly unnecessary. 

b8-9 νοΰν xe ϊχειν κα'ι αρετήν καί είναι άγαθή: according to S., as we 

know from 6ga-c, true virtue presupposes wisdom or φρόνησις; and 

sound sense (νούν εχειν) will be a part of wisdom. 

C3 τών ούν θεμένων ... 4 έν χαΐς ψυχαΐς: lit. ‘Then of those who have 

posited that soul is attunement [of whom, of course, Simmias used to 

be one, but is no longer: cf. his perhaps ruefully ironic reply at eg-10], 

what will any one say that these things which are in the soul are?’ C5 

πότερον . . . άναρμοσχίαν; If (a) soul is (an) attunement, and (b) 

attunements differ, if at all, only in the degree to which they are at- 

tunements (see an-i2n.), then the difference between good and bad 

souls must be explicable in similar terms (full attunement in the case 

of the good, and the absence of it altogether in the opposite case); but 

since (c) both types are already attunements, this must be by reference 

to some further attunement. Whether it is possible to attach any sense 

to the idea of such a further attunement is a problem for the upholder 

of the άρμονία theory himself; in any case S. does not try to analyse it, 

but instead ends by treating it, reasonably enough, as another instance 

of an attunement’s being tuned ‘to a greater extent’, and its absence as 

an instance of tuning to a lesser extent (see din.). In the final part of 

the argument (g3d-gqb), he sets out to show on this basis that such a 

way of accounting for virtue and vice in the soul is incompatible with 

what has already been agreed in g3ai i-ci; if there is no other account 

available to the proponents of the άρμονία theory, that theory must 

then fall, since virtue and vice are a reality. In simplified form, the 

argument as a whole seems to run something like this: there are differ¬ 

ences between souls; if there are differences between attunements (of 

the same type), this will be because some of these attunements are 

attunements to a lesser degree than others; all souls are equally souls, 

and - on the theory - equally attunements; the theory cannot there¬ 

fore account for differences between souls. The άρμονία-theorist might, 

perhaps, respond by attributing such differences to differences in the 

mix’ of bodily constituents, so that the comparison would be with 

different tunings of the lyre (i.e. ones resulting in different, but all 

equally concordant, sets of notes); but then people would apparently 

be born either virtuous and vicious, which among other things would 
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raise serious problems about moral responsibility. In any case, Simmias’ 

original account suggested a single formula for the mix (86c 1-2 

έπειδάν τούτα καλώς καί μετρίως κραθήι προς άλληλα). c6 τήν μέν 

ήρμόσθαι is explained by καί εχειν ... άλλην αρμονίαν. C7-8 τήν δέ 

άνάρμοστον ούτήν τε είναι ‘while the other [sc. the bad soul] is itself 

[i.e. despite being an attunement?] untuned’. That, at least, is the sort 

of thing we should expect to be said, balancing τήν μέν ήρμόσθαι; the 

difficulty, apart from the precise function of αυτήν, is the surprising 

(but by no means unique: see GP 517) postponement οΓτε, linking the 

clause with the (explanatory?) καί εχειν .. . But if αυτήν can be taken 

as suggested, the postponed τε could be said to add emphasis to it, and 

the alternatives (‘the untuned soul is just itself’, Bluck; or supplying 

άρμονίαν as complement of είναι) are even more unappealing, cio ό 

εκείνο ύποθέμενος: cf. 03η. 

di προωμολόγηται: b4~7 (μηδέν ‘in no way’: we might have expected 

ούδέν, but see MT 269-70). S. commences his demolition of the idea 

just proposed (C5-8). It has previously been agreed that no soul is any 

more or less a soul than any other (d 1 —2), and this will amount to an 

agreement that (?) no attunement is any more or less an attunement 

than any other (d2~4, substituting ‘attunement’ for ‘soul’ in 1-2); but 

it has also been agreed that what is neither more nor less an attunement 

is neither more nor less tuned (d6-8: a valid inference, by ‘contraposi¬ 

tion’, from ai4-b2), and what is neither more nor less tuned has 

an equal share in attunement, not more or less (dg-i 1, where the new 

formula ‘sharing more/less in attunement’ covers the proposed sec¬ 

ond attunement/non-attunement of C5-8: cf. the substitution of πλέον 

άναρμοστίας/άρμονίας μετέχειν for πλέον ή έλαττον αρμονίας μετέχειν 

in 64-5); therefore, since (again) no soul is more of a soul than any 

other (di2-ei = di-2), and is therefore neither more nor less tuned 

(ei-3 = d2-8, but with the resubstitution of‘soul’ for ‘attunement’), 

it will not share more in non-attunement or in attunement (as on the 

hypothesis of C5-8: e4~5). d2 τούτο ... 4 αρμονίας είναι is probably 

the only problematical move in the sequence: it will not follow from 

the available premisses (that no soul is more or less a soul than any 

other, and that soul is an attunement) that no attunement whatever 

may be more or less an attunement than any other; and after he has 

earlier (bi) left open the general possibility of degrees of attunement, 
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it would be strange for S. to discard it so carelessly. What does follow 

is that the type of attunement soul allegedly is will always equally be 

an attunement; and, especially given the way in which the proposition 

is reached (see previous n.), this is probably what is meant. (But in 

d6-io, the reference is certainly to attunements in general.) d4 είναι: 

sc. άρμονίαν (similarly ψυχήν has to be supplied as complement of είναι 

in d2). ή γάρ; ‘Isn’t that so?’ (cf. GP 284-5). d6 τήν δέ Y€: sc· 

άρμονίαν (for δέ χε, see 65050.). d6~7 μηδέ μάλλον μηδέ ήττον ήρ- 

μόσθαι: the first μηδέ is adverbial (cf. GP 193-4). Tr. ‘and has not 

been tuned more or less either’; similarly οΰδέ ... οΰδέ in ei—2. See 

Verdenius. dg—10 ‘And is there a way in which what has been nei¬ 

ther more nor less tuned shares to a greater or lesser degree in at¬ 

tunement, or [does it share in it] to an equal degree?’ This important 

proposition seems, reasonably, to be treated as intuitively obvious; on 

its function in the argument, see din. For the adverbial use of ότι (acc. 

neut. sing, of δστις), cf. e4 οΰδέν ιτλέον, η τι πλέον. That S. switches 

here from μάλλον and ήττον to the pair πλέον and ελαττον (= έπΐ 

πλέον, a14, b5; έπ’ ελαττον, b2, b6) is perhaps designed to help under¬ 

line the fact that he is now moving to the second, allegedly different 

way of distinguishing between attunements (05-8, cf. e4, 7; see din.); 

at the same moment, however, he is in the process of reducing it to the 

first (cf. C5n.) - so that ultimately as in ai4~b6 and d3~4, the two pairs 

will turn out to be equivalent. 

ei δή 'in that ease’ (cf. GP 224-5). e4—5 πλέον άναρμοστίας κτλ.: 

see din. (τούτο ... πεπονθυΐα ‘in this condition’.) e6 ού γάρ ούν 

‘Certainly not’ (with ouv strengthening ‘assentient’ yap, GP 447). 

94^*3 Conclusion. No soul, in that case, will have a greater share in 

vice or virtue than another ^7-9) - or rather, no soul will share in vice 

(94a 1 —7), so that all souls will be equally virtuous (9438-11); since 

that is plainly untrue, the hypothesis which led to it, that soul is 

an attunement, must be incorrect (94ai2-b3). e8-g εΐπερ ή μέν 

κακία κτλ.: ‘if indeed ...’, i.e. as the proponent of the soul-as- 

attunement theory has been portrayed as holding. 

94ai μάλλον δε γε . . . 'Or rather, I suppose (που: as at 7odi, scarcely 

indicating real doubt), to follow the correct reasoning’, i.e. the reason¬ 

ing to be given in a2~7 (cf. a8 έκ τούτου τοΰ λόγου). If an attune¬ 

ment is completely an attunement (i.e. unqualifiedly, contrasting with 
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the cases first introduced in 93ai4-b2), it will never share in non- 

attunement (a2~5); in the same way (a6~7), if (a) soul is - as agreed 

at 93^4-7 - always completely soul (and therefore, being an attune- 

ment (a2), always completely an attunement: 93d 1-4), it will never 

share in vice (given the identification of κακία with non-attunement: 

93c5“8, e8). a3 δήπου ‘presumably’ (as at e.g. 6437); indistinguish¬ 

able, in practical terms, from ai ttou. Cf. GP 267. a6 ούδέ ye ‘And 

neither ..(the ‘negative counterpart’ of δέ γε, GP 156). &η ky. . . . 

τών προειρημενών: see a in. a8 ήμϊν: ethic dative (tr. Our conclusion 

will be that ag ομοίως άγαθαί ‘equally good’, i.e. identical in 

their goodness. ai2 ή καί: the καί seems to emphasise καλώς (‘Do you 

think this is an acceptable conclusion?’). ai2-b2 καί πάσχειν αν κτλ. 

‘and that the argument would have this happen to it [i.e. would end in 

so absurd a conclusion], if the hypothesis that soul is an attunement 

were correct?’ The present argument thus appears as a further practi¬ 

cal lesson in the application of hypothetical method, in advance of S.’s 

sketch of such a method in 100-1; see g2d6-7n. What we were taught 

earlier was about the requirement for a secure hypothesis, to serve as a 

basis for accepting or rejecting other λόγοι; as we have now learned, 

not all hypotheses will be secure, since they may turn out to conflict 

with things that are independently known to be true - in which case 

the hypothesis itself will have to be rejected. There is nothing in S.’s ac¬ 

count which corresponds exactly to this idea, but cf. 10^3-5, where he 

recommends examining the consequences of one’s hypothesis (τά άττ’ 

εκείνης όρμηθέντα), to see ‘whether they are in accord or discord with 

each other’. On the analysis proposed in the preceding nn., S.’s demo¬ 

lition of the soul-as-attunement hypothesis has been fairly conducted; 

but see next n. For a different, and comparatively ungenerous, analysis 

see Gallop, who includes judicious comments on some of the many 

other treatments of the argument, from Philoponus to W. Hicken. 

b4 τί δέ; S. now completes the first argument, begun in 9264-93310. 

Of all the things that make up a human being, it is the soul that rules 

(b4—5), sometimes going along with, but also sometimes opposing, the 

bodily passions (b7~ci, cg-ei); but it was agreed that an attunement 

is dependent on what happens to its constituent elements, and cannot 

control or oppose them (C3-8); it cannot therefore be right to say that 

soul is an attunement (e2-g5a2). One might ask why the passions in 
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question (τά κατά τό σώμα πάθη, by) should be treated as belonging 

to the body and not to the soul, as they are in S.’s own account in Rep.: 

if, on the theory being considered, they are states of the body (cf. 

c4-6n.), then so too is what S. here calls ψυχή, i.e., presumably, reason 

(cf. b5 άλλως τε καί φρόνιμου). Granted, if soul is an attunement, the 

result would then be an attunement in discord with itself - a kind of 

idea which was quite reasonably ruled out in the course of the preced¬ 

ing argument. A subtle attunement-theorist, however, could respond 

that what was intended was only an analogy with the attunement of a 

musical instrument, and that ‘soul’ of course represents a much more 

complex set of phenomena than an attunement. If there are difficulties 

in explaining these phenomena in terms of the relative ‘adjustment’ of 

physical elements, these are in principle no greater than those involved 

in explaining them on S.’s conception of soul as a separable incorpor¬ 

eal entity (and indeed, in Rep., we find S. himself wrestling with the 

question how such a thing could be subject to internal conflict of the 

kind he describes here). However effective the present argument may 

be against the simple version of the theory (i.e. that soul is a kind of 

attunement, and nothing more - which is, admittedly, how Simmias 

has presented it), it will have no force against other, more interesting 

versions; and the same limitation will attach to the argument of 93a- 

94b. b4 των έν άνθρώπωι ... 5 άρχειν is (perhaps deliberately) am¬ 

biguous between ‘of all the [things] in a human being, is there any 

other which you say rules ...?’ and ‘is there anything else which you 

say rules over all the [things] in a human being?’ 5 άλλως τε καί 

φρόνιμον: according to S.’s account in 68d-6gc, anyone who lacks 

φρόνησις will in fact be ruled by ‘the bodily passions’. b8 λέγω . . . 

τό τοιόνδε, οίον ... 9 έλκειν Τ mean this sort of thing, such as that [it] 

draws ...’: ελκειυ seems to continue the acc. and inf. construction be¬ 

gun in b4~5, like by-8 συγχωρούσαν κτλ. But the construction is 

broken off in bio—11 και αλλα μύρια . . . όρώμεν . .. bio που softens 

μυρία (as we should say, ‘in thousands of ways’). 

c4 αρμονίαν γε ούσαν ‘if it were an attunement’ (and not something 

else: γε). C4 οίς έπιτείνοιτο ... 6 ούσα ‘[contrary] to the tightenings, 

relaxations, pluckings, or any other affections (πάθη, ‘passions’) of the 

things out of which it happens to be composed’: see 9334-5. (άιδειυ, 

in C4, will presumably be an (or the only) example of what an 
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attunement ‘does’.) eg νΰν ‘as things are’, cio τις: i.e. anyone who 

says it is an attunement. 

di ολίγου πάντα ‘in almost everything’. d3~4 τά τε κατά τήν γυμ¬ 

ναστικήν καί τήν ιατρικήν: a second τά κατά is easily supplied after 

καί (cf. GP 518-19). The whole stands in apposition to, and explains, 

τά μέυ χαλεττώτερον .. . καί μετ’ άλγηδόυωυ (as dq-6 καί τά μέν κτλ. 

explains τά δέ ττραιότερον). d5~6 ώς άλλη ούσα: i.e. in a way that 

betrays it as being something separate from them. d6~7 οϊόν που 

. . . πεποίηκεν: lit. ‘Which sort of thing Homer too (cf. 95ai-2), sure¬ 

ly, has composed (ττεττοίηκεν) in the Odyssey’ (20.17-18). d7 λέγει 

τόν Όδυσσέα: the expected infinitive is displaced by the construction 

of the quoted lines. 

e2~3 διανοούμενον ώς . . . αυτής οϋσης ‘in the belief that it was’ (for 

ci>s with participles in indirect statements see MT 916). e5~6 θειο- 

τέρου ... ή καθ’ αρμονίαν: lit. ‘greater than to be compared with an 

attunement’ (cf. LSJ s.v. κατά b.iv. 3). 

95a 1 ούτε γάρ αν ... 2 όμολογοΐμεν: elsewhere, Plato’s Socrates is 

scathing about poetic ‘authority’ (see esp. Rep. x, where he begins by 

attacking the ‘divine’ Homer; and cf. 6ib5n); nor is he necessarily 

entirely serious in appealing to it here, although Simmias certainly 

accepts it. a2 οϋτε αύτοί ήμΐν αύτοΐς: sc. because internal dialogue 

and conflict is a matter of our common experience (c8-d6); but cf. also 

g2a-e. 

9534-10239: preliminaries to the final argument 

Socrates now prepares to deal with Cebes’ objection, first giving a longer recapitu¬ 

lation of it, and then setting out and justifying the hypotheses he will use in his 

attempt to show what Cebes has demanded at 88b: that ‘soul is altogether death¬ 

less and indestructible’. In the course of fulfilling the latter task, he claims to tell 

us something of his own intellectual history, and outlines both a type of philo¬ 

sophical method and a theory of explanation which are (and are intended to be) of 

interest in their own right. 

95a4~6 τά μέν 'Αρμονίας κτλ. ‘the matter of Harmonia [wife of 

Cadmus, mythical founder-hero of Thebes, Simmias’ and Cebes’ home 

city] could be said (ττως, acknowledging the metaphor) to have turned 
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out to be moderately propitious for us [i.e. the attunement-theory has 

been shown moderately well not to be the stumbling-block it pur¬ 

ported to be]; what, then, about the matter of Cadmus [i.e. Cebes’ 

objection] - how, and with what argument, shall we propitiate it 

[make it similarly ‘propitious’]?’ For the abbreviated question τί δέ ... 

Κάδμου, cf. 64d7n., d8-g; and for τί δέ δή, see 65agn. a8-g θαυμασ- 

τώς . . . ώς παρά δόξαν ‘wonderfully unexpectedly’. agZippiou . . . 

ήπόρει ‘when Simmias was saying what he was in difficulty about’. 

The ότε of the vast majority of the MSS, even if it can be taken in 

a partially causal sense (Verdenius), is hard to accept, ag πάνυ έθαύ- 

μαζον ... bi αύτοΰ T was very much wondering whether anyone 

would be able at all to handle his argument’ (Gallop). 

b2 μοι άτόπως έδοξεν . . . ού δέξασθαι ‘seemed to me extraordinarily 

not to have withstood’, i.e. it seemed to me extraordinary that it did 

not. b7 άλλα δή: the combination is used as at 78a 10. b7~8 Όμη- 

ρικώς έγγύς ίόντες: εγγύς ίόντες both has the form of the end of an 

epic hexameter, and recalls a typical action of a Homeric warrior (see 

e.g. II. 22.92 άσσου ιόντα, of Achilles advancing on Hector). b8 πει- 

ρώμεθα . . . λέγεις ‘let us test whether there really (άρα: cf. 78b5n.) is 

anything in what you say’. 

ci άνώλεθρόν τε και αθάνατον: see 88b5-6n. C2 θαρρών τε καί 

ηγούμενος κτλ.: sc. like me. C3 Π ... έτελεύτα ‘if he were dying 

after having lived a different [i.e. non-philosophical] life’. C4-5 τό δέ 

άποφαίνειν δτι ... 6—7 ούδέν κωλύειν φήις πάντα ταΰτα μηνύειν 

‘Showing that ... - you say that nothing prevents all of this from 

indicating.’ Whether or not ‘all this’ has actually been shown is left 

open, as it was in Cebes original statement, eg ήιδει τε καί έπραττεν 

πολλά άττα: the first, given the theory of άυάμυησις; the second, per¬ 

haps, given that it has undergone multiple births, lives and deaths, 

αλλά γάρ ‘but in any case’ (see GP 101-2). 

di ήν ‘was [as you said]’. d3~4 The optatives ζώιη ... άπολλύοιτο 

are written as if the sentence had been introduced by an έλεγες ότι. 

τελευτώσά γε: see 88agn. On the final occasion, the event we label as 

‘death’ (ό καλούμενος θάνατος) turns out, on Cebes’ account, to in¬ 

volve the perishing of the soul itself (cf. gid6 .. . καί ήι αυτό τούτο 

θάνατος, ψυχής όλεθρος). d4 δέ δή: cf. e.g. 65a9, 65d4. d5-6 πρός 
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γε τό ... φοβεΐσθαι ‘so far at least as the fears of each one of us are 

concerned’, άη μηδέ ϊχοντι λόγον διδόναι ‘and does not have a proof 

to give’. 

ei αθάνατον here seems to be shorthand for άνώλεθρόν τε καί αθάνατον 

(ci), which is itself a shortened version of 88b5~6 παντάιτασιν άθάνα- 

τόν τε καί άνώλεθρόν. ei πολλάκις: more than once, at least (see 

9id2~7). e7~8 συχνόν χρόνον . . . σκεψάμενος: cf. 84.CI-3. eg 

δλως . . . περί γενεσεως καί φθοράς τήν αιτίαν διαπραγματεύσασθαι 

‘to investigate thoroughly the αιτία in relation to coming-into-being 

and ceasing-to-be in general’. As the sequel will show, S. has in mind 

the coming-into-being and ceasing-to-be or destruction (φθορά = 

όλεθρος: cf. e.g. g6ag-io) of attributes as well as of the bearers of 

attributes (in fact more particularly of attributes: Hackforth 144-6); in 

other words, he will be concerned with the explanation of why x comes 

to be or ceases to be F (or indeed is: 96a 10, 97C7), as well as why x 

comes to be or ceases to be (or is), αιτία was once traditionally ren¬ 

dered as ‘cause’, but this is misleading. If A is the cause of B, then 

(roughly speaking) A will be an event or state of affairs which brings 

about another event or state of affairs B; and not only are many of the 

things S. will mention incapable of being explained in this way, but the 

types of αιτία he will ultimately prefer seem to be of quite a different 

kind (97b-ggc, 99c-102a). What he is after is the best available an¬ 

swer to the question ‘Why does this or that come to be / cease to be as 

it is?’ or ‘Why is this or that as it is?’, without any restriction in princi¬ 

ple as to the kinds of explanation which may be considered. (See esp. 

Vlastos 1969 (1973).) S.’s suggestion, then, is that Cebes’ demand 

necessitates an inquiry into the explanation of coming-to-be and de¬ 

struction in general. A single-word translation of αίτια is probably not 

available; but ‘“reason” is perhaps the least unsuitable’ (Gallop 170). 

g6az πάθη: here ‘experiences’. To the extent that the theory of 99c- 

102a rests on Platonic rather than Socratic ideas (see Introduction §5), 

the following account certainly cannot be wholly historical. Some of it 

might be; or else P. might be describing his own intellectual develop¬ 

ment. But it is also possible that it is wholly invented, as a conveniently 

dramatic way of presenting a collection of problems and solutions (T 

was once a devotee of natural science, but ...’; T was at first attracted 

by what Anaxagoras has to say, until ...’, etc.). Λ3-4 πρός τήν 
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πειθώ κτλlit. ‘you will use [it] towards conviction in relation to what 

you say’, i.e. you will use it to help you convince us (i.e. of whatever 

you have come to think: cf. Loriaux) about what you say. a5 άλλα 

μήν . . . γε: cf. 78b2. a6 άκουε τοίνυν ώς έροΰντος ‘Then I’ll tell 

you; so listen.’ a8 δή: cf. 72ay-8n. περί φύσεως ιστορίαν ‘inquiry 

about nature’. 

bi έμαυτόν . . . μετέβαλλον ‘I used to shift back and forth.’ b2 άρ’ 

έπειδάν ... 3 συντρέφεται; ‘Is it when the hot and the cold are 

affected by a sort of putrefaction, as some say, that living things grow 

up, [?] by combination [sc. of the hot and cold: cf. LSJ s.v. συντρέφω 

ii.φ]?’ σηττεδών can apparently be used of the decay of any substance 

(or of the cause of it: so at i ioe4, in connection with stones); here, it 

might refer, first, to the breaking down of the separate elements when 

in combination. Its primary association, however, is probably with 

rotting, particularly of flesh, in which case there would be, from S.’s 

point of view, an appropriate irony in its use here. The basic question 

is whether the coming-into-being of living things (growth will be con¬ 

sidered at b7~d5) can be explained in terms of the combination of 

elements. S.’s ‘mature’ view, as we know from his response to Simmias’ 

attunement theory, is that it cannot - mere combinations of inanimate 

elements, without the superaddition of soul, will themselves be inanim¬ 

ate, and so indistinguishable from corpses. But he is about to raise an 

objection of quite a different kind: see ci-2n. Scholars have tradition¬ 

ally seen a reference in b2~3 to what seems to be a theory about 

the first animals, attributed to the fifth-century philosopher Archelaus 

(said to have been a pupil of Anaxagoras): see e.g. Burnet. But the 

question is about how animals do in general come to be, not how they 

originally did. On the interpretation suggested, the τινές in question 

will be anyone who (a) thought of matter as composed of elements, 

and (b) held a materialist theory of ‘soul’. The ideas referred to in 

b3~8 come from the same materialist stable, ώι ιρρονοομεν ‘what 

we think with’, which is equivalent to ‘what it is in us that thinks’. 

For the identification of this with blood, cf. Empedocles’ αίμα yap 

ανθρώττοΐξ ττερικάρδιόν εστι νόημα (DK 31 β 105); air is the seat of 

thought according to Diogenes of Apollonia (2nd half of fifth century: 

DK 64 b 4, 5), and probably also to the earlier Anaximenes (DK 13 b 

2), while Heraclitus the Obscure’ says some things which suggest an 
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identification of the rational soul with fire (e.g. DK 22 b 36). b.f-8 ή 

τούτων μέν ούδέν, ό δ’ έγκέφαλός έστιν κτλif, as this next theory 

holds, the brain is the locus of sensations, and memory and opinion (or 

judgement: δόξα, by) come from these, while knowledge in its turn 

arises from memory and judgement, the latter three things, which are 

aspects of‘thought’ in general, must be states of the brain as much as 

sensations are. The idea that the brain is responsible for sensations is 

attributable to Alcmaeon (DK 24 a 5; cf. HGP1 347-9); the rest either 

belongs to Alcmaeon, or is P.’s reconstruction of the account of the 

coming-to-be of memory, judgement and knowledge which might 

have been given by a materialist of Alcmaeon’s sort, who (unlike e.g. 

Empedocles) distinguished thought from sensation (ibid.). That know¬ 

ledge can be derived exclusively from sensation has of course already 

been ruled out in the course of the argument from άνάμνησις. b7 

γίγνοιτο: as in 95d3~4 (see n.), the construction switches to the op¬ 

tative of past reported speech; in b8, we find acc. -I- inf. (γίγνεσθαι 

έτπστήμην). by έκ δε μνήμης ... 8 έπιστήμην ‘and from memory 

and judgement, when these acquire stability, [is it the case, as they 

say] that knowledge comes to be in this way (κατά ταύτα)?’ bg αύ ‘in 

turn’, τούτων: i.e., in the first instance, knowledge, memory, and 

judgement; but these are after all only examples of the things into 

which he (first) inquired (bi σκοιτών πρώτον τα τοιάδε). bg-ci τά 

περί τόν ούρανόν τε καί τήν γην πάθη ‘what happens in the heavens 

and on the earth’. 

ci—2 ούτως . . . πρός ταύτην τήν σκέψιν άφυής . . . ώς ούδέν χρήμα: 

lit. ‘as naturally ungifted for this inquiry as no [other] creature’. The 

reason why he reached this view of himself, as it emerges in what 

follows, seems to be that he is unable to see how the coming-to-be of 

anything (or its being, i.e. what it is: cf. a 10) can ever be explained by 

reference to the addition of other things to each other, as the natural 

scientists purport to explain it (so that, for example, according to them, 

living things result from the combination of hot and cold, knowledge 

etc. from a succession of sensations, and so on: see b2-3n., 4-8n.). 

There are some instances where such an analysis seems wholly un¬ 

objectionable: for example, a person surely does come to be larger 

by getting extra flesh and bone (07—dy); and there is surely nothing 

wrong with saying that someone is taller than someone else ‘by a head’, 
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or that ten is greater than eight because it has an extra two, or two 

cubits larger than one cubit because it exceeds it by half (d8-e4). So, 

at any rate, S. used to think; the problem is that when he tries to apply 

the same sort of analysis to bare numerical addition (which ought to 

provide a fair test of the powers attributed to combination), he finds 

that it does not work, and this makes him doubt whether it is really the 

right way of dealing even with the cases that had seemed so unpro- 

blematical (g6e6-97b3; sc. let alone with the ones mentioned in 96b). 

He will return to these at iooe8-ioib7. C3-5 & καί πρότερον σαφώς 

ήπιστάμην . . . έτυφλώθην: lit. ‘I was blinded as to those things which 

I did (καί) know clearly before [at least, as I and others thought: ώς γε 

κτλ.]’; i.e. they no longer appeared clear to me (καί does not emphasise 

ττρότερον, but is used much as at 66d4: cf. GP 325-7, Verdenius). ‘This 

inquiry’ (αύτη ή σκέψις, C5, i.e. the sort encouraged by the scientists) 

induced the state in question in that it led to the discovery of problems 

when he tried to apply the same approach elsewhere: see preceding n., 

and cf. 97b3-7 (T can no longer convince myself that I know ... why 

anything comes to be ..., if I follow this method of inquiry’). 

di-5 This elaboration of the simple idea that a person grows through 

eating and drinking strongly recalls Anaxagoras (see esp. DK 59 b 10 

πώς γάρ άν ... έκ μή τριχός γένοιτο θρίξ καί σαρξ έκ μή σαρκός;). 

Whether or not we suppose an intended reference to him will depend 

on whether we take C3 πρότερον, and προ τού in c6 and 8, as meaning 

the time before S. found himself blinded by his scientific studies, or 

before he had even embarked on them; in the latter case, the reference 

will be to a common-sense version of Anaxagoras’ idea. But perhaps a 

decision is unnecessary, since in any case the scientists’ theories will 

have seemed to him to accord with common sense. d8 ώιμην ... ei 

αύτήι τήι κεφαλήι T used to think it was a sufficient view, whenever 

a large person standing beside a small one appeared to be taller just by 

his head , i.e. I thought that was a sufficient explanation of his being 

taller: cf. ci-2n., and e2~3 τά δέκα ... προσεΐναι. In normal Greek, 

the dative ‘[taller] by a head’ would merely indicate the degree of 

difference; but if, as on the scientists’ method of explanation, a thing x 

or a property F is to be explained just by reference to addition or 

combination (see ci -2n.), then - or so S. suggests - the head should be 

the αιτία of the taller man’s being taller. See further 10135—6n. 
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ei—2 έτι . . . τούτων εναργέστερο is loosely in apposition to what 

follows. e3 τό δίπηχυ ‘two cubits’ rather than ‘what is two cubits 

long’, just as e2 τά δέκα means ‘ten’ rather than ‘ten things’ (although 

it might be held, and P. might hold, that even such expressions - ‘two 

cubits’, ‘ten’ - carry an implicit reference to things measured and 

numbered; that is, they do not commit either us or him to the separate 

existence of numbers and measures), 8ς γε ούκ άποδέχομαι ‘see¬ 

ing that I don’t accept’ (with γε adding weight to the causal ός). e8 

ούδέ ώς ... 97ai δύο έγένετο ‘[not] even that when someone adds one 

to one, either the one to which [the other one] was added has become 

two, or that the [one] that was added and [the one] to which it was 

added become (έγένετο, gnomic aorist) two because of the addition of 

the one [one] to the other [one]’. If one tries to explain the coming into 

being of x through the addition ofy to z (as the scientists propose: 

ci-2n.), then it will be true to say ofy and z that they have become x 

through the process of addition. But try adding one and one: we can¬ 

not say that the addition has made either the first one, the one to which 

the second was added, or both (separately), into two (for the reason to 

be given in 9732-5). If I get into such difficulties even here (e8 ούδέ), 

says S., i.e. even with the most basic case of addition, then clearly I 

can’t claim to know the αιτία in the other cases (e6~7). The thing that 

most puzzles him is how one thing can become another at all; and 

invoking simple addition (or, for that matter, division: 97a5-b3) does 

not seem to help. 

97a2~5 ‘for I am astonished if [it really is the case that] when each of 

them was apart from the other, each was actually (άρα) one and they 

were not then two, but when they came close to each other, it was 

actually this that was responsible (αιτία) for their becoming two, [i.e.] 

the coming together which consists in their being placed close to one 

another’ (for θαυμάζω . .. εί, cf. 62a2-7n.; on άρα, see GP 38-9). Iftwo 

‘came into being’, then the ones cannot previously have been two; but 

- Socrates wonders - why not? Why should bringing them together 

make any difference? (Are they not countable even when apart?) Cf. 

Gallop 173. »5—6 ούδέ γε ώς έάν τις . . . , δύναμαι έτι πείθεσθαι 

ώς: S. seems to begin as if he is going to continue with another ώς- 

clause governed by g6e7 ούκ αποδέχομαι έμαυτοϋ (ώς έάν τις ... clearly 

echoes g6e8 ώς έπειδάν ... τις ...), but then to change his mind, and 
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introduce a new verbal idea to govern the indirect statement, which 

calls for a second ώς. Λη τοϋ δύο γεγονέναι ‘of the coming to be of 

two’, not ‘of its coming to be two’ (cf. bg—4 ούδέ γε δι δτι εν yiyvexai 

...: i.e. ‘if I’m not clear why two comes into being, I’m not clear either 

about why one does either’). The general sense is as follows. If in the 

first case (έττειδάν ένί τις ιτροσθήι εν) the explanation of the coming- 

into-being of two is addition, in this second case it ought to be division, 

but S. can ‘no longer persuade himself’ that this is right, since the 

second explanation is the opposite of the first (Άη-bf). How can he 

think he knows why two comes about, if he has two opposing accounts 

of the matter? On the role of ag-b3 in the argument, see 96e8-97ain. 

We must in any case still be dealing with the method of explanation 

suggested by the scientists, as b4~6 shows: ‘Nor again do I persuade 

myself that I know why one comes into being, nor, in short, why 

anything else comes into being ..., if Ifollow this method of inquiry’ (κατά 

τούτον τόν τρόπον τής μεθόδου): cf. 96C3—5η· a7—bi έναντία γάρ 

. . . γίγνεσθαι ‘for [in that case] there turns out to be an opposite 

reason (αιτία) of two’s coming to be’. This is not intended to be a 

knock-down argument; it is after all only part of an explanation of 

why S. lost his previous confidence that he knew the answers, bi ή: 

the MSS reading ή produces a sentence which is close to being non¬ 

sense, and at best is an awkward way of saying the same as the 

emended version. 

b2 έτερον έτέρωι ‘one thing to a second’. b6~7 άλλά τιν’ άλλον κτλ. 

‘but I make up some other confused jumble of a method of my own, 

and in no way incline to this one’. More will be heard about this 

‘jumble’ shortly. b8 άλλ’: we return to the past. S. had thought once 

that he had discovered Anaxagoras suggesting an explanation of a 

kind that pleased him . .. μέν seems to be ‘solitary’: see fiidg-ion. 

ci άρα ‘actually’, as at a3 and 4, but without the note of scepticism. 

For the thesis here attributed to Anaxagoras, see DK 59 b 12. C2 

ταύτηι δή: cf. 82d6~7n. C3 τρόπον τινά: i.e. he liked the general idea, 

without necessarily wanting to commit himself to the specific idea of a 

cosmic mind. C4—6 ήγησάμην . . . δπηι αν βέλτιστα έχηι Τ sup¬ 

posed, if that is the case, that mind (τόν γε νούν), in doing the ordering, 

orders everything and places each thing in whatever way is best.’ Rea¬ 

son by itself, for S., always aims at the good (cf. esp. 6ga-c). 
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di άλλο: we should probably not hold Plato to the implication that 

‘being’ is an instance of‘being acted on or acting’ (πάσχειν ή ττοιεΤν). 

d2 περί αύτοΰ εκείνου = ττερ'ι αυτού τού άνθρώττου (Burnet), i.e. in 

relation to himself. ‘Knowing oneself’, then (the kind of knowledge 

that P.’s S. normally most desires: see e.g. Phdr. 230a), becomes a 

matter of knowing what is best for oneself. d3 (ούδέν άλλο ...) άλλ’ 

ή: cf. 8ib4-5- *14—5 άναγκαΐον δέ είναι κτλ.: for the underlying 

principle, that opposites are subjects of a single science, cf. e.g. Ion 

53id~532a. The aside may be meant to correct any impression that he 

thinks the universe good in all respects; man, at least, as we know, 

has the capacity for evil. Αη κατά νοΰν έμαυτώι: if there is no pun 

here, there is certainly one at g8b8~9 (see n.). d8-ei πλατεία ... ή 

στρογγυλή: flat-earthers are plentiful among the Presocratics; definite 

round-earthers are harder to come by (cf. Loriaux). 

ei έπεκδιηγήσεσθαι ... 3 τοιαύτην είναι ‘that he would go on to 

explain the reason why it must be so (την αιτίαν καί την ανάγκην: 

hendiadys), by saying what was better [i.e. which of the two alterna¬ 

tives was better], that is (καί: cf. 58b6n.), that it was better that it 

should be like that’. 

98a2~3 οΰτω παρεσκευάσμην ωσαύτως πευσόμενος Τ was similarly 

prepared to find out in the same way.’ 33-4 των άλλων άστρων: 

either ‘the other stars’, or ‘the stars besides’: the planets are sometimes 

also called άστρα (e.g. Tim. 38c), but are usually distinguished from 

them. a5 ποτέ intensifies the interrogative (‘exactly how ...’?). a6 

άν belongs with 8 έττενεγκεΐν (T never thought that he would ...’). Λη 

φάσκοντά γε ‘seeing that he was claiming’ (for the ye, cf. 94x40.). 

bi έκάστωι ούν ... 3 έπεκδιηγήσεσθαι άγαθόν ‘so I thought that, in 

assigning the αιτία to each thing [i.e. the one which belongs to each], 

and to everything in common [since each thing would in a sense share 

the same αίτια, i.e what was best], he would explain in addition what 

was best for each and what was the good common to all’ (cf. 99c, 

which introduces the notion of good as somehow binding the cosmos 

together). P. himself fulfils something like the programme outlined 

here in Tim. \*η άπό δή . . . φερόμενος ‘It was from astonishingly 

high hope, then, my friend, that I came hurtling down.’ b8~9 τώι 

. . . νώι ούδέν χρώμενον ‘not using his mind’, in both senses: cosmic 
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mind, and his own (in not making the use he should have of cosmic 

mind), bg ούδέ τίνος αίτιος έπαιτιώμενον ‘nor charging [it] with 

any αίτίαι’, i.e. giving it any role in explanation. Probably a further 

pun: έπαιτιάσθαι τινα αιτίαν would normally be used of bringing a 

legal charge against someone (with αιτίαν as internal acc.). It will then 

be a nice question whether the pun is continued in C2 αΐτιώμενον: if the 

primary meaning οίαίτιάσθαι is ‘blaming’ (cf. 85d6), the general sense 

of‘giving as a reason’ is already well established. 

ci άέρας . . . και αιθέρας καί ΰδατα ‘things like air and aether and 

water’ (for ‘aether’, see logby-cin.). C3 όμοιότατον πεπονθέναι ‘to 

be in exactly the same position’ (Gallop). C3 ώσπερ αν εί... 5 λέγοι 

‘as if someone, despite saying that everything S. does is to be attributed 

to mind, should then in attempting to give the reasons for all the things 

I do, were to say ...’ ώσττερ άν εΐ is indistinguishable in meaning from 

ώσπερ εΐ; for κάπειτα, after a participial clause, see 6ye2 with 6yd 12- 

e2n. C5 πρώτον μέν is answered by d6 καί αύ (... λέγοι). c8 δια- 

φυάς έχει χωρίς άπ’ άλλήλων: lit. ‘have joints [are jointed] separately 

from each other’, i.e. are separated from each other by joints, οια 

‘[are] such as to’. 

d2 αίωρουμένων ούν ... 5 μέλη ‘so, with the bones suspended in their 

sockets, the muscles, I suppose (που), by slackening and tightening, 

make me capable now of bending my limbs’. d5 συγκαμφθείς ‘bent’, 

referring to the action (κάμπτεσθαι τά μέλη) that got him into his 

sitting position. d6 περί τοΰ διαλέγεσθαι ύμΐν ‘in relation to [my] 

conversing with you’. d7 λέγοι continues the construction begun in 

C3-5 (ώσπερ άν εί τις ... λέγοι). 

e3—5 S. seems to offer the city’s decision as an explanation both of his 

thinking it ‘better’ to stay where he is and not run away, and of his 

thinking it ‘more just’ (which in turn explain his staying). For him, in 

fact, the two types of consideration run together: the justice of an 

action is in itself sufficient to make it ‘better’ for the agent (thus accept¬ 

ing the city’s decision on the grounds that doing so is ‘more just and 

fine > 99a2_3> ^ equated with ‘the choice of what is best’, ggb 1). In 

taking this attitude, he of course dismisses ordinary prudential consid¬ 

erations (e5-gga2). For a reconstruction of the ethical case for compli¬ 

ance, see Cr. 5oa-53a. (On whether or not justice played any part in 
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the Athenians’ verdict, he is noticeably silent.) e5 νή τόν κύνα: an 

oath particularly favoured by Socrates, but - as Ar. Wasps suggests 

(83) - not peculiar to him (Dodds 1959, 262-3, sees as jocular). 

99a2 ύπό δόξης . . . τοΰ βέλτιστου: the muscles and bones, were it left 

to them, would naturally opt to save their own skin. a2~3 δικαιό- 

τερον . . . κάλλιον: τό καλόν (‘the fine’, ‘the admirable’) is the genus, 

τό δίκαιον the species. a4 ύπέχειν τήι πόλει δίκην: for the dat., cf. 

διδόναι δίκην (τινι). a4~7 άλλ’ αίτια μέν κτλ.: the hot and the cold 

will similarly be necessary conditions of the coming-to-be of animals 

(g6b2-3), sensations necessary conditions of that of (some kinds of) 

memory, judgement and knowledge (g6b5-8), and the units of that of 

two (g6e8-g7a5). The general effect of the present section (9788- 

99d2) is to extend the case begun in 96a against the scientists’ type of 

‘explanation’, while introducing the type that S. would prefer (but 

cannot discover, c8-g). a7~8 ώς μέντοι ... b2 τοΰ λόγου ‘but [to 

say] that I do what I do because of these things, and I perform these 

actions by the use of my mind [cf. 9803-4], but not by my choice of 

what is best, would be an extremely careless way of talking’. 

b2 τό γάρ μή ... 4 ούκ &ν ποτ’ εϊη αίτιον ‘[How absurd] not to be able 

to (exclamatory inf. with τό: cf. MT 787, 805) discern that in reality 

the reason (τό αίτιον) is one thing, and that without which the reason 

would never be a reason [i.e. without which there would be nothing to 

be explained], another!’ b4 δ δή ... 6 προσαγορεύειν: lit. ‘the very 

[thing] which the many seem to me, groping about [for it] as if in 

darkness, using a name that belongs to something else, to address as if 

itself a reason’. The language is from a game like blind man’s buff: the 

blindfolded player gropes around, finds someone, and then misiden- 

tifies him. S. has once before associated the views of the scientists with 

those of the ordinary man (‘the many’): see 9607-8, with g6di-5n. 

Here, however, his point is not, as before, about the apparent coinci¬ 

dence of their insights with common sense, but rather that their absurd 

muddling of reason and necessary condition makes them no different 

from the non-philosophical many. The effect is heightened by the fol¬ 

lowing lines: ‘Hence it is that one person, whoever it may be (τις: in 

fact Empedocles, if Arist. DC 30ob2-3 can be trusted), puts a whirl 

round the earth and makes it stay in place (δή stresses μένειν, per¬ 

haps pointing to the (superficial?) oddity of making lack of movement 
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dependent on movement) under the influence of the heavens, while 

someone else [Anaximenes, Anaxagoras, Democritus. DC 294bI3— *7] 

puts air under it as a base, as if it [i.e. the earth] were a flat kneading- 

trough.’ The latter comparison suggests the parodies of scientific ideas 

found e.g. in Ar. Clouds (the word κάρδοττος is itself found at Frogs 

1159. though not with reference to cosmology), while the nonchalant 

ό μέν τις ..., ό δέ ... itself reduces Empedocles and the rest to mere 

faces in the crowd. 

ci-2 τήν δέ . . . ούτω νΰν κεΐσθαι: lit. ‘But their capacity to be now 

located in the way in which it is possible for them (αύτά, loosely 

generalising from the case of the earth) to be placed best , i.e. their 

capacity to be situated in the best way possible. C3-5 ήγοΰνται . . . 

έξευρεΐν ‘they think they might at some time find an Atlas stronger 

and more immortal (άθάνατος, probably a variant on C2 δαιμόνιος, 

‘divine’, ‘superhuman’) and holding all things together more than this 

one’. Atlas, in myth, is a Titan (and so a god) who holds up the sky; 

the real Atlas, S. suggests, is the δύναμις just mentioned, which holds 

everything together - but the people in question go searching (hope¬ 

lessly) for a stronger one. C5—6 xod ώς άληθώς κτλ.: lit. ‘and that 

what is good and binding really (ώς άληθώς) binds and holds together, 

they don’t believe at all’, τό δέον is both what is necessary and what is 

literally binding (i.e. binds one thing to another); according to the 

kind of theory S. wishes (but is unable: c8-g) to discover, the good 

would meet both descriptions, in being what will explain why things 

must be (cf. 97ε!-2 τήν αιτίαν καί τήν άνάγκην) as they are both in 

themselves and in relation to each other, and therefore what binds 

them together, cj ποτέ: cf. g8a5n. 08—9 Cf. 85C7-8. 09—d2 τόν 

δεύτερον πλοΰν έπ'ι τήν τής αίτιας ζήτησιν ήι πεπραγμάτευμαι βού- 

λει σοι . . . έπίδειξιν ποιήσωμαι ‘do you wish me to give you 

(ττοιήσωμαι is deliberative subj., i.e. ‘am I to ...?’, introduced, as 

often, by βούλει) a display of how I have engaged in my second voyage 

in search of the αιτία?’ According to an ancient interpretation (see e.g. 

Eust. in Od. 1453.20), the phrase δεύτερος πλοΰς refers to the use of 

oars in the absence of a fair wind, suggesting the use of a slower and 

more laborious, but more reliable, method of getting to the same desti¬ 

nation, or at least achieving the same objective. Since S. has just said, 

at c8, that he was ‘deprived’ of the sort of αιτία which he had hoped 
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for (A*), either (a) his new journey έττΐ τήν τής αιτίας ζήτησιυ has 

resulted in the discovery of a different αιτία, or (b) the journey has not 

yet been completed. In the latter case, either (b.i) he has so far dis¬ 

covered nothing, or (b.2) he has discovered something (or thinks he 

may have), which either (b.2.i) has - as yet - no determinable relation 

to A*; or (b.2.ii) is not incompatible with it; or (b.2.Hi) positively 

points the way towards it; or (b.2.iv) points in a different direction 

altogether. The sequel strictly only rules out (b.i) (the new method has 

had some results), but the space that has been devoted to the descrip¬ 

tion of A* also makes (a) and (b.2.iv) unlikely. We are therefore left, 

theoretically, with (b.2.1), (ii) and (iii). But since S. himself makes no 

explicit attempt to link up his new ideas with A*, we should clearly 

prefer (b.2.i) or (ii), and probably (i) to (ii). His main hypothesis, of 

the existence of the forms (100b), is in fact combined with an applica¬ 

tion of A* in Tim. (and perhaps in Rep.), but so far as concerns him, 

here and now, in Phd., that kind of project belongs to the future. The 

relevant facts are that he knows what sort of αιτία he would like to 

discover, that he has not in fact discovered it, but that he has neverthe¬ 

less found a way of explaining things which at least avoids the sorts of 

problems raised by the scientists’ ‘explanations’ (iooc-ioid). 

d3 ύπερφυώς μέν ούν . . . ώς βούλομαι ‘Yes (‘assentient’ μέν ouv), I’d 

like that enormously.’ CL4—5 μετά ταΰτα, επειδή άπειρήκη τά δντα 

σκοπών ‘when I had failed in my inquiry into things’, i.e. the sort of 

inquiry introduced in g6a6-b 1, using the methods of the natural scien¬ 

tists. Anaxagoras had initially seemed to offer something different, but 

in the end turned out to employ the same approach as the others, that 

things can be explained in terms of the combination of underlying 

material factors (98c 1-2, etc.) - an approach which, S. said, ‘blinded’ 

him (96C5). He now proceeds to build on this metaphor (d5~iooa3). 

d5 δπερ ... 6 σκοπούμενοι ‘what [sc. happens to] those who observe 

and examine the sun in eclipse’, i.e. who examine it by gazing at it. 

(πάσχουσιν is easily supplied; its presence in the majority of MSS is 

probably due to copyist’s over-correction: Verdenius.) 

e2 μή παντάπασι τήν ψυχήν τυφλωθείην: i.e. that the state described 

in 96C5 might become permanent (and he might become no longer 

able to‘see’anything at all). e$ τά πράγματα = d5 τά δντα. e3 και 

έκάστηι ... 4 άπτεσθαι αύτών: his problems were not, of course, 
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caused through trying to ‘grasp’ things by looking at them (as the 

metaphor of‘blinding’ could suggest), but by the use of sensory obser¬ 

vation in general. 65 τούς λόγους ‘things said’, i.e. ‘statements’, or 

‘propositions’, of the form given in ioob5-7: ‘there is τι καλόν αυτό’, 

etc. (cf. 10033-4 ύποθέμενος έκάστοτε λόγον ..., b5 ύττοθέμενος; and 

10033-711.). If he is going to study the truth of things ‘in’ propositions 

(kv έκείνοις), as eclipse-watchers study the sun in water etc., proposi¬ 

tions must contain ‘images’ (‘likenesses’, εικόνες, iooa2) of things as 

they are. But ‘in’ must here also have the sense of ‘among’, unless all 

the propositions chosen happen to be true; and the method to be out¬ 

lined allows that this may not be the case (some are ‘stronger’, or 

‘safer’, than others: iooa4, d8, ei). Of course the scientists too, in a 

sense, deal in λόγοι (how else would they frame their theories?). The 

difference seems to be that their λόγοι derive (or purport to derive) 

from observation, whereas for S. λόγοι will themselves be the starting- 

point (see further iooa3-7n.). e6-iooai ϊσως μέν ούν . . . ούκ ϊοι- 

xcv: lit. ‘Perhaps [this method] in a way is not like what I am likening 

it to.’ For μέν ούν, cf. goegn.; μέν is answered by iooa3 άλλ’ ούν δή ... 

γε ... (‘Still, ... at least ..άλλ’ ούν ... γε as at 9^3-4, but with 

άλλ’ ούν reinforced by δή). 

iooai-3 ού γάρ πάνυ συγχωρώ κτλ. ‘for I do not at all (ού ιτάνυ as 

at e.g. 6332) admit that ...’ This cryptic point is most naturally taken 

as referring to an idea which is common in dialogues other than the 

Phaedo, that particular things are themselves ‘images’ or ‘likenesses’ 

(εικόνες, ομοιώματα, είδωλα, μιμήματα) of the forms (see e.g. Phdr. 

25°t>3> 4i Rep. 52°c4"6> Tim. 48e-4ga). Cf. Patterson 1985, 28-9. For 

S. to have explained the reference would no doubt have interrupted 

the flow of his exposition; it would also cause a slight embarrassment 

to the argument from άνάμνησις (see esp. 74c 1 in.). 83-7 This brief 

account needs to be taken closely with bi-9, in which Socrates claims 

to ‘say more clearly what I mean’ (37-8). What he is talking about is 

what he has never stopped talking about (bi-3): he is undertaking the 

promised exposition of ‘the kind of αιτία I have been engaged with’ 

(t>3~4> cf· 99c9~d2) by going back to ‘those much harped-on things 

and beginning from them, hypothesising that there is something beauti¬ 

ful itself by itself, and good, and large, and all the rest’ ^4-7), and 

if Cebes grants him that, he will ‘demonstrate the αιτία, and find out 
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that the soul is immortal from these’ (137-9). This clearly suggests two 

things: firstly, that if the general principle is to hypothesise ‘whatever 

λόγος I judge to be strongest’ (i.e., probably, least open to objection: 

cf. 8508-9 βέλτιστον (λόγον) καί δυσεξελεγκτότατον), the hypothesis 

chosen will in fact always be of the form ‘there is something beautiful 

[good, etc.] by itself’, or at least will always include a proposition of 

such a form (cf. C3n.); and secondly that both the following excursus 

on explanation (03-10232) and the final argument for immortality 

will be based on the new method (cf. 95e8-g6a4), so that it should in 

principle be possible to get further information about it from them. But 

the form-hypothesis has already been applied in the recommended 

way, since it was used as the basis for accepting the theory of άνάμνησις 

and for rejecting the attunement theory (in so far as that was ‘out of 

tune’ with the theory of άνάμνησις: 92C2-10); see esp. 92d6-yn. As S. 

tells us, the method is also applicable to other subjects, not only to 

that of explanation (iooa5~6 κα'ι περί αιτίας καί περί των άλλων άπάν- 

των). a3 άλλ’ ούν δή ταύτηι γε ώρμησα ‘In any case (άλλ’ ούν δή) I 

started out like this’, i.e. this was my starting-point; what follows tells 

us where he went from there (and is still going: a5 τίθημι, pres.), άλλ’ 

ούν δή (... γε) is a reinforced version of άλλ’ ούν (... γε) as at 91 63-4: 

GP 445. a6 With όντων (see apparatus), the meaning would be 

either ‘and about all the other things that are’ or ‘and about all the 

things that are as well’, neither of which makes any sense (the αιτία is 

αιτία of‘the things that are’). 

bi—2 άεί τ€ άλλοτε καί έν τώι παρεληλυθότι λόγιοι ‘both on every 

other occasion and in the preceding argument’, i.e. both before the 

present conversation and during it. The forms - which must be what 

S. is referring to: see Ά^-jn. - have certainly not been far from the 

surface of the discussion ever since 65d. b3 έρχομαι . . . έπιδείξασ- 

θαι ‘I am setting about trying to show you’ )γάρ δή as at e.g. 59di). T 

am going to ...’, as it is usually translated, suggests an unambiguous 

reference to the future; but (a) in that case we should expect a future 

participle, and (b) while one of the two following verbs in the sentence 

(b4 είμι) probably has to be treated as future, the second (b5 άρχομαι) 

is indubitably present. b4 είδος ‘kind’, ‘type’. b5~6 είναι τι καλόν 

αύτό καθ’ αύτό: cf. 65d4“5n-> 66a 1-3η., 74a9_I2n> 7^5~6η. b7 & 

. . . ταΰτα ‘if you grant me these and agree that they exist’. 
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ci-2 ‘Well, ..., I certainly (άλλα μην as at e.g. 5807) do grant them 

to you, so you could not be too quick in finishing the task.’ C3 τά έξης 

έκείνοις ‘the [things] next to those’, i.e. what I want to say next, once 

given the hypothesis of the existence of forms. It is best to take this new 

proposition (that x is F through nothing else than its ‘partaking in’ the 

form of F, C4-5), with Gallop, as an extension of the hypothesis, since 

S. will go on to set aside the type of explanation he used to favour at 

least partly (see d3n.) on the grounds that it disagrees with this new 

one (cg-10 ού τοίνυν ... έτι μανθάνω κτλ., e8-ioiai, etc.), and the 

method as stated is to ‘treat as true whatever seems to be in accord 

with [the hypothesis], and whatever does not as not true’ (34-7). 

What will be ‘in accord with’ the hypothesis, on this interpretation, 

will be any particular application of it. Cf. also i02aio-b2. C4—5 el' 

τί έστιν . . . αύτό τό καλόν ‘if there is something beautiful apart from 

the beautiful by itself’ (construction as in b5~6 είναι τι κτλ.), i.e. if 

there are any such things as particular ‘beautifuls’. 05 ούδέ δι’ έν: a 

stronger version of δι’ οόδέν. μετέχει ‘shares in’, ‘participates in’: one 

of the standard expressions used for the relationship between particu¬ 

lars and forms (another being ‘imitation’ or ‘resemblance’: cf. iooai- 

3η.). It is not explained or justified (though Cebes is evidently familiar 

enough with it, c8), and when in dg-6 S. describes the relationship 

from the other side, he is careful not to commit himself to any particu¬ 

lar way of putting it; all that matters is that there is such a relationship, 

and that it seems to him to offer the ‘safest’ kind of explanation (d8—e3; 

on why he thinks of it as having explanatory force, see d4-6n.). As at 

iooai-3, he goes no further into the form-hypothesis than is necessary 

for the immediate context. See further 101 eg- 102ain. C9 ού τοίνυν 

. . . έτι μανθάνω ... ίο γιγνώσκειν ‘Then ... I no longer understand 

nor am I able to recognise these other wise reasons [sc. as reasons].’ 

‘These other wise reasons’ are those of the type represented in g6a- 

g7b, some of the original examples of which will recur in e8-1 o 1C2; but 

they are introduced by a new example, the case where the beauty of 

something is ‘explained’ by reference e.g. to its bright colour, or shape. 

This is like the other cases in that one thing (property) is reduced to, 

or alleged to arise from, something quite different, cio άλλ’ εάν τις 

μοι λέγηι ... di σχήμα ‘but if anyone tells me why something is 

beautiful, [saying that it is beautiful] either because it has a bright 

colour or [because it has] a shape [of a particular kind]’. 
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d2 τά . . . άλλα = cg-io τάς άλλας αιτίας ... ταύτας, of which the 

alleged αίτίαι just given are examples (see preceding n.). d$ ταράτ- 

τομαι γάρ έν τοΐς άλλοις πάσι: the perplexity with the old type of 

explanation which caused him to look for something else is of course 

still with him, and constitutes another separate reason for discarding it, 

besides the fact that it is ‘not in accord’ with his hypothesis (cf. cgn.). 

άβ τοΰτο δέ ... 4 παρ’ έμαυτώι ‘in my plain, artless and perhaps 

simple-minded way I hold this close to myself. But άττλώς and άτεχ- 

νώς can both also mean ‘simply’ in the sense of‘without qualification’; 

and ‘perhaps simple-minded’ is itself no more to be taken at face value 

than the contrasting description of the other alleged αίτίαι in cio as 

‘wise’. <4 ούκ άλλο ... 6 προσγενομένου ‘nothing else makes it beau¬ 

tiful except the presence of that beautiful, or its [?] being associated 

with it (κοινωνία), or in whatever way and manner [it makes it beauti¬ 

ful] by having come to be added to it’. How the metaphor of κοινωνία 

(‘association’, ‘partnership’) is to be understood is left unclear; but if 

the particular ‘shares in’ the form (05-6), the latter must somehow be 

‘associated’ with the former (if it is not actually ‘present’ in it) - or 

somehow ‘added to’ it. προσγενομένου (agreeing with εκείνου τοΰ καλού, 

with a continuation into the elliptical clause διτηι ... of the preced¬ 

ing construction) is on balance the most likely reading; ττροσγενομένη 

(or προσγι(γ)νομένη), found in the majority of primary MSS, involves 

an illogical and probably unacceptable assimilation to παρουσία and 

κοινωνία. But it is in any case ‘that beautiful’ which is ‘added’; and 

even if we read προσαγορευομένη (an unsupported conjecture made 

by Wyttenbach), the point would be the same, namely that the partic¬ 

ular thing’s being beautiful comes from the form’s being somehow ‘in’ 

or ‘with’ it (which would be brought out rather more clearly by προσ- 

γενομένου/η). In other words, beauty is there in the beautiful thing 

(somehow, but in any case in virtue of the latter’s ‘sharing in’ the 

form) as a separate item, and is not reduced to other factors, as it is, 

puzzlingly, with the other form of explanation. d6 ού γάρ έτι ... 8 

γίγνεται καλά Τ no longer affirm this with confidence, but [only] 

that it is by the beautiful that all [particular] beautifuls come to be 

beautiful’, i.e. I do not want to commit myself on this point in the way 

I do on the main one (άλλ’ δτι κτλ.). ‘By the beautiful’, i.e. because 

of it: cf. C5-6 ουδέ δι’ εν άλλο ή διότι κτλ. d8 άσφαλέστατον ‘safest’: 

see ioia5—6n. dg καί έμαυτώι . . . κα'ι άλλωι: i.e. if I ask myself, or 
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anyone else asks me, why the beautiful comes to be (d8), or is (05), 

beautiful. 

e5 άρα: i.e. by the principle (hypothesis) agreed at 03-8. 

ioiai διαμαρτύροιο άν ‘you would solemnly protest’. &2 τό μεΐζον 

παν έτερον έτέρου ‘everything that is larger than something else’. a3 

καί διά τούτο μεΐζον , διά τό μέγεθος: perhaps added largely for em¬ 

phasis, but partly also because of the ambiguity of the dative in the 

case of comparatives (cf. 96d8-ein.). a5~6 τις . . . ενάντιος λόγος 

‘some opposing argument’. If Cebes says that someone is larger and 

(someone else: iooe8-ioiai) smaller because of the (first man’s) head 

(a6-7), then what makes the larger one larger and the smaller one 

smaller is the same thing (ay-8), and the larger will be larger because 

of something small, which is incredible (a8-b2). Cebes’ amusement at 

this (b3 γελάσου) suggests that these objections are not to be taken 

wholly seriously, and they can in fact be easily answered. If two indi¬ 

viduals are involved, as they are (though this is obscured by the short¬ 

hand of a6-y), there is nothing to prevent the same αιτία having an 

effect on the second which is opposite to the one it has on the first; and 

there is nothing more problematical about a small addition than about 

a large one ‘making something larger’. The objections nevertheless 

illustrate the sources of S.’s ‘confusion’ about the ‘wise’ sort of αιτία 

being considered (10009-^3). Firstly, it will still be true that the 

alleged αιτία is no more associated with one outcome than with its 

opposite (the head still ‘makes’ something smaller at the same time as 

‘making’ something larger), and if it is the explanation of something 

that is being looked for (cf. 100C5-6), it is reasonable to demand that 

the account given should be exclusive to the thing being explained, 

just as it is reasonable to demand that the same thing should not be 

‘explained’ by reference to two different αίτίαι (97a5~b3). Secondly, 

there remains the general problem about how a thing can be of a 

certain character (in this case, larger, or large: b2), or acquire it, when 

none of the alleged factors (the man and his head) has any necessary 

connection with that character (cf. esp. 96e8-97ain.). The ‘safer’ thing 

to say, S. suggests, is that the man is large(r) because he has a (greater) 

share in size. If ‘man + head = large(r) man’ seems a formulation 

that no one would sensibly adopt, it is in fact the one that is implied by 

the scientists’ general approach to explanation (see g6d8-ein.); the 
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context as a whole represents a complex reductio ad absurdum of that 

approach, but with a new type of explanation - which is at least ‘safe’ 

from the objections and difficulties affecting the other - thrown up in 

the process. 

b5 ύπερβάλλειν = ττλείω είναι. b9 —C2 ένΐ ένός προστεθέντος κτλ.: 

see 96^7-97^3· (τού δύο γενέσθαι = ‘of the coming-into-being of two’: 

cf. 9737, bi.) 

C2 ούκ οίσθα ... 4 ού αν μετάσχηι ‘you know of no other way in which 

each thing comes to be except by having come to share in the appro¬ 

priate essence (ούσία) of each [thing] in which it comes to share’. For 

‘the ούσία of each thing’ (i.e. largeness, beauty, etc.), as a way of 

referring to forms, cf. 65di3-ei, where ούσία is filled out as ‘what each 

thing actually is’. 04 cv τούτοις ‘in these cases’, bringing us back 

from the general principle to the cases raised in bg-c2. 05 τήν τής 

δυάδος μετάσχεσιν ‘having come to share in the two’, i.e. the form of 

two, which by analogy with ‘the just’ and ‘the equal’ (see 65d4~5n., 

74ag- 12η.) will be what is two and nothing else - whatever that might 

turn out to be; it will at any rate be what we are implicitly referring to 

when we say of anything, or any pair of things, that it ‘has come to be 

two’ (if the latter case is possible: see 9732-50.), in so far as this can be 

reformulated, according to the hypothesis proposed, as ‘has come to 

share in the two’, μετάσχεσις, found only here (in place of the usual 

μέθεξις), corresponds to the aorist μετασχεΐν (μετασχόν, ‘by having 

come to share in’, C3; etc.). c6 μονάδος ‘[the] one’. C8-9 πάρεις 

. . . σοφωτέροις ‘leaving [them] to those wiser than you to give as 

answers’. 09- 102a 1 Hardly any two scholars agree completely about 

most aspects of this passage; yet the outsider Echecrates immediately 

comments, apparently without irony, that S. has spoken ‘with a won¬ 

derful transparency, even for someone of small intelligence’ (10233-5). 

The simplest interpretation might be as follows. If asked for the αιτία 

of two’s, or one’s, coming-into-being, Cebes would give the reply in¬ 

dicated in C2-7, fearing for his inexperience (by contrast with the 

‘wisdom’ of others’ ‘subtleties’, c8-g), and ‘holding on to’ (εχεσθαι, 

as at ioodg) the safety which was found in the hypothesis, as Socrates 

himself does (iood7-e3). This ‘safety’ of the hypothesis (έκείνου τού 

άσφαλούς τής ύττοθέσεως, d2) lay in its capacity for avoiding counter¬ 

arguments. But ‘if anyone were to hold on to the hypothesis itself’ (d3), 
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i.e. propose its acceptance in itself, without reference to its usefulness for 

dealing with particular problems, Cebes would keep silent until he had 

examined whether ‘the things that came from it’ (τά cnr’ εκείνης όρμη- 

θέντα) are in harmony with each other, or whether (sc. like the princi¬ 

ple of explanation which is being rejected) it leads to contradictory 

results ^3-5). When the time came for ‘giving an account’ of the 

hypothesis itself (i.e. answering for or defending it in itself, which would 

be a separate matter from merely making sure that it did not lead 

to any impossible consequences), Cebes would proceed by the same 

method, ‘by hypothesising another hypothesis, whichever seemed best 

of those above, until you reached something adequate’ (d5~ei). The 

extra hypotheses in question are, I suggest, of the form ‘the F makes 

particulars F by being present in them’, or ‘.. . by being associated 

with them’, or ‘... [by having come to be added to them in some other 

way]’ (iood4-6). These would be ‘above’ the original hypothesis - i.e. 

‘x comes to be (or is) F by coming to share (or sharing) in the F’ - in two 

ways: first, in that they would be ways of explaining (and so ‘defend¬ 

ing’) it, and second in that they would describe the form-particular 

relationship from the side of the forms rather than that of particulars, 

forms being themselves ‘higher’ because they are supposed to explain 

particulars. The hypothesis which at first ‘seemed best’ might then 

turn out not to be serviceable (after examination ofits consequences?), 

in which case another would be taken, until at last one emerged which 

was satisfactory (i.e. to which there seemed to be no objections). Fi¬ 

nally (ei-i02ai), in following this procedure, Cebes would not jumble 

things up together, like the antilogicians, by talking simultaneously 

about the starting-point (the hypothesis) and its consequences. Read 

in this way, the whole passage is a justification of S.’s own procedure 

in applying his hypothesis about the αιτία of coming-into-being with¬ 

out settling the question about what ‘participation’ actually implies. It 

is not only possible but necessary, if we are to discover anything (e3), 

to separate questions about the hypothesis in itself from the examina¬ 

tion of its consequences; it has after all been proposed for the sake of 

its explanatory force (see esp. 10033-7), which simultaneous discus¬ 

sion about how to explain it would only obscure. Parm. 131-5 gives 

several examples of how the hypothesis runs into difficulties on particu¬ 

lar readings of ‘participation’: they will count as reasons for looking 

for a different reading, not for abandoning the hypothesis, to which 
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S., here at least, is firmly committed. The clause ‘until you found 

something adequate’ (ei) suggests confidence that a workable way of 

understanding ‘participation’ can ultimately be found - which is the 

least we should demand, if we are to be expected to entertain the 

hypothesis at all. Some references to other interpretations of the pas¬ 

sage (which despite what Echecrates says remains exceptionally diffi¬ 

cult) are included in the following nn.; for other Platonic essays in 

hypothetical method, see Meno 86e-89a, Rep. 51 ob-51 id, Farm. 133d- 

166c (though how far these are relevant to the present context is itself 

a matter of dispute). cg-d2 For the repeated άν (δεδιώς άν ... άττο- 

κρίναιο άν), see e.g. 62cm. (τό λεγόμενον = ‘as the saying goes’.) 

di—2 έχόμενος εκείνου τοΰ άσφαλοΰς τής ύποθέσεως ‘holding on to 

that safety (τό άσφαλές = ή άσφάλεια) of the hypothesis’, not ‘that 

safe [part] of the hypothesis’ (cf. Anscombe 1981, 15-16), since no 

part of the hypothesis has been identified (εκείνου) as ‘safer’ than any 

other. d3 εί δε τις αύτής τής ύποθέσεως έχοιτο ‘if anyone were to 

hold on to the hypothesis itself’: scholars have generally supposed the 

reference to be to an objector, and have therefore either taken εχεσθαι 

here in the sense of‘attack’ (cf. Dem. Cor. 79), or - since the change in 

meaning from d2 έχόμενος would be harsh - accepted the emendation 

εφοιτο, but without enthusiasm. For the interpretation adopted above, 

cf. Burnet, d4 έως αν . . . σκέψαιο: the conditional construction 

(έώιης άν και ούκ άττοκρίναιο) is extended into the εως-clause (cf. FSJ 

s.v. έως 1.3); the temporal clause in d5-6 acquires opt. in a similar way 

(‘if..., you would ..., until you had ...; and when the time came ..., 

you would ...’). τά απ’ εκείνης όρμηθέντα ‘the things that came 

from it’, ‘its results’ or ‘consequences’: what turns out when one applies 

it. d5 διαφωνεί: as has been shown at length to be the case with 

the ‘consequences’ of the sort of αιτία proposed by the scientists; S. is 

sure that there is no such διαφωνεΐν in the case of his (cf. iooa3-7n., 

iood8-e3, ioia5-6n.). d6 διδόναι λόγον: usually taken as ‘provid¬ 

ing a proof’, as at 95d7 (contrast 76b5, 78di~2, where it is ‘giving 

a reasoned definition’). The method of διδόναι λόγον which S. out¬ 

lines (d6-ei) is then supposed to consist in hypothesising a series of 

ever ‘higher’ propositions, and perhaps ending in an ‘unhypothetical 

starting-point’ (άνυπόθετος αρχή) of the type Rep. discovers in the 

form of the good (510b, 511b). Cf. Gallop 187-92. But (a) the good 
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was casually introduced as one form among others in the original 

hypothesis (ioob6); (b) teleology is not mentioned; (c) if ei εως έττί ή 

ικανόν έλθοις suggests a series of successive operations, there is no indi¬ 

cation that these concern propositions on more than one level; and (d) 

little of the method supposedly discovered, on this interpretation, in 

d6-e i could be described as ‘said έναργώς’ (102a4) in these lines them¬ 

selves, or in the surrounding context. For an alternative way of taking 

διδόναι λόγον, see eg-102ain. While we might in principle have ex¬ 

pected some sort of reference to a procedure for establishing the hy¬ 

pothesis, there are strong indications that S. is taking it as itself the 

άρχή (e2): it will be the λόγος which he judges to be έρρωμενέστατος 

(iooa4), and the basis of the ‘safest’ response, which he thinks will 

prevent him from falling if he holds on to it (iood8-e3) - language 

which recalls Simmias’ suggestion at 85c-d that we must either discover 

the truth about things, or take the best available λόγος and rely on 

that. There will of course be reasons for ‘taking’ this λόγος (cf. iooag- 

7η., 9206-7), but these will fall short of a full proof. 

ei-2 oi άντιλογικοί: see gobg-c6n. Mixing talk about the άρχή and 

its ‘consequences’ (e2~3 των έξ εκείνης ώρμημένων = d4 τά άττ’ εκείνης 

όρμηθέντα) is doing the same sort of thing as the antilogicians in that 

they mix everything up together (e5), and as in their case it will not 

lead to the discovery of the truth about anything - but of course they 

haven’t the slightest interest in that (64-5). Their ‘mixing up every¬ 

thing together’ probably refers just to their lack of any systematic 

method of inquiry (which, if they’re not interested in the truth, they 

don’t need). On the interpretation proposed (see cg-io2ain.), ‘talking 

about the άρχή’ refers to the process described in d5-ei, i.e. ‘giving an 

account of the original hypothesis (with άρχή substituted for ΰττόθεσις 

to avoid confusion with d6~7 άλλην ... ϋττόθεσιν). e3 εϊπερ βούλοιό 

τι των δντων εύρεΐν ‘if you wanted to discover any of the things 

that are [the case]'. e4 ’ίσως reinforces the statement rather than 

qualifying it (cf. 67bin.), as the emphatic ουδέ εϊς shows, λόγος ‘rea¬ 

soned reflection . e5 ικανοί γάρ ... 6 άρέσκειν ‘for their wisdom 

enables them to mix everything up together and still be pleased with 

themselves’. 

i°2a3—5 This brief new interruption by Echecrates marks another 

important turning-point in the dialogue, the transition to the long- 
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awaited final proof of immortality. a8 καί γάρ ‘And [to us] too’ (cf. 

GP 109-10). 

i02aio-io7bio: the final argument 

Armed with his hypothesis, that forms exist, and that the corresponding particulars 

have the character they have by coming to ‘share in’ them (or, as it is put in 

102b 1-2, ‘that the other things, by coming to share in these, have the names of 

these very things’), Socrates can now embark on the main task, to show that the 

soul is ‘altogether deathless and imperishable’ (see 88by-6n.). 

io2aio μέν: see 6idg-ion. 

bi είναι τι: cf. 64020., 74ag-i2n. ειδών: P. here unobtrusively 

brings in one of his standard terms for ‘form’. b2 αύτών τούτων τήν 

έπωνυμίαν ϊσχειν: cf. 78^2. So e.g. a particular beautiful thing will 

share the name ‘beautiful’ with the beautiful (the form); but it will of 

course also be beautiful, even if not in the same way as the form (see 

74d4-7, with nn.). b5~6 είναι έν τώι Σιμμίαι άμφότερα , καί μέγε¬ 

θος καί «μικρότητα: if Simmias is larger than S. and smaller than 

Phaedo (and so also large in relation to S., small in relation to Phaedo: 

cf. g6d8-e4), then he is so by virtue of‘sharing in’ the large and the 

small (the forms) respectively (100c); but this in turn means that the 

large and the small are somehow ‘in’ him (see iood4-6n.), and it 

becomes possible to talk of‘the large in us’ and ‘the small in us’, και 

μέγεθος καί σμικρότητα is a first reference to these. They are simultane¬ 

ously distinguished from the forms (see esp. I03b5 ούτε τό έν ήμΤν 

(έναντίον) ούτε τό έν φύσει) and identified with them (‘now I am 

talking about forms’, says S. barely two lines later, referring to a pas¬ 

sage which has been primarily about the opposites ‘in us’: see I03b7~ 

C2n.). A similar ambiguity might arise, under similar circumstances, in 

the case of what we call properties and their instances (cf. 65d4~5n.) 

But whether forms are properties still remains as open as before; and we 

can hardly ask for greater precision from S. about the status of ‘the 

large in us’ and ‘the small in us’, since that would require him to settle 

the proper description of the form-particular relationship, which he 

has deliberately left aside (iood5~6; cf. Loriaux 11 114). ‘The large/ 

small (largeness/smallness) in us’ stands simply for what x (any partic¬ 

ular thing, like Simmias, or S.) has by virtue of sharing in the F (the 
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form of F). It may be because even the form of words in b5 6 might 

raise this issue that S. begins his next sentence, in b8, ‘But in any 

case ..(άλλά yap as at 95C9). b8-ci τό τόν Σιμμίον κτλ. ‘as to 

Simmias’ overtopping of S., the truth is not as it [Simmias’ overtop¬ 

ping of S.] is expressed in the words [“Simmias overtops S.”]’; an 

awkward clause, in which to ... Σοοκράτους starts off as subject, but is 

then replaced by τό άληθές. 

ci ού γάρ που ... 4 τό εκείνου μέγεθος ‘For [you don’t think], surely, 

that Simmias is naturally such as to overtop, through his being Sim¬ 

mias, but rather that it is through the largeness that he happens to 

have; nor again that he overtops S. because S. is S., but rather because 

S. has smallness in relation to his largeness?’ If we say ‘Simmias over¬ 

tops - i.e. is larger than - S.’, that implies (or might be taken as 

implying) that the overtopping is because of attributes that are essen¬ 

tial to Simmias and S., i.e. largeness and smallness respectively; where¬ 

as in fact largeness is merely something Simmias ‘happens to’ have in 

relation to S.’s smallness, which in turn will be something he ‘happens 

to’ have in relation to Simmias’ largeness (‘happens to’, marking the 

contingency of their having the attributes on the relevant relation). 

c6—8 Similarly, Simmias will be overtopped by Phaedo ‘not because 

Phaedo is Phaedo [i.e. because he is large in himself], but because 

Phaedo has largeness in relation to Simmias’ smallness’. cio-d2 ‘So 

it is in this way that Simmias is called both small and large, namely 

because he is in the middle of both [Phaedo and S.], submitting his 

smallness to the largeness of the one to [be] overtop [ped], and offering 

his largeness to the other, which overtops his smallness.’ This sum¬ 

marises b8-c8. The immediate function of that passage is to explain 

the proposition at 85-6, that ‘both largeness and smallness are in Sim¬ 

mias’, which is S.’s version, in the light of his hypothesis, of‘Simmias is 

both small and large’ (cio-11). But it also has a further purpose, 

which S. reveals in d5~ 10332. The description in ci i-d2, ‘submitting 

his smallness’, etc., suggests that the smallness of Simmias is itself small, 

and the largeness large - since only what is (relatively) small can be 

overtopped’, and only what is (relatively) large can do any over¬ 

topping. But since the description is at least partly metaphorical, the 

point could not be established from this passage alone. See further 

dg-e2n. 
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d2~3 έοικα . . . καί συγγραφικώς έρεϊν ‘I look as if I am about to 

speak συγγραφικώς’ (with the adverb stressed by καί). συγγραφικώς: 

‘like a book, i.e. with great precision’ (LSJ); ‘in the manner of a legal 

contract’ (Archer-Hind and others, referring to συγγραφή in another 

sense); ‘like a prose-writer’ (συγγραφεύς), referring to the sophisti¬ 

cated style e.g. of a Gorgias (Burnet). ‘Like a book’ seems right, but 

with reference to the greater opportunity writing gives for stylistic 

artifice (what S. has just said is certainly more remarkable for its stud¬ 

ied structure than for its precision: cf. preceding n.). άλλ’ ούν . . . ye: 

cf. gib3-"4n. d5 λέγω δή χτλ. ‘It’s for the sake of what follows that 

I’m speaking, because I want what [seems] to me [on the subject] to 

seem to you.’ d6-8 If αυτό τό μέγεθος is the form (as it must be), the 

content of the ‘not only’ clause is directly comparable to that of at least 

the second half of 74c 1-2 (‘does equality ever seem to you to be in¬ 

equality?’), and like it seems to be treated as intuitively obvious. Only 

something which ‘happens to have’ largeness, like Simmias, can also be 

small; the form cannot, and b8-c8 is meant to have helped Cebes 

somehow to see that the largeness in us cannot either. On how it is 

meant to do this, see e3~6n. d6 έθέλειν: of inanimate things, with 

neg., close in meaning to δύναμαι (cf. LSJ s.v. 1.2). d8 προσδέχεσθαι 

τό σμικρόν ‘admit the small in addition’, i.e. become small as well as 

large, dg άλλα δυοΐν τό έτερον ‘but [it seems to me] that one or the 

other of two things [must happen]’. d9 ή φεύγειν ·.. e2 άπολωλέναι 

‘either that it retreats and gets out of the way, when the opposite, the 

small, advances on it, or that when that has completed its advance, it 

has perished’. ‘When the small advances’ must be when e.g. Simmias 

starts being compared with the larger Phaedo instead of the smaller S. 

(cf. g6dg παραστάς μέγα$ σμικρώι). He will of course not stop being 

larger than S. (unless he somehow actually loses some height), but that 

is not the point: what matters, for S.’s argument, is that there are, 

logically, only two alternatives - at the onset of smallness, Simmias’ 

largeness must either get out of the way (so that it is still there, but 

without any role in the action), or perish. The one thing it cannot do 

is to ‘stand its ground and admit smallness’, because that would mean 

its being ‘other than it was’, i.e. largeness (e2~3) - largeness being 

something which is essentially large. Like the form of largeness, ‘the 

largeness in us’ will itself be describable as ‘something large’, μέγο τι, 

and can be referred to by the use of the neuter of the def. art. + adj.: 
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see e5 εκείνο (the largeness in us) ... μέγα όν κτλ., and e6 τό σμικρόν τό 

έν ήμΐν. But ‘the large in us is large’ no more implies, by itself, that it is 

something large in the sense of having a large size than ‘equality [the 

form] is equal’ implies that the form is equal to something else, or 

consists of a pair of equal things (cf. 74d6~7n.); and unless and until 

such an idea is required by the argument (as it is not by the argument 

here: see following n.), the attribution of it to P. is unjustified, espe¬ 

cially when he has allowed S. to be so imprecise about the whole 

question about how particulars come to have F-ness ‘in’ them at all: 

see iood4~6n. ‘The small’ in ei (like ‘smallness’ in e2, 4) will be am¬ 

biguous between the form and the small in us’ (cf. I02b5-6n.). 

e3 ώσπερ έγώ ... 6 σμικρόν είναι: it now becomes clear how b8-c8 is 

supposed to have helped Cebes to see the relevant point, that the 

largeness in us cannot be both large and small (but must either retreat 

or perish at the onset of smallness); that is, by suggesting that a large 

thing can only be small as well if its acquisition of smallness does not 

change its essential nature. So, for example (e3 ώσπερ), S. can become 

small - through standing beside, or being compared with, Simmias - 

while still being S. (just as Simmias is Simmias whether he is standing 

beside Phaedo or S., and so whether he is large or small); but the 

largeness in us cannot, because that would mean its having come to be 

something different, indeed its opposite. How (and it seems a reason¬ 

able question) could one of a pair of opposites become the opposite of 

itself? The difference between this case and a thing’s acquiring oppo¬ 

site attributes will be driven home in I03a4-c2. e8 ί-τι δν δπερ ήν: 

again, as in the sort of case where τό εναντίον can ‘be or become’ its 

opposite, i.e. where τό εναντίον is (not the opposite itself but) some¬ 

thing characterised by an opposite. 

i<>3ai-2 έν τούτωι τώι παθήματι ‘when this happens to it’, i.e. what 

was previously envisaged, the advance of the opposite (i02d9—ei όταν 

προσίηι τό εναντίον). a4~ 10 A confused objection from a suitably 

anonymous member of the audience. Wasn’t S.’s own first argument 

based on opposites coming from’ opposites? This elementary confusion 

(too elementary, it seems, for the philosophically more experienced 

Cebes; C3-6, with C5~6n.) gives S. an opportunity for further clarifica¬ 

tion (a 11-C2): to say that one of a pair of opposites cannot become the 

other is of course quite consistent with saying that an opposite thing 
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(something qualified by one of a pair of opposites) can become the 

opposite of that (come to be qualified by the other). a8 άτεχνώς . . . 

τοΐς έναντιοις ‘that coming-to-be for opposites was simply this’. 

bi άνδρικώς . . . άπεμνημόνευκας ‘Manfully recalled’. b4~5 When 

we refer either to the l· in us’ (where F is one of a pair of opposites), or 

to ‘the F in nature’, i.e. the form of F (cf. e.g. Rep. 597b), we will be 

referring to the F ‘itself’, or ‘by itself’ (αύτό τό εναντίου; cf. 74ci-2n). 

b7 έπονομάζοντες . . . έπωνυμίαι: cf. 102b 1-2. b7 νϋν 8k ... C2 

δέξασθαι: lit. ‘whereas now [we are talking] about those very things 

of which, being in [them], the things which are named have the 

names; and those things themselves we say would never be able to 

admit coming-to-be of one another’. The first part is explained by 

102b 1-2 (if a thing’s ‘coming to share in’ the F means that the F 

somehow comes to be ‘in’ it); and the second part must mean the same 

as b4~5 αύτό to εναντίου ... γένοιτο. We were in fact talking about 

the opposites ‘in us’ rather than directly about the forms; but see 

I02b5-6n. The important thing, in any case, is that we were not 

talking about opposites in the sense of the things that are qualified by 

them. 

c3“4 ®Ρα Μ-ή που · · · xai σέ κτλ. T don’t suppose any of the things 

this person said troubled you as well?’ IfSpa μή invites a negative reply 

(but see GP 47-8), the ttou here serves to make the question more 

open. 05 ούδ’ αύ . . . ούτως 'έχω ‘Nor do I feel like this again’, i.e. I 

am not objecting now as I have done before (?). This is the best that 

can be done with ούδ’ αύ, the only defensible MS reading. C5-6 

καίτοι οϋτι κτλ cf. S.’s ταράττομαι at ioodg; Cebes’ ‘perplexities’ are 

perhaps, like S.’s, of a more sophisticated kind. Real questions, it 

seems, remain to be raised (which is no doubt the point of Cebes’ 

reply); the nature of the mysterious ‘Fin us’ might be one. 07 απλώς 

‘without qualification’, cn θερμόν τι καλεΤς και ψυχρόν; ‘Do you 

call something hot and cold?’, i.e. ‘Is there something you call “hot” 

and [something else you call] “cold”?’ For the form of the question, see 

64C2n., 65d4-5n., 7439-12η. The reference is to ‘the hot’ and ‘the 

cold’ (d2 —3); not, as the sequel shows, hot things and cold things, but 

the hot itself (by itself) and the cold itself, which may be either the 

forms of hot and cold or the instances of them ‘in us’ (bs). C13 Sc. 

καλεΐς. 
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d5 άλλα . . . γ’: cf. 74a5n. d5 ούδέποτε χιόνα ούσαν ... 8 η άπολείσ- 

θαι ‘that [snow], being snow, after admitting the hot, as we were say¬ 

ing in what went before, will never still be what it was, snow and [be 

also] hot, but when the hot advances on it, it will either get out of its 

way or perish’. ‘As we were saying ..recalls the working principle 

introduced in 102b-103a, that what is Fean only ‘admit’ the opposite 

of F if that does not change what it is (see I02e3-6n.). The cold thing 

which is snow can no more admit the hot while still being snow than 

‘the Fin us’ can admit the opposite of F (io2d-io3a); but if so, then 

the same two alternatives must apply as in that sort of case - when the 

hot advances on it, snow must itself either get out of the way or perish, 

dio καί τό πΰρ γε αύ ‘And fire too, for its part’, dn τολμήσειν: the 

idea of ‘submitting’ clearly goes with δεξάμενον rather than ετι είναι 

όττερ ήν. 

e2 έστιν άρα . . . π€ρί ένια των τοιούτων, ώστε ‘So the position with 

respect to some things like this [i.e. cases where a thing has / shares in 

an opposite] is such that’. e3 αύτό τό είδος ‘the form itself’ (nothing 

can be true of ‘the F in us’ εις τόυ άεΐ χρόνον, but only ότανττερ ήι, 

‘whenever it exists’, as in the case of the category about to be men¬ 

tioned: 64-5). άξιοΰσθαι ‘is entitled to’. e4~5 άλλα καί κτλ. ‘but 

also something else which is not that [the form itself], but which always 

has its character, whenever it exists’, μορφή, like είδος, is used in a 

special meaning, but one that is clearly deducible from the immediate 

context (both terms usually range between ‘visible form’ and ‘class’). 

At the last moment, ότανττερ ήι introduces a difference between the 

things being compared: the form of hot (e.g.) is always hot (in what¬ 

ever sense), and similarly fire - or at any rate whenever it is there in 

the world. Forms, of course, exist permanently. e$ έν τώιδε ‘in the 

following example’, eg άρα μόνον των δντων: sc. άει δει τούτου τού 
ονόματος τυχχάνειν. 

i04ai—3 δμως δέ δει κτλ. ‘but nevertheless one must always call it this 

too [i.e. odd] along with its own name because it is naturally such as 

never to be separated from the odd’. *3—4 λέγω δέ κτλ. ‘I say that 

it [the feature just mentioned] is the sort of thing that happens to three, 

and to many other things.’ If this case is to throw light on what was 

said in 10302-4, as it was introduced to do (e5-6), then ‘the odd’ must 

be the form, and ή τριάς something which ‘shares in’ the form, i.e. a 
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particular (hence ‘three’, not ‘the three’). A particular three (corre¬ 

sponding to a lump of snow, or an actual instance of fire) will be any 

group of three things - including, perhaps, the groups of three units 

used by mathematicians in their operations. (According to Arist., e.g. 

Met. 1028b 19-21, P. proposed to treat the objects of mathematics as a 

special class of entities, intermediate between forms and particulars; 

but there is little evidence of such a view in the dialogues.) a6—7 

δντος ούχ οπερ τής τριάδος ‘although it [the odd] is not what three is’. 

We should expect όπερ ή τριάς (έστι); cf. καθάττερ (= καθ’ άττερ) with¬ 

out a verb. 

b6 δ . . . βούλομαι δηλώσαι: this, explained in b6-ci, must be broadly 

the same as what was contained in 10362-5, since the intervening 

passage set out only to say that ‘more clearly’ (10365-6). The differ¬ 

ence, however, is that b6-ci refers back more directly than 10362-5 to 

what has preceded: by-8 φαίνεται ού μόνον εκείνα τά εναντία άλληλα 

ού δεχόμενα takes us back to ιθ3άφ-5 αύτό τό εναντίον έαυτώι εναν¬ 

τίον ούκ άν ττοτε χένοιτο, where ‘the opposite’ is either the form or the 

opposite ‘in us’ (cf. also 103C7-8), while 10363-4 restricted the point 

to the form; and the passage generally reintroduces the more detailed 

account of what it means for x to be F which was given in 102b- 103c, 

in terms ofx’s ‘having T-ness in’ it. But now this formula is replaced by 

the one brought in at 10364-5, ‘has the character of the F [in it]’ (see 

bg—cin.). b7~8 «ραίνεται . . . ού δεχόμενα ‘clearly do not admit’. 

b8~9 οσα . . . τάναντία: as e.g. three and two are not opposites (05), 

but always ‘have’ the opposites oddness and evenness, bg ούδέ ταΰτα 

... ci ύπεκχωρούντα ‘neither do these resemble things which admit 

[i.e. neither do these seem to admit] that character (ιδέα), whichever 

it is that is opposite to the character which is in them, but when it 

advances, they [clearly] either perish or get out of the way’ (with 

άττολλύμενα and ϋττεκχωρούντα continuing the construction after b7 

φαίνεται), ιδέα is here synonymous with 10365 μορφή (see dg-io ή 

εναντία Ιδέα έκείνηι τήι μορφήι); in other dialogues it is used, like είδος, 

in the sense of (Platonic) ‘form’. 

ci τά τρία: evidently synonymous with ή τριάς, in the light of the 

juxtaposition of the latter with τά δύο and τά τέτταρα in a8-b2. ci-2 

καϊ άπολεΐσθαι πρότερον και άλλο ότιοΰν πείσεσθαι: a variation on the 

formula ‘perishes or gets out of the way’, which trades on the language 
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of human choice (‘I would rather die, or do anything, than 05 

‘Nor again (ουδέ μήν as at 9334) is two opposite (γε) to three , confirm¬ 

ing that these (and by implication the other numerical examples) do 

in fact illustrate the type in question. c6 ού γάρ ούν: see 93e6n. 

ούκ otpot μόνον κτλ. ‘In that case it is not only the opposite forms 

which do not withstand each other’s advance, but also some other 

things do not withstand the advance of the opposites.’ Strictly speak¬ 

ing, it is the opposites in us, rather than the opposite forms, which 

‘do not withstand each other’s advance’ (cf. I02d-i03a), since forms 

themselves cannot ‘advance’ on each other, or indeed do anything. But 

see i02b5-6n. 

di-3 & ότι αν κτλ. ‘[things] which, whatever occupies [them], com¬ 

pels [them] not only to have its own character by itself, but also [com¬ 

pels them] always [to have the character] of something opposite to 

something’, or ‘[things] which not only compel whatever they occupy 

to have its own character ...’ The first is preferable, especially because 

it fits better with the form of d5~7, which is supposed to explain the 

definition by giving an application of it: ‘You recognise, presumably, 

that whatever [things] the character of the three occupies [i.e. any 

group of three things, qua three], it is necessary for them to be not only 

three but odd.’ If ‘being occupied by the character of the three’ de¬ 

scribes the same state of affairs as ‘having the character of the three’ 

(10364-5, 104b 10), and that in turn describes the same state of affairs 

as ‘having threeness’ (see b6n.), then threeness (‘the threeness in us’) 

will be an example of what ‘occupies’ the things in question in di; it 

will ‘compel’ each set of things it occupies to ‘have its own character’ 

by making them three; and it will compel them to have ‘the character 

of something opposite to something’ by making them odd. (So with 

snow and fire: whatever snowiness occupies must be both snow and 

cold; whatever fieriness occupies must be both fire and hot?) For αύτό 

(neuter, ‘by itself’, d2) associated with a noun of a different gender, cf. 

Rep. 36331-2 ούκ αύτό δικαιοσύνην έτταινοϋντες (but the credit that 

comes from it). The MS reading αύτώι (d3) is impossible; Robin’s τωι 

(= τινί) is the best available solution (‘but also, always, of some oppo¬ 

site paired to some other’?), with simple deletion of αύτώι the next best 

(see Verdenius). dg-io έπι τό τοιοΰτον κτλ. ‘Well then (δή as at 

e-g· 911*7), we’re saying, the character opposite to the one which has 
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this effect would never come to a thing of this kind.’ ‘We’re saying’: the 

reference is to bg-io, ‘the character which has this effect’ (i.e. of mak¬ 

ing three odd: d 12) corresponding to τήι έν αύτοΐς οΰσηι. A character’s 

‘coming to’ a thing in this sense will then be equivalent to the thing’s 

‘admitting’ it (δέχεσθαι), and coming to have it (cf. 10263-4). di2 

‘And it was the odd character [the character of the odd] that had this 

effect?’ είργάζετο is a ‘philosophical imperfect’ (‘x was the case’ = ‘as 

we agreed, x is the case’): S. is recurring to his old principle that the 

particular F ‘is F by the F' (iooc-e), but in its latest form (see b6n.). 

e3 ‘Three, then, has no share in the even.’ e5 See 103d 13-15. cj δ 

τοίνυν έλεγον όρίσασθαι ‘What I said we should define’ (see LSJ s.v. 

λέγω hi.5). The sentence, if completed, would have run ‘What I said 

..., όρα δή εί ούτως όρίζηι ...’ (10531-2); as it is, it is interrupted by 

the rehearsal of examples (e8-i05ai), which necessitates a new begin¬ 

ning with άλλά (105a i άλλ’ δρα ...). d ι —3 itself was a first shot at a 

definition, and in fact says much the same as the new one in 10532-5 

(see n.), except in different language; but Cebes’ failure to understand 

what was said there necessitated an explanation which took S. away 

from the job of definition, which he now resumes, eg ούδέν τι μάλλον 

‘none the more [for that]’. 

10532 μή μόνον ... 5 μηδέποτε δέξασθαι ‘[by saying that] not only 

does the opposite not admit the opposite, but also that which brings 

(έπιφέρειν) some opposite to that to which it comes itself, [i.e.] the 

thing itself which does the bringing, never admits the opposite of the 

thing conferred’ (τήν τού έττιφερομένου εναντιότητα = the cumber¬ 

some τό του έτπφερομένου εναντίου εναντίον). ‘Coming to’ here must 

be interpreted in the same way as in io4dg-io (see n.) and ei (con¬ 

trast io6b3, and 104b 10 έτπούσης); a3 εκείνο must then be something 

which is ‘in’ έκείνωι έφ’ ότι άν ίηι, as threeness ‘occupies’ (i04d6) and 

is in three. (‘Occupying’ itself seems to be equivalent to ‘coming to’: see 

i05d3-4·) This is initially puzzling, since we seemed to be setting out 

to define a class of things (which ‘have opposites’, I04b8-g) rather 

than of characters. But the shift is immediately intelligible if we under¬ 

stand S. to be performing the same sort of operation as at I02b-d, 

namely rewording statements about things in terms of the T-ness, G- 

ness, etc. ‘in’ them. There we were encouraged to understand a rela¬ 

tion between x andjy (two ‘things’) in terms of the relations between 
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opposites (largeness, smallness, etc., which are themselves ‘characters ) 

which they ‘have’; now, similarly, S. is urging us to analyse statements 

of the form ‘three will not admit evenness, because it always brings 

with it the opposite of that’ (the formulation used in 10468-10531) 

exclusively in terms of characters - it is, strictly, not three itself but the 

threeness which it has (or which ‘occupies’ it, i04di, 5-6), which 

always ‘brings’ oddness with it, and which will not ‘admit’ evenness. 

He has already partly prepared us for this move at i04di-7, when he 

identified the class of things in question as those things that ‘are com¬ 

pelled by whatever occupies them to have both its own character and 

that of some opposite’, since this attributes the presence of the opposite, 

which is the source of the things’ resistance to its pair, to their ‘oc¬ 

cupying’ character rather than directly to them. Nevertheless, because 

we are dealing here with essential characters, the original formulation 

still remains the natural one: three will not become even, any more 

than fire will become cold. And the definition itself is framed in terms 

which will not restrict its application exclusively to characters (see 

further b5n.). S. now has the formula which he will use in the next 

stage of the argument: what always brings one of a pair of opposites to 

whatever it comes to (or ‘occupies’) will never admit the other. a6- 

b3 gives further applications of the general principle, and deals with a 

case which seems to break it in one respect: ‘five [i.e. whatever fiveness 

occupies] will not admit the [character] of the even, nor ten, the dou¬ 

ble [of five], the [character] of the odd (while this [i.e. the double: μέυ 

ούυ as at goe3] is itself too opposite to something else, nevertheless it 

will not admit the (character) of the odd); and neither will the one- 

and-a-half, nor the other things of that kind, the half [i.e. the series of 

halves?], [admit] the [character] of the whole, and again [the] third 

and all such things [i.e. the series of thirds] ...’ This way of taking ‘the 

half’ is difficult, however, and it may be that it should be bracketed as 

a gloss. The sense is probably in any case as given; though why does 

the first series begin with one and a half rather than half? See O’Brien 

1967, 221-3. 

b5 πάλιν δή μοι . . . έξ αρχής λέγε: S. now goes back to the original 

discussion of explanation. He now says (b7~c6) that the preceding 

analysis shows him another kind of‘safety’ (cf. iooc-e): if asked what 

it is that, when it comes to be in a body, makes that body hot, or ill, he 
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will not answer ‘hotness’, or ‘illness’, as he proposed to do before, but 

‘hre’ and ‘fever’; if asked the same sort of question in relation to the 

oddness of a number (of things), he will answer ‘the unit’, not ‘odd¬ 

ness’. These answers are ‘safe’ in that fire always ‘brings’ hotness with 

it to whatever it comes to be in, fever illness, and the unit oddness. The 

purpose of the passage is to suggest that the principle of a2~5 applies 

not only to ‘characters’ but to other items which come to be in, or 

come to, things: fire, fever and the unit (‘and so on’, τάλλα ούτως: c6), 

like some characters, when they come to be in things, always bring 

certain characters/opposites with them. In these cases, there will then 

seem to be an αιτία of the sort preferred by the scientists (who like to 

explain F-ness by reference to factors other than F-ness); hence the 

description of the new kind of answer as κομψοτέραν (c2), which recalls 

ioic8 κομψείας, and contains an identical irony - if S. happens, here, 

to find some limited aspect in which the scientists’ method of explana¬ 

tion seems to work, still his general unhappiness with that method 

remains. Although he might seem to suggest, at least in b8-c6, that the 

old ‘safe’ answer is now generally to be replaced by the new one, it is 

hard to believe that this is seriously meant, since there is no obvious 

way in which the latter will fit in those cases which originally led to the 

introduction of the former (what is it that, when it comes to be in 

something, that something will be beautiful/large/small - if not beau¬ 

ty/largeness/smallness?); and if he really is pointing the way to a re¬ 

vised general theory of explanation, it would be a strange theory that 

attempted to explain a genus (illness) by reference to one of its species 

(fever). Two further points: (a) if S. is actually abandoning his original 

answer, he went to a surprising amount of trouble to set it up; (b) his 

remarks at the end of the argument in fact imply a continuing commit¬ 

ment to it (see with nn.). What matters here in 105 for the 

argument is just that sometimes a more particular explanation than 

the original ‘safe’ one is available, as it will be in the case of living 

creatures (which are alive by virtue of having souls in them: cf. g6b2n.). 

Cf. Hackforth 161-2. b5~6 καί μή μοι κτλ. ‘And do not give as an 

answer whatever I ask about, but by imitating me’; i.e., when I ask 

about the F-ness of anything (what in it makes it F, the question to 

which we are implicitly returned by έξ αρχής λέγε), don’t reply ‘F- 

ness’, but instead something on the following model (b8-c6). b6 

λέγω δέ ... 8 ασφάλειαν T say [that], because, over and above the 
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answer I was talking about first, that safe one, I see from what is now 

being said [i.e. the definition of a2~5, and the discussion leading up to 

it] a different [kind of] safety.’ bg ώι αν . . . ϊσται: lit. ‘in whichever 

[thing], in the [i.e. its?] body, what comes to be, it [the thing] will be 

hot’. The reference seems to be to living creatures; cf. g6b2-3· 

ci αμαθή: cf. iood4 ίσως εύήθως. C4 πυρετός: the example is perhaps 

suggested by the previous one, fever being a particular form of hotness 

in a body (overheating). c6 μονός: the reference is probably to the 

sort of definition of τό περιττόν criticised by Arist. at Top. ι^2\οη-ιο, 

‘that which is greater by one (μονάς) than the even’; the word περιττός 

itself has connotations of‘what is left over’ (cf. OED s.v. ‘odd’: Of a 

number: having one left over as remainder when divided by two’). The 

passage only commits S. to saying that if (the extra) unit is present in 

an άριθμός, that άριθμός will be odd; not to saying that this is the 

proper way of accounting for oddness (any more than C2-4 commits 

him to explaining illness by reference to fever). See b5n. The two 

previous examples, of things which bring opposites to a body, are espe¬ 

cially important, as preparing the way directly for the question in 

eg-10 (‘What is it that by its presence in a body makes it alive?’); the 

present one maintains the analogy with the case of αριθμοί, which has 

been central to the argument throughout, καί ταλλα ούτως ‘and [I 

shall deal with] the other things in the same way’. By ‘the other things’ 

S. does not mean literally everything, except to the extent that he is 

ironically suggesting a renewal of his old allegiance to the αιτίαι of the 

scientists, but all the other cases where an item always brings one of a 

pair of opposites to what it occupies, cg-10 S. now begins the appli¬ 

cation of his results, which will lead to the conclusion that soul is 

άθάνατος (e6). The idea that soul makes bodies alive by being present 

in them is consistent with the original definition of death at 64C4-5 

(see n.). 

di ούκοΰν should probably be treated here as inferential (cf. 68d8n.): 

if whatever body soul comes to be in is alive, then it will always be 

the case that if soul is in a body, that body will be alive (έμψυχος). 

The next step is to agree that aliveness has an opposite, i.e. deadness 

(d6—9). Soul, then, will be one of those items which, though not being 

opposites themselves, always bring one of a pair of opposites with them 

to whatever they occupy, and since it has previously been agreed that 
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such items will never admit the other member of the pair, soul will 

never admit the opposite of what it brings to the body (d 10-12). Given 

that what does not admit the character of the even is called άνάρτιον, 

and what does not admit the just and the musical respectively άδικον 

and άμουσον, we shall call what does not admit deadness άθάνατον 

(di3~e3); soul is therefore άθάνατον (e6). This stretch of the argument 

turns on treating the relationship between soul and body as like that 

between threeness (the character) and three: as threeness ‘occupies’ 

three (io4d5-6), so soul ‘occupies’ body (i05d3); and as threeness 

brings oddness to three, and refuses to admit evenness, so soul brings 

aliveness to body, and refuses to admit deadness. (Both ‘soul’ and 

‘threeness’ here refer to sets of particulars: ‘soul’ refers to each and 

every soul, ‘threeness’ to the threeness, or the three, in each and every 

three.) But just in that it refuses to admit deadness, one of a pair of 

opposites, it will also resemble the sort of things with which we first 

started, things like three and two, which ‘while not being opposites, 

always have the opposites’, and do not admit ‘the character opposite 

to the one which is in them’ (i04b8-io). The passage at 105cιο¬ 

ί 06C7 confirms that it is with this class of things that Socrates ulti¬ 

mately wants to compare soul, rather than with the characters which 

‘occupy’ them - as indeed we should expect, soul is not itself a charac¬ 

ter but a thing which has characters. He could not have started by 

classing soul with them without begging the question of its immortal¬ 

ity; its inability to admit deadness has to be established by independent 

means, which are provided by a comparison of the consequences of its 

‘occupation’ of a body to those of the ‘occupation’ of three, etc., by 

their essential characters. But if so, the whole argument will in fact 

finally depend on an analogy between the behaviour of soul and that 

of characters. The argument is this: (1) opposite characters will not 

admit each other, but must either get out of the way or perish on the 

advance of the other; (2) some things, though not themselves opposites, 

will similarly not admit certain opposites, and must therefore similarly 

either get out of the way or perish; (3) soul is one of these things, in that 

it will not admit deadness, so that the same must hold true ofit; but (4) 

the second alternative, perishing, is out of the question in its case. (e6 

takes us as far as the first part of step 3.) d6 ζωτμ: Τζών είναι (cg-io) 

is parallel to e.g. θερμόν είναι (bg), then ζωή here must mean ‘alive¬ 

ness’, and θάνατος in dq ‘deadness’ (cf. io6b3-4). dio-11 ούκοΰν 
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ψυχή κτλ. ‘Well then, soul will absolutely never admit (ού μή + aor. 

subj. expressing strong denial) the opposite to what it itself always 

brings, as is agreed from what we said before?’ <113—14 τό μή δεχόμ- 

ενον κτλ.: 10465 (with specific reference to three). di6 τό δέ δίκαιον 

κτλ. ‘And [what do we call] what does not admit [the] just, and what 

does not admit [the] musical?’ The examples here are simple opposi¬ 

tions; S. is only concerned to establish the general principle that what 

does not admit F-ness is called ά-F, and opposites themselves do not 

admit each other. 

e2 καλοΰμεν: future. e6 I.e. soul can never come to be in a state of 

being dead (cf. d6n., or having died: io6b4); or, to use the formulation 

of i02e, it can never withstand and admit deadness, while still being 

what it is (soul). But Cebes originally demanded that it be shown to be 

άυώλεθρον as well as άθάνατου (88b, 95b-e); and it has been agreed 

that whatever cannot admit an opposite will either get out of the way or 

perish when it advances (i02d-i03a, i03d-e). It must therefore be 

established that only the first alternative is available in the case of soul 

- which is S.’s next task (e 10-107a 1). e8 τούτο μέν δή άποδεδείχθαι 

φώμεν ; ‘Are we to say that this much has been proved?’ μέν, strength¬ 

ened by δή (see GP 258-9), implicitly contrasts τούτο with what has 

(perhaps) yet to be proved. eio-io6ai εί τώι άναρτίωι κτλ. ‘If it 

were necessary for what is un-even (άνάρτιος as at I05di5) to be im¬ 

perishable, three would surely be imperishable?’ 

io6a8 καν εί = και εί, ‘even if’, with άυ anticipating the άν άττεσβέν- 

νυτο of the apodosis. 

bi καί ώδε . . . περί τού άθανάτου ‘in this way about what is άθάυατος 

too’. b2 εί μέν . . . έστιν: ‘if τό αθάνατον is also imperishable’ con¬ 

trasts with the previous ‘if the un-even [etc.] were to be imperishable’, 

suggesting at least a higher degree of probability, μέν: the answering δέ 

does not occur until di, after a repetition of the proposition of b2—3 

(c9~I0), which is necessitated by S.’s expansion of b2—3 in b3~C7. 

b3 δταν θάνατος έπ’ αύτήν ϊηι ‘when death attacks it’: the context 

leaves no doubt about the hostile sense of ίέναι έτιί here, as οίέτπέναι at 

104b 10 (contrast 10533). What is presumably meant is when someone 

dies, according to Cebes scenario, at least, this will always be a threat- 

enmg time for the soul. b3—4 θανατον μέν γάρ . . . ού δέζεται ‘for it 
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certainly won t admit death [deadness]’, sc. whatever else happens to 

it (μέν δή as at 10568), so that it will be αθάνατος (and if what is 

αθανατον is ανωλεθρον, also ανωλεθρον). b<| ούδ’ έσται τεθνηκυΐα: 

S. here states precisely what the argument has given him. b5~6 

ώσπερ τά τρία ούκ . . . άρτιον, ούδέ γ’ αύ τό περιττόν κτλ.: for the 

strategy, see 105dm. b7~8 τί κωλύει . . . άρτιον μέν τό περιττόν 

μή γίγνεσθαι lit. ‘what prevents the odd’s [i.e. the odd in three] not 

becoming even’ (ώσπερ ώμολόγηται, i.e. just as we agreed that it 

could not, but instead ...). έπίοντος τοΰ άρτιου: as e.g. when three 

is doubled (cf. 105a). 

ci αύτοΰ άντ’ εκείνου: both αυτού and εκείνου refer to τό περιττόν 
(άρτιον = τό άρτιον). 

di άν δέοι ‘we would need’. d2 τούτου γε ένεκα ‘so far as this goes’. 

d2—4 σχολήι γάρ άν κτλ. ‘For anything else would hardly be able to 

escape perishing (on σχολήι + μή + potential opt., see MT 293), if 

what is άθάνατον (γε), being everlasting, is going to turn out to admit 

perishing.’ The grounds for Cebes’ assumption that τό άθάνατον is 

everlasting (and therefore imperishable) are perhaps that the descrip¬ 

tion άθάνατος will only be applicable to something which is alive, and 

that the only way in which what is alive can come to an end is by 

dying, and so becoming dead instead of alive. <15—7 ό δέ γε θεός κτλ. 

‘Yes, and god [i.e. any and every god: cf. 6oc2n., 67a6] and the form 

of life [i.e. ofaliveness: cf. I05d6n.], itself, and anything else there may 

be which is άθάνατον would be agreed by everyone never to perish.’ S. 

offers circumstantial evidence in favour of Cebes’ concession: every¬ 

thing else that is άθάνατος is certainly immune to perishing. ‘Every¬ 

one’ may have a different reference in the two cases specified: literally 

everyone in the first (because, standardly, oi θεοί = oi άθάνατοι), and 

all philosophers in the second, since only they have any direct interest 

in forms as such (but see 65d4~5n.). That the form of aliveness is 

άθάνατον will follow from the principles (a) that the F (any form) is 

itself F (whatever it is the form of), and (b) that ‘no opposite will 

become opposite to itself, either the one in us or the one in nature’ 

(i03b5); and it cannot perish in so far as all forms are absolutely 

unchanging (78d). Unless it were actually a living thing, S. could not 

argue directly from its being άθάνατον to its imperishability, and in 

fact he shows no sign of wanting to do so; nevertheless it could still be 

said that, for anything alive, perishing was equivalent to dying (see 
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preceding n.). (That it is alive qua living thing is surely something he 

would reject, if the forms are unchanging, and if being a living thing 

entails the capacity for activity and change. But if so, this will count 

as further evidence against interpreting the ‘is’ in the formula the F 

[any form] is F [whatever it is the form of]’ generally as the copula: 

see 74d6-7n., I02dg-e2n.) d8~9 παρά πάντων μέντοι νή Δί’ . . . 

άνθρώπων τέ γ€ κτλ. ‘Yes, certainly, by everyone - and not only by 

men but still more, I think, by gods.’ (γε goes with the τε, emphasising 

the conjunction: men and gods. See GP lviii.) A light touch; the gods 

certainly wouldn’t deny their own imperishability. 

ei όπότε: here causal, άδιάφθορον = άνώλεθρον. e5~6 τό μέν 

θνητόν . . . αύτοΰ άποθνήισκει ‘his mortal [part] dies’. If in the case 

of living things death is synonymous with perishing (cf. d2-4n.), then 

it is natural enough to speak of the body as dying, and to contrast it 

with the soul’s going off ‘intact and imperishable (e6~7, i.e. in any 

death: cf. 88a-b). e9~io7ai It is strictly only at this point that the 

conclusion ‘soul is immortal’ is reached, i.e. after being άθάνατον has 

been seen to entail being άνώλεθρον (cf. i05e6n.). καί τώι δντι κτλ. 

recalls the opening of the first argument (70C4-5). Whether we are 

more convinced by the present argument than by the others (and the 

long build-up to it suggests that it is meant to be S.’s piece de resistance) 

will depend on the following: whether we are prepared to accept - like 

Cebes - the continuing treatment of soul as a thing in itself, and wheth¬ 

er we are swayed by the attempt to assimilate what looks like a causal 

relationship between it and the living body to the logical relationship 

between characters (properties?) - or, better, S.’s tendency to regard 

characters/properties as object-like entities inhabiting things (see esp. 

105dm.). This latter issue will take us into the area of the ‘initial 

hypotheses’ of io2a-b, which S. says ‘must be examined more clearly’ 

(i07b5-6), though he for his part suggests that such further examina¬ 

tion will actually lead to greater confidence in the argument (b6-g). 

παντός μάλλον (‘more than anything’) here in io6eg itself constitutes 

a strong assertion of its force. Nevertheless, he simultaneously accepts 

Simmias’ reiterated warning about the limits of human understanding 

(ag-b3; cf. 85c-d), 

10782-3 ούκουν ϊγωγε . . . έχω κτλ. ‘Well, I don’t have anything else 

to add, nor [can I] in any way disbelieve what has been said.’ (άλλ’ εί 
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δή κτλ. On the other hand, if...’) a5~7 I.e. there’s no time like the 

present - but especially since one of the main participants is about to 

die. (MT 241 gives parallels for the omission of άν with the potential 

opt. άναβάλλοιτο after constructions similar to ούκ οΐδα κτλ.) a8 

άλλο μήν . . . ούδ’ αύτός ... 9 λεγομένων ‘No, certainly (άλλά μην as 

at e.g. 5^7), neither do I myself any longer have any way of disbeliev- 

ing [the conclusion], at least on the basis of what is being said’, i.e. now 

— but (ύττό μέντοι ...) there may still be other things to be said, τά 

λεγάμενα has the same reference as oi λόγοι in a3, bi, and τά είρημένα 

in b2-3· a9~bi περί ών = τούτων ττερΐ ών. 

b2 παρ’ έμαυτώι ‘in my own mind’. b4 ού μόνον γ’ . . . άλλά ... 6 

σαφέστερον ‘Right (γεχ): not only [that] ... but - both that is well 

said, and what’s more (καί ... γε[, our initial hypotheses, even if they 

carry conviction with you, still, they must be examined more clearly’ 

(we should expect έτησκεπτέον, but ‘our initial hypotheses’, having be¬ 

come subject of the conditional clause, stay as subject of the apodosis). 

The disturbed syntax perhaps reflects S.’s quick acceptance of Sim- 

mias’ point; he goes on in b6-g to rephrase his verdict on the argument 

in the light of that. b7 διέλητε ‘analyse’. The only specific issue relat¬ 

ing to the hypotheses (of i02a-b) which has openly been left for fur¬ 

ther discussion is that of the precise way in which forms come to be ‘in’ 

particulars (see iood4-6n., I02b5-6n.); but there are certainly other 

things on which greater clarity is needed, for example about how the F 

(and so the F ‘in us’) ‘is’ itself F (cf. 74d6-7n., i02dg-e2n., io6d5~ 

7η.). τώι λόγωι ‘the argument’, i.e. the one that will establish (with¬ 

in the limits of human capacity) the soul’s immortality - but that will 

evidently be a variant of the one just completed. b8-g καν τούτο 

αύτό σαφές γένηται ‘and if this very thing becomes clear’: since it is 

natural to connect σαφές with b6 σαφέστερον, τούτο αυτό should prob¬ 

ably be taken as referring to the results of the further examination of 

the hypotheses, together with their consequences for the argument. 

i<>7ci-ii5a8: Socrates tells a story 

If the soul really is immortal, Socrates goes on, then there will be added reason to 

look after it; death will not wipe out our wrongdoings and the misery they bring 

us. The only way out is to become as good and wise as possible, which will ensure 



266 COMMENTARY: 107cl-107d3 

that we go to the best of the regions of the earth that receive the souls of the dead. 

He gives a long, imaginative description of these regions, and the judgement, 

rewards and punishments that await us. On the status of the whole account (or 

μΟθος, ‘story’: nob), see updi-y. The effect is to locate human existence within 

the larger framework of a cosmos which he sees as governed by order and justice. 

107CI άλλο τάδε γ’ . . . δίκαιον διανοηθήναι ‘But this much it s right 

to have in mind’ (i.e. whatever we may say about the strength of the 

preceding argument; άλλά ... γε as at e.g. 74a5)· c2 €ιπ€Ρ if ··· 

really’. If the soul is immortal, then we shall have to carry the conse¬ 

quence of not ‘caring for our souls’, i.e. κακία (c6—8), not only now but 

for all time to come: the burden, S. implies, might be tolerable for a 

time, if one knew that it would be removed at death, but not if one had 

to bear it for eternity. He has not argued for the claim that vice in the 

soul is bad for the person who has it, still less that such a person will 

recognise that it is (though he does argue for these claims, at length, in 

Rep.). His earlier ‘defence’, however, pictured people in general as 

placing importance on (what they called) virtue, and associated true 

virtue with wisdom, i.e. a proper understanding of what is really desir¬ 

able (68c-6gd). Part of the function of the myth as a whole is to return 

us once more to the themes of that defence, after the completion of the 

arguments for the survival of the soul to which it originally gave rise. 

C3 έν <1>ι κολοΰμεν τό ζην: i.e. in which what we call ‘life’ occurs. 

What we call life turns out to be only a short episode in the existence 

of the soul, just as the geographical area we inhabit is only a small and 

insignificant part of the earth (ioga-b). 04 νΰν δή: i.e. given the 

premiss that the soul is immortal, καί δόξειεν . . . είναι ‘really would 

appear to be terrible’ (cf. καί at 62ai, 6903). C5 αμελήσει: the em¬ 

phatic fut. in the condition underlines the threat (see MT 447). c6 

απαλλαγή ‘separation’, since as the apodosis in c6-8 shows, S. is refer¬ 

ring back to the original definition of death at 64c (‘if death were 

separation from everything’, sc. and not just from the body); αη άπηλ- 

λάχθαι, however, will be ambiguous between separation and escape 

(di άττοφυγή; cf. 64C5n). c8 νΰν . . . ούσα ‘but as it is, since it is 

manifestly immortal’. 

di κακών: i.e. the evils which are either constituted by or follow from 

κακία. d3~4 τής παιδείας τε καί τροφής ‘their education and nur¬ 

ture’, i.e. the dispositions they have acquired during life (τροφή as at 
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8id8). Cf. Gorg. 523a-525a, where the souls of the dead arrive in Hades, 

and ‘everything is open to view in the soul, when it is stripped of the 

body, both what belongs to its nature and the conditions (παθήματα: 

cf. Phd. 7gd6) which the person acquired in his soul through the prac¬ 

tice of each thing’, i.e. through what he did during his lifetime. The 

difference is that here in Phd. S. makes no reference to what we are 

born with, putting all the emphasis on what we have ‘learned’ to 

be, through our neglect or care of our souls. cLj & δή ... βλάπτειν 

‘which are the very things which are said to do the greatest good or 

harm’. ‘Are said’: the idea of a judgement of the dead may be as old as 

Horn. (Od. 11.576-600), and in any case certainly pre-existed Plato 

(Burkert 1985, 197-8); but despite the repeated λέγεται (ds), the ex¬ 

pansion of the idea which now follows is likely to owe at least some¬ 

thing, both in its details and in its general shape, to Plato’s own inven¬ 

tion (see next n., and cf. Dodds 1959, 372-6, on the myth in Gorg.). 

d6 άρα: as at 97c 1, apparently implying the newness to S. (and/or to 

his audience) of what he is about to relate. That each person has a 

δαίμων who has acquired him by lot as his charge during life was 

probably a familiar notion: Heraclitus’ ήθος άνθρώπωι δαίμων (‘man’s 

character is his δαίμων’, DK 22 a 119) is a response to it (Burkert 1985, 

181), as - in similar vein - is Rep. 617ε 1 (addressed to souls about to be 

reborn) ούχ ύμάς δαίμων λήξεται, άλλ’ ύμεΐς δαίμονα αίρήσεσθε (be¬ 

cause each person will choose the kind of life and the degree of virtue 

which he will have). What will have been less familiar is the suggestion 

that it is its δαίμων which leads the soul to Hades. S. perhaps hints at 

its newness in ei—2 μετά ήγεμόνος εκείνου ώι δή προστετακται κτλ.: it 

is that guide, he insists (with δή emphasising the antecedent, as at e.g. 

72a7), who has the appointed function of leading the soul, sc. rather 

than the better-known guide of the dead, Hermes (Od. 24.1-14). (On 

S.’s account, only a certain category of souls will find themselves trav¬ 

elling in the company of gods: 108C3-5.) If we are to make this idea 

consistent with ci -d2, the δαίμων ought to represent the choices made 

by the soul in life, as he does in the Rep. passage; that he is said to have 

acquired his particular charge by lot (d7) may be regarded as part of 

the story P. is adapting. ‘Another guide’ brings souls back into this 

world ^3-4; i.e. into another body) perhaps because their choices will 

have been changed by their long experiences in Hades. All of this is 

consistent with the detailed account of the journeys of the dead in 
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113d— 114c. Αη έπιχειρεΐ ‘undertakes’ (cf. 73b9n.). Αη—8 εις δή 

τινα τόπον ‘to a certain place’, with δή stressing τιυα (GP 212). The 

place may be unknown, but its existence is assured: it is the place of 

judgement (d8 διαδικασαμένους, ‘after submitting themselves to trial’), 

from which there lead the many different routes to ‘Hades’, each for a 

different category of soul (e4ff). Some of these routes lead upwards 

rather than downwards (1 i4b-c; cf. 8od). 

ei δή: cf. ηϊζη-ΰη. e2 τυχόντος: sc. αυτούς. e3 άλλος . . . ήγεμών: 

see d6n. e4 έν . . . περιόδοις ‘after many long cycles of time’ (for this 

use of έν, cf. 58b8). According to Rep. 615a and Phdr. 249a, the period 

of time between death and rebirth is a thousand years (described in 

Phdr. as a περίοδος χιλιετής); here in Phd. it is simply measured in un¬ 

specified περίοδοι longer than years. e5 &po: apparently used much 

as at d6 (‘the journey is not, after all, ...’). ώς ό Αισχύλου Τήλεφος 

λέγει: apparently in a lost play of the same name ( = fr. 239 Radt). 

io8ai απλήν ‘simple’, ‘straightforward’ (that, at least, is how S. takes 

it, as a2~3 shows). a2~3 ούδέ γάρ αν ήγεμόνων έδει ‘For [in that 

case] neither would there be a need for guides.’ The same reasoning 

would of course apply even if there were only one guide (cf. ioyd6n.). 

a3 που: as at 7odi. a4 τριόδους: the MSS all have περιόδους, but 

τριόδους (places where a road forks) neatly explains σχίσεις, and a5~6 

seems in any case to refer to things that happen at such places (the 

making of offerings, especially to Hecate, who has the ability to enter 

Hades: Burkert 1985, 171, 200, 222). For the same general idea of 

the forking of the road travelled after death, cf. Gorg. 524a. Λη τά 

παρόντα ‘its present circumstances’ (as at Crit. i2oe-i2ia, compared 

by Verdenius): the good and wise follow easily because they know 

what is happening to them and why, i.e. that it is for the best - recal¬ 

ling S.’s own attitude towards death. a8 έν τώι έμπροσθεν: 8ic-d. 

The earlier passage appeared to suggest that this type of soul remains 

in the realm of the visible until its next reincarnation; that impression 

is now corrected. 

bi έπτοημένη: cf. 6809-10, where έπτοήσθαι περί τάς επιθυμίας is con¬ 

trasted with όλιγώρως έχειν καί κοσμίως, just as here ή έπιθυμητικώς 

τού σώματος έχουσα (ψυχή) is contrasted with ή κοσμία (a6). πολ¬ 

λά: internal acc. after άντιτείνασα. b2~3 ύπό τοΰ προστεταγμένου 
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δαίμονος: on the interpretation suggested above (i07d6n.), the force 

exerted by ‘the appointed δαίμων' will stand for the necessary conse¬ 

quences of this soul’s previous choice of life; it will go first to the place 

of judgement (όθιττερ αί άλλαι, bq), and from there to whichever desti¬ 

nation in the underworld is appropriate to it. b3 άφικομένην: sc. τήν 

ψυχήν (of either type), to which b4 τήν μέν άκάθαρτον (the second 

type, ‘unpurified’ from bodily influences) is in apposition, which leads 

us to expect an answering τήν δέ καθαράν, and a common subject and 

verb governing both; instead, the subject and verb turn out to be 

appropriate only to the former, which means that a new start is neces¬ 

sary to introduce the second half of the contrast (03 ή δέ καθαρώς κτλ.). 

The second μέν, in by, is merely a repetition of the first, made necessary 

by the long intervening description. b5 τοιοΰτον: i.e. of the kind im¬ 

mediately to be described (φόνοι άδικοι). To the κοσμία τε καί φρόνιμος 

ψυχή S. naturally opposes some of the worst representatives of the ‘un¬ 

purified’: the net result is that we have an indication of the most im¬ 

portant bifurcation of the roads to the underworld, with the good and 

wise and the bad and foolish going to unspecified, but emphatically 

different, destinations (02-3, 5). b7~c3 These lines prepare the way 

for the reappearance in C3-5 of one of the leading motifs of S.’s ‘de¬ 

fence’, that the philosopher will find himself, after death, in the com¬ 

pany of the gods (b8 ούτε συνέμπορος ούτε ήχεμών έθέλει γίγνεσθαι, 

contrasting with C4-5 συνεμπόρων καί ήγεμόνων Θεών τυχοΰσα); they 

also reintroduce the idea of the ‘wandering’ of unpurified souls (8id-e; 

cf. a8n.), by using the motif of the guide in a literal way (such souls are 

shunned even by their appointed guides). C2-3 leaves their destination 

vague; 113d— 114b divides them up into sub-groups, with widely dif¬ 

fering fates. b8 αύτή ‘by itself’. 

ci δή τινες: cf. ioyd7-8n. The periods of time, χρόνοι, here are to be 

distinguished from the περίοδοι of 10764. 05 ώικησεν: gnomic aorist. 

τόν αύτήι έκάατηι τόπον προσήκοντα ‘the place appropriate to each : 

cf. 1 i4b-c. For the combination of αύτήι (‘it’) and έκάστηι, Verdenius 

compares Soph. 266b, Laws 795ε. c6 τής γης τόποι: the transition is 

natural enough, since S. is at least starting from traditional ideas, and 

both Hades, where the dead traditionally go, and Elysium, where 

human beings may occasionally go as an alternative to death, may 

both be described as earthly: the second is on the same plane as the 
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world inhabited by the living, the first either on the same plane or, 

more usually, under the surface of the earth (for sources, see Burkert 

1985, ch. 4.2). C7 ούτε δση: i.e., as it turns out, not as small. c8 ύπό 

τίνος πέπεισμαι: it is probably useless for us to try to identify the τις 

with any known person. P. in any case regularly invents sources for 

ideas of his own which he attributes to S. (who of course knows noth¬ 

ing himself); and it is safe to assume that that is what he is doing here 

(cf. Furley 1989, 18, and io8e4-ioga6n.). 

d2 τοι: see 6ocgn. d2—3 ού μέντοι . . . πείθει: Simmias has heard of 

no radical theories, of the kind that S. has promised. d4 άλλα μέντοι 

. . . γε ‘Well, yes (I shall tell you, because see GP 411. CI4-5 

ούχ ή Γλαύκου τέχνη γέ μοι δοκεΐ είναι διηγήσασθαι & γ’ έστίν ‘it 

doesn’t seem to me to be [a matter for] the art of Glaucus to explain 

what, at any rate, [the theories I have heard] are’ (even if showing that 

they are true is too hard for such a skill, d5-6). The harshness of the 

construction (ούχ ... τέχνη ... διηγήσασθαι) is explained if ούχ ή 

Γλαύκου τέχνη is a traditional, proverbial expression (‘it doesn’t take a 

genius to ...’: see Burnet ad loc., with his Appendix 11); in that case, 

there will also be no necessity, in order to understand the present 

context, to try to decide which Glaucus is meant. (Sedley 1989-90, 

389-90 suggests - following Gaiser - that the relevant Glaucus is the 

one named in Hdt. 1.25 as the inventor of the art of welding. Accord¬ 

ing to Sedley’s attractively ingenious view, the myth contains traces of 

the kind of teleological explanation that S. earlier said that he hank¬ 

ered after - one which showed how ‘the good ... binds and holds things 

together’ (99C5-6) - but could not find; d4~6 hints at this, but also 

contains a confession that proving such an explanation true is still be¬ 

yond him. See further e4-ioga6n., 1 ioe2-6n., 112a7~b2n. For other 

speculations on the identity of Glaucus, see Clay 1985.) d5 ώς . . . 

άληθή: sc. έστι. άη—8 άμα μέν . . . ήπιστάμην ‘not only would I 

perhaps not even be capable of doing it, but also, even if I did know 

how to ..in the light of the counterfactual ‘if I did know how to’, 

ίσως probably does not indicate any real doubt about his lack of the 

relevant skill (cf. 67b in.). S. will not, in any case, commit himself to 

the truth of his description: 1 i4d. d8—9 δ βίος . . . ούκ έζαρκεΐν: cf. 

Phdr. 24634-6 olov μέν έστι, ττάντηι πάντως θείας είναι καί μακράς 
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διηγήσεων, ώι δέ εοικεν, άνθρωπίνης τε καί έλάττονος. d9 ιδέαν ‘visi¬ 

ble form’ (cf. Ross 1951, 13-14). 

e3 καί ταΰτα ‘even this’. e4 τοίνυν ‘Well, ...’ (cf. 6od8n.); echoed at 

ioga6. πρώτον μέν is answered by iogag ετι. e4~ioga6 The theory 

advanced here has usually been attributed to Anaximander, mainly on 

the basis of Arist. DC 295b 10-16. But Furley 1989 suggests that it is 

essentially P.’s own: among other things, Anaximander seems to have 

thought that the earth was cylinder-shaped, not spherical (which in 

the context is what e5 περιφερής must mean). This suggestion looks 

consistent with the way S. introduces the theory. ‘If [the earth] is in 

the middle, being round, [I am persuaded that] it needs neither air nor 

any other such force to prevent it from falling ...’: S. here refers back 

to his earlier attack on the natural scientists, which had as one of its 

prime exhibits what they said about the shape of the earth and why it 

stays where it is, ending with a ‘contemptuous’ reference (HGP 1 294) 

to the idea that it rests on air ‘like a flat kneading-trough’ (99b). This 

ironic treatment of the flat-earthers is probably what enables him now 

to start from the earth’s sphericity (‘if..., being spherical’), flatness 

and sphericity having been raised as the only two options (g7d8-ei); 

that the earth is in the centre, his other starting-point, was the normal 

assumption, and is in any case the only option S. has raised (9763-4). 

The theory in question is thus presented as an argument whose only 

explicit premisses are embedded in the context of Phd. itself. The the¬ 

ory itself is an application of ‘the principle of sufficient reason’: ‘the 

earth stays where it is because there is no sufficient reason for it to move 

in any direction’ (Furley 17), being in itself uniformly balanced and 

uniformly related everywhere to the boundary of its uniformly spheri¬ 

cal container, the heaven (ό ουρανός, 10933). See Barnes 1979,1 23-8. 

According to Sedley (1989-90, 364), 97-9 leads us to expect S. to 

substitute a teleological explanation for the mechanical one he is re¬ 

jecting. On his view, ‘the object of the passage is to explain teleologic¬ 

ally the earth’s spherical shape and central position. It does so by 

showing that these jointly constitute sufficient conditions for the earth’s 

stability, which is itself taken to be the good end served’, i.e. because 

contributing to the maintenance of overall cosmic order (365). But one 

might reply that after 99c, in which S. admitted his failure to find the 
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kind of explanation he wanted, it would actually be rather surprising 

to discover him employing it (even in the rather covert and provisional 

way Sedley proposes). The crucial requirement is that S. should not be 

seen to rely on the sort of account he has criticised the scientists for 

using; from this point of view, the most important feature of the theory 

proposed is that it dispenses with material factors altogether. At the 

same time, the world which he describes is one within which teleologi¬ 

cal explanations will be possible, if symmetry and order are regarded 

as better than their opposites (a view which pervades Tim.·, cf. Sedley 

364). e5 δεΐν: e4 ώς seems to be forgotten (cf. Verdenius ad loc.). 

(μηδέν: for the μή (after πέττεισμαι), see MT 685.) 

109a 1 άνάγκης ‘force’: cf. 97ei-2 την αιτίαν καί τήν άνόγκην, with 

n. a2 ικανήν ... 4 ισορροπίαν ‘that the likeness everywhere of the 

heaven itself to itself [i.e. its uniformity] and the equilibrium of the 

earth itself are sufficient to hold it up’. a4~6 For the underlying 

principle, see general n. on io8e4-ioga6 above. (a6 ομοίως δ’ εχον: i.e. 

if it is both in a uniform state itself and positioned uniformly in the 

middle of its (uniform) container.) a8 καί . . . γε: as at 58di, etc. 

ag ϊτι τοίνυν ‘Well then (τοίνυν, adding a new point: see GP 575-6), 

the next thing [I am persuaded of is that ...].’ αύτό ‘it’, i.e. the 

earth, ag ήμάς ... b2 μορίωι ‘we - those from the River Phasis as far 

as the pillars of Heracles - inhabit a small part’. Aesch. fr. 191 Radt 

identifies the Phasis (modern Rion, flowing into the eastern Black 

Sea), as the boundary between Europe and Asia. Even taken together, 

the Mediterranean and the Black Sea are no more significant than any 

other of the many water-filled hollows over the surface of the earth 

(b4—6). 

b2 μύρμηκας ή βατράχους: ‘ants’ emphasises ‘our’ insignificance; 

‘frogs’ is more appropriate to the image of our seas as a τέλμα. b5~6 

παντοδαπά καί τάς ιδέας καί τά μεγέθη ‘of all sorts, in relation both to 

their shapes and their sizes’. b6 συνερρυηκέναι: sc. ττέττεισμαι. b7 
αύτήν δέ τήν γην ... ci τοιαΰτα ‘and that the earth itself [i.e. the real 

surface of the earth] is situated pure in the heaven, pure [itself], in 

which are the stars, the very [heaven] which (δν δή: cf. 72a7~8n.) the 

majority of those concerned with such things name “aether”’. The 

‘stars’ include the ‘wanderers’, the planets: cf. C6-7, and Tim. 38c. The 

‘real earth’ (cf. 1 ioai), S. suggests, belongs to the same ‘pure’ realm as 
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the stars, which is the ‘aether’ talked about by ‘most of those concerned 

with such things’ (of whom, of course, he is not one: see Ap. igb-d). 

The poets, especially Homer, regularly use the word αιθήρ and a syn¬ 

onym for the sky or the heavens, the place of the stars and the gods; in 

Euripides, ‘aether’ is the stuff that encircles the earth, out of which - 

so Teiresias claims - Zeus made a phantom Dionysus (Bacch. 29iff.). 

Among the philosophers, Anaxagoras (DK 59 b 2 15) and Emped¬ 

ocles (DK 31 b 38) both employ the word to refer to cosmic fire 

(although in Empedocles it also appears as a synonym for άήρ: DK 31 

b 100 passim). ‘Aether’, then, has a special status, which is enough to 

allow the next step in S.’s description: ‘and it’s of that that these [i.e. 

water, mist, and air] are the sediment (ίπτοστάθμη), and are always 

flowing down together into the hollows of the earth’ (ci-3). Here 

aether is already being treated as a stuff as well as a location, and one 

distinct from more familiar stuffs (cf. dy-8, mb5-6; at Tim 58d, 

aether is the purest form of air). 

ci [είωθότων λέγειν]: these words (as Burnet suggests, followed by 

Verdenius) seem to be a copyist’s insertion from 10807; there are no 

other instances of λέγειν with περί + acc. in P. (and, one may add, 

probably few of repetitions of a phrase in such proximity, unless for 

effect). For οί περί + acc. (‘those concerned with ...’), cf. Phdr. 272c. 

C3 ούν perhaps merely marks a new stage in S.’s account (‘this is how 

things really are. Now we don’t realise this ...’). Cf. 58b4n. C4-5 έν 

μέσωi τώι πυθμένι ‘in the middle of the bottom’. 

d2 άφιγμένος: sc. είη. The perfect optatives indicate a hypothetical 

state (‘as if someone had not reached the surface of the sea and so had 

not seen’), έκδΰς καί άνακύψας ‘emerging and poking up his head’. 

d3 δσωι ... 4 παρά σφίσι ‘how much purer and more beautiful it 

really is than their [region]’, i.e. the place (supplying τόπου from 

d3) where the imaginary person and his kind live. «Ι4 μηδέ ... 5 

έωρακότος ‘and had not heard it from anyone else who had seen it’ 

(?lit. ‘from [someone] else, the one who had seen’). ds-6 ταύτόν . . . 

πεπονθέναι ‘[I am persuaded that] it is this very thing, then (δή: cf. 

71 d5, etc.), that has happened to us.’ d7 ώς ... 8 χωροΰντα ‘as if this 

[i.e. air] were the heaven, and the stars travelled through it’ (cf. b7~ 

dn.). d8 τό δέ είναι ταύτόν ‘but in fact (τό δε: see 87c6n.) it is the 

same thing’ (followed by acc. + inf. - ‘that we are unable ...’). 
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e2 έπ’ έσχατον τόν άέρα: cf. C4-5 έν μέσωι τώι πυθμένι. e3 κατιδεΐν 

<αν) άνακύψαντα: the acc. + inf. construction penetrates here into a 

causal clause (e2 έπεί ...). The addition of &v (not found in any of the 

MSS) is necessary to supply the required apodosis of a future remote 

condition (‘if someone were to ..., he would stick up his head and see’). 

Part of the apodosis is given here; then follows a comparison (64-5 

ώσπερ ... τά ενθάδε), after which the apodosis appears in a fuller form 

(e5 ούτως ... κατιδεΐν). For the image, cf Phdr. 248aff, where the 

charioteer of the most godlike of non-divine souls flies up and manages 

to stick his head through the outermost rim of the universe, so glimps¬ 

ing the true reality beyond (249C3-4 άνακύψασα (ή ψυχή) εις το δν 

όντως, represented in this context by the forms); and the simile of the 

prisoners in the cave at Rep. 5143-5173, in which one of them finds 

himself freed and dragged up into the true light of the sun. Here in the 

Phaedo, as in the other two cases, there is reference to the difficulty of 

the process (e6): what S. is urging is a complete change of perspective. 

e6 εί ή φύσις ικανή εΐη άνασχέσθαι θεωρούσα ‘if his nature were 

capable of holding up under the sight of them’: in the first place he 

would, of course, be out of his element, like fish out of water; but there 

is also the suggestion that the sight itself would be overpowering (see 

preceding n.). 

noai ήδε μέν γάρ κτλ.: the acc. + inf. construction is finally aban¬ 

doned, after the ότι-clause beginning in iogey. a5 πηλός ‘mud’: 

listed at Parm. 130C6 among the least valuable of things. a6 βόρ¬ 

βοροι: βόρβορος, unlike πηλός (which can also mean ‘potter’s clay’), 

has entirely negative connotations (cf. 69C6). The plural, perhaps used 

partly for variation, may indicate different quantities/areas (or types?) 

of slime, δπου αν κα'ι ή γή ήι ‘wherever the earth also is’, the implica¬ 

tion being that in the sea even the earth itself is rendered imperfect. 

a7 πρδζ τά παρ’ ήμΐν κτλ. ‘in no way at all worthy of being judged in 

relation to the beauties in our world’. a8 εκείνα Sk αύ ‘But those 

things in their turn’, i.e. the things on the surface of the ‘true’ earth. 

bi εί γάρ δή και μύθον λέγειν καλόν ‘for if [it is] right also to tell a 

story’ (the alternative reading εΐ γάρ δεΤ καί μύθον λέγειν comes to 

much the same thing). The av .. . φανείη of a8 has already marked the 

new subject (εκείνα) as one that S. is less sure about than the things he 

has been saying, about which he is ‘convinced’; describing it, he now 
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admits, will be a matter of story-telling. The new part of his account 

in fact seems like a continuation of the preceding one, and hardly 

distinguishable from it in kind. The underlying message of both parts 

is that we have a false perception of the significance of our existence 

here ‘on’ the earth, which is certainly something of which the whole 

conversation proves S. to be in no doubt: if it is all a ‘story’, neverthe¬ 

less it will contain truths (cf. i i4d, with 7ob6n., 6iei-2n., 6ib5n., and 

Introduction §7). yap δή: cf. 76am. b2 οϊα τυγχάνει κτλ. ‘what the 

things on the earth under the heaven actually are like’ (i.e. the things 

that are on the real surface of the earth, under the real heaven). b3 

άλλά μήν: cf. 58d7n. (also for the γε). b5 λέγεται: S. disowns respon¬ 

sibility even for his μύθος; but by now the fiction that he is drawing on 

some unnamed source (see io8c8n.) is visibly wearing thin. b6 ή γή 

αϋτη ‘this earth’, i.e. the one mentioned at b2, the real one. b6~7 

ώσπερ αί δωδεκάσκυτοι σφαΐραι: as ancient as well as more modern 

craftsmen had evidently discovered, twelve pentagons of leather sewn 

together to form a dodecahedron will give the closest approximation to 

a sphere which can be constructed from flat surfaces. The dodecahe¬ 

dron is also, in mathematics, one of the five regular solids: at Tim. 55c, 

the Divine Craftsman, who is also a divine mathematician, having 

used up the other four in constructing the molecules of fire, air, water 

and earth, uses the dodecahedron for the construction of ‘the whole’, 

i.e. the cosmos itself. In the present context, however, as the rest of the 

sentence shows, the leading idea is not so much the shape of the earth 

- which has already been said to be spherical - as its appearance as a 

variegated (ποικίλη, by) patchwork. Cf. Loriaux. b7 χρώμασιν δι- 

ειλημμένη ‘picked out in different colours’. b8 είναι: sc. λέγεται, 

ώσπερ δείγματα ‘like samples’. In this instance, as it will turn out to 

be the case in others, our world contains traces of the beauties to be 

found in the world above, just as it (in some sense: see iood4-6n.) 

contains ‘traces’ of the forms, which can remind us of them. But it 

is, after all, a part of ‘Hades’ which S. is describing, which is where, 

if anywhere (according to his ‘defence’), the philosopher will expect 

to achieve the knowledge for which he has striven during life. (The 

idea of ‘our’ colours as δείγματα of the real ones suggests a rela¬ 

tionship based on likeness: see iooai-gn. But it would be unwise to 

suppose that the present context - which is now, after all, explicitly 

one of story-telling - can really give us any further useful information 
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about the form-particular hypothesis, much though we might wish 

for it.) 

ci έκ τοιούτων: i.e. out of such colours. C2-3 τήν μέν . . . τήν 

δέ . . . , τήν δέ . . . ‘part of it ... another part ..., another ...’. 

03 άλουργή . . . καί θαυμαστήν τό κάλλος ‘purple and wonderful in 

its beauty’, i.e. of a wonderfully beautiful purple. C4 τήν δέ . . . 

λευκοτέραν ‘another part, as much of it [sc. the earth] as is white, 

whiter than chalk or snow’. c6 κα'ι γάρ ... d3 φαντάζεσθαι ‘These 

very hollows in it, full to the brim as they are of water and air, offer an 

appearance (είδος, ‘visible aspect’: cf. ιδέα at io8dg) of colour as they 

glitter among the variegated colours around them, so that its appear¬ 

ance is of one continuous variegated surface’ (lit. ‘so that one continu¬ 

ous variegated appearance of it is presented to the eye’: είδος again). 

The idea of continuity is mimicked by the simple juxtaposition of the 

two adjectives (συνεχές ττοικίλον) in the last part of the sentence, de¬ 

scribing the whole, and the repetition of words and ideas from the first 

part, describing the hollows (αυτής ... τι είδος ... ττοικιλίαι / τι αυτής 

είδος ... ττοικίλον). Two things seem to be implied: (a) that the hol¬ 

lows, like the one in which we live, have no colour of their own, only 

reflecting the real colours around them; but (b) that this leaves the 

beauty of the upper surface itself undiminished. 

d3 τοιαύτηι: i.e. so different from (and especially so much more beau¬ 

tiful than) our earth. d5 και αύ τά όρη ώσάυτως ‘and similarly, in 

their turn, with the mountains’: i.e., as is explained in καί τούς λίθους 

κτλ., they too show the same proportionate difference, άη ών καί 

‘and it is of these, in fact’ (cf. GP 294-5). 

ei έκεΐ δέ ... 2 καλλίω ‘but there [there is] nothing [sc. of the relevant 

type: rocks or stones] which is not of this sort, and still more beautiful 

than these’. e2 τό δ’ αίτιον ... 6 παρέχει: according to Sedley 1989— 

9°, 371, there are two levels of explanation in this context, a materialis¬ 

tic one (represented by e2-6), and a deeper, teleological one, by which 

the difference between the higher realm and ours is for the sake of the 

greater happiness of those above (see esp. 11 ia2-3). But it would be 

simpler to read e2—6 as an application of the general principle that 

everything in the upper world is perfect, as it is not with us (something 

which Sedley’s teleological αίτιον seems not to explain), e.4 ώσπερ 
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... 5 συνερρυηκότων ‘as those here [have been corrupted and eaten 

up] by mildew and brine because of the things that have settled to¬ 

gether here (i.e. water, mist, and air: iogbe—7). β5 κα'ι γήι: cf. a6n. 

e5—® τοΐς αλλοις ζώιοις τε καί «ρυτοΐς ‘and to animals and plants 

besides’. e6 αίσχη ‘uglinesses’, i.e. forms of ugliness. 

ma2 πανταχοΰ τής γης ‘everywhere on the earth’. a2 ώστε ... 3 

θεατών: lit. ‘so that to see it is a spectacle that belongs to fortunate 

spectators’. Cf. Horn. Od. 5.73-4 ένθα κ’ επειτα καί άθάνατός ττερ 

έττελθών | θηήσαιτο ίδών καί τερφθείη φρεσιυ ήισιν: of Calypso’s cave 

and its surroundings, one of the many poetic descriptions of earthly 

paradises which are recalled by S.’s account. ‘Belongs to fortunate 

spectators’ - fortunate, of course, because of the beauty of the things 

seen, not because of their potential exchange value, in which those who 

live there will have no, or little, interest: the population consists of, or 

includes (see following n.) those of us who are judged previously to 

have lived exceptionally good lives (114b6-C2, though without having 

attained full ‘purification’ through philosophy, C2-5), which accord¬ 

ing to the implications of S.’s ‘defence’ (see 68c8-i2, 68e2-69C3, 

66c2-d3) is incompatible with any but the most moderate concern 

with material things. a4 άνθρώπους: i.e., presumably, combinations 

of soul and something which is at least comparable to our bodies, 

though its needs (ay-bi) and capacities (b2-6) are different. It seems 

to be only the perfectly purified philosophers who will have a wholly 

incorporeal existence (114C3-4 άνευ ... σωμάτων ζώσι τό τταράτταν); 

cf. the account of the fate of unpurified souls at 8ib-e. Since other 

things, including plants and animals, are apparently permanent fea¬ 

tures of the upper world, it is natural to suppose the same to be true of 

the human beings referred to here, i.e. that they are a quite distinct 

race from us, who will be joined by some of the more fortunate of us 

from time to time; on the other hand, it may be more economical to 

identify the two groups with one another (if it is a separate race which 

lives on the ‘real’ earth, should we not need a separate eschatology 

for them?), and the phrasing of 114b6-C2 is certainly in favour of it 

(‘those who seem to have lived exceptionally well are the ones who 

...’). But we should be careful not to press S.’s ‘story’ too hard. The 

emphasis of the present context is on the superior quality of existence 

in the world above, and so on the inferiority of our own. The theme of 
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the destinations of souls after death will be reintroduced only later. 

a6—7 &ς περιρρεΐν τόν άέρα πρός τήι ήπείρωι οΰσας ‘around which 

the air flows, being close to the mainland’. As Burnet says, this is P.’s 

way of making room in his landscape for the Isles of the Blest (the 

traditional alternative destination to Hades for human beings above 

the common run): (νήσοις) as ... άέρα is a neat, playful variation of 

Pindar’s lines ένθα μακάρωυ | νάσον ώκεανίδες | αύραι ττεριπνέοισιν {01. 

2.70-2). Burnet’s explanation of S.’s stipulation of the nearness of the 

islands to the ‘mainland’ is probably also right - if they were further 

out, we should see them as we look up. Λη ένί λόγωι ... bi τόν 

αιθέρα ‘in a word, what water and the sea are to us in relation to our 

needs, that air is there, and what air is to us, aether is to them’. ‘In a 

word’, because S. is both generalising - air there plays the role not just 

of the sea here, but of water as a whole (for this sort of use of τε ... καί, 

see GP515) - and, in part, recapitulating, by reintroducing the subject 

of aether from 100^4-03. ‘In relation to our needs’: presumably, then, 

the inhabitants of the upper world will ‘fish’ for birds, ‘drink’ air, and 

‘breathe’ aether: just as in Horn., ichor, not blood, runs in the veins of 

the gods? S. continues in the light tone clearly identifiable in a6-y. 

bi τάς δέ ώρας ... 2 τοιαύτην ‘Their climate is such’ (lit. ‘the seasons 

for them have / are constituted by such a mix’, sc. of hot, cold, dry, 

wet). b3 χρόνον . . . ζην πολύ πλείω: if the inhabitants of the upper 

world do come from here, i.e. from our world (see a4n.), then their 

life would be equivalent to our death, and their ‘dying’ would be a 

matter of their returning here (see 10762-4), and - as we call it - being 

born (again, into a new body). Cf. 10703 έν ώι καλούμεν τό ζην. b3 

καί όψει ... 6 πρός καθαρότητα: if their sensory faculties (ττάσι τοΐς 

τοιούτοΐξ = the other senses, apart from sight and hearing?) are supe¬ 

rior to ours, because of the greater purity of the medium (aether as 

opposed to air, the difference being measured by that between water 

and air), then the point S. made in his defence about the obstruction 

caused by the senses to the acquisition of φρόνησις (65aq-b6) will be 

less applicable; indeed now — as he implies, by blandly listing φρόνησις 

along with them - the senses will even be an aid to its acquisition, since 

things are seen as they really are (ci— 2). b6 καί δή καί ‘Moreover’ 

(further evidence of the superiority of their existence). b7 έν οίς 

τώι δντι οίκητας θεούς είναι: this is perhaps one step short of the 
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relationship with the gods referred to at 6907 (‘living with the gods’) 

and 82bio (‘joining the race of the gods’), but consistent with what S. 

expects for himself at 63b5~c3 (‘entering the presence of gods who 

are good and wise masters’). b7~8 καί φήμας τε καί μαντείας καί 

αισθήσεις τών θεών: sc. αύτοΐξ είναι. Lit. ‘and [they have] utterances 

and prophecies and perceptions of the gods’, i.e. utterances and proph¬ 

ecies from them, perceptions of them - all direct, as the preceding 

relative clause implies, and as is confirmed by what follows (και 
τοιαύτας κτλ.). 

ci αύτοΐς πρός αύτούς: i.e. face to face, καί . . . γε: ‘what is more’ 

(as at 58di, etc.). C2—3 καί τήν έίλλην κτλ. ‘and their happiness in 

everything else is in accordance with these things’, i.e. the ones last 

mentioned: knowledge, and proximity to the divine, are the things that 

S. thinks most desirable. C4—5 τά περί τήν γήν ‘the things around the 

earth’, i.e. the things on its surface. C5 τόπους δ’ ·. · d2 πλατυτέρους 

‘but there are places within it, in (κατά: see LSJ s.v. B.1.2) its hollows, 

many of them in a circle around the whole, some of them deeper and 

more widely spread out [i.e. with a broader opening] than the one in 

which we live, while others are deeper but have an opening smaller 

than ours has, and others (εστι 5’ ούς = το us δέ) are shallower than 

ours and broader’. The interpretation of this passage, and especially 

the exact relation of the new ‘places’ to the hollows, is much disputed. 

But if we read back from what follows, we seem to discover that the 

places in question are (a) the locations of lakes and seas (11206-7, 

ii3a6-8), (b) the places from which or into which various rivers, 

etc. appear or disappear (ei-2, ii2c8-di, 64-11308), and (c) other 

χάσματα, in the sense of‘chasms’ or ‘gulfs’ (see e6-i i2ai, which intro¬ 

duces the χάσμα of Tartarus, by contrast with χάσμα here in c8 in the 

sense of ‘opening’), (a), and the openings of (b) and (c), will probably 

as a rule be located within inhabited hollows like ours, but they may 

also be on the ‘real’ surface of the earth, as the two openings of 

Tartarus probably are (and it is doubtful whether there could be life 

around the lake of Pyriphlegethon, 11336-8). In the latter case the 

‘places’ in question can still reasonably be said to be κατά τά εχκοιλα 

τής χής, from the perspective of someone standing on the surface. Type 

(c), we may suppose, will be represented by those said to be deeper 

and wider than ours (06-7), type (b) by those which are deeper and 
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narrower (cy-d i), while those which are less deep and broader (d i -2) 

will be included in type (a). The main purpose of c4-d2, however, is 

to switch our attention from the things περί την yfjv to those within it 

(έν αύτήι), while also indicating, in relation to these too, the insignifi¬ 

cance of our region, (αυτούς in c8 is strictly redundant, but may ease 

the change of construction back to acc. -I- inf.) 

d2 τούτους δέ πάντας ... 4 έχειν ‘All these are connected to each 

other by numerous subterranean passages, both broader and narrower 

ones, and have ways through between them.’ ds καί άενάων ... 7 

καί ψυχρών ‘and ever-flowing subterranean rivers, both of hot waters 

and of cold, of unimaginable size’: explaining and expanding πολύ ... 

ύδωρ. d8 βορβορωδεστέρου: cf. iioa6n. 

ei-2 ώσπερ έν Σικελίαι κτλ.: here, as with the references to hot 

waters and to a ‘purer’ type of mud (the latter, like the former, asso¬ 

ciated with volcanic springs?), P. anchors his detailed account of the 

underworld to known features of our world (there really are rivers of 

mud and of fire down there, just as we find them at Etna), while simul¬ 

taneously suggesting ‘explanations’ of these features (for the tone cf. 

112a7-b2n.). (See further 1 i2b6-7n.) But in what follows his sources 

will more often be poetic and mythical. e2 ών δή καί: tr. ‘it is with 

these things’ (i.e. water, fire, mud). e3 ώς ... γιγνομένη ‘as the 

circling stream happens to reach each one on each occasion’ (Gallop). 

e4~5 ώσπερ αιώραν τινά ‘as it were [the movement of] a kind of 

swing’ (cf. Laws 78gd3, and αΐωρεΐσθαι at g8d2), i.e. an oscillation 

(αιώραν is subject). e5 ϊστι δέ άρα . . . : άρα seems to mark an im¬ 

portant new turn in the description (cf. GP 32-3, on άρα as ‘expressing 

a lively feeling of interest’); at the same time S. finally abandons the 

acc. + inf. construction, even though what follows is doubtless still 

part of the μύθος, and of what λέγεται (i iob5). See further 112a7-b2n. 

25-6 διά φύσιν τοιάνδε τινά ‘because of some sort of thing of the 

following kind’. For φύσις in the sense of ‘sort’, ‘class’, like είδος, see 

LSJ s.v. vi. But the choice of this word here may have a special 

significance. The explanation S. goes on to give is of a purely mecha¬ 

nistic kind - that is, of the kind offered by experts in ‘that wisdom 

they call περί φύσεως ιστορίαν’, which he introduced at 96a and then 

went on to criticise (cf. io8e4—ioga6n., 1 ioe2—6n.). Is he perhaps now 

warning us, through a play on the term φύσις, that he is himself about 
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to behave like the natural philosophers? See further Ii2a7-b2n., and 

113d i τούτων δ’ ούτως πεφυκότων (summarising the ‘physical’ ac¬ 

count of the underworld). The phrase διά φόσιν τοιάνδε τινά in any 

case does not suggest any great confidence in the explanation to be 

offered. e6 χασμάτων: cf. C5-d2n. e6 άλλως τε ... H2a2 γης: lit. 

‘is actually largest both in other respects and in being bored right 

through the whole earth’, i.e. it is not only the broadest but also the 

deepest, in that it is the only one which stretches from one side to 

the other. (‘Right through the earth’ might just mean ‘right through 

to the centre’, but this hardly seems the most obvious interpretation.) 

The openings of this χάσμα to the surface seem to play no role in 

the account, except to allow it to fit into the system of εγκοιλα/κοΐλα. 

It would fit nicely if it followed the line of axis of the earth (cf. 

Rep. 616b, and Tim. 40b, which at least according to Arist. (DC 

293b30-2) talks of the earth’s revolving); but there is no indication of 

this in the text. 

H2a3 = Horn. II. 8.14. (βέρεθρον/βάραθρον, ‘pit’, suggests a τόπος 

which is open at least at one end: see preceding n.) a4 άλλοθι . . . 

άλλοι: II. 8.451; e.g. Hes. Th. 119. a5 γάρ seems to introduce the 

main part of the explanation promised in 11 ie5-6. a6 γίγνονται... 

7 (ίιέωσιν: cf. Arist. Meteor. 356a 12-14 (commenting on the present 

passage) τούς δέ χυμούς καί τάς χροιάς ίσχειν τό ύδωρ δι’ οΐας άν 

τύχωσι ρέοντα γης (so e.g. the water may be either salt or fresh: cf. 

C7-8; for colour, see 113b8-ci). But there are also ποταμοί of fire and 

mud (111 d7—8), and the same account is probably meant to be given 

of them: rivers of mud will flow through muddy regions, rivers of fire 

through fiery regions. The latter, however, are evidently not pure fire: 

both 111 d—e and uga-b associate them with lava-flows, and with 

mud; the second context also directly with water (11 id7~e2; 1 ^5-6, 

a5~bi). Thus all rivers are still ultimately of water, and can be derived 

from waters of Tartarus: while at b2 these are referred to more vaguely 

as τό ύγρόν τούτο, ‘this liquid’ (perhaps because the rivers flowing in 

as well as out will have different characteristics), at C2 they become 

simply τό ύδωρ. Λη ή 8k ... b2 τό ύγρόν τούτο ‘And the reason why 

the rivers flow out from there and flow in is that this liquid does not 

have a bottom or place to stand.’ In fact, the full statement of the 

αιτία extends considerably beyond this sentence: so, S. continues (i.e. 
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because it has no place where it could come to rest), ‘it oscillates and 

surges to and fro / up and down’ (b3; cf. c2-3n.), and as it comes to 

certain channels, fills these, from which it travels up to regions like 

ours, and then drains back down again (ci-e3). The obvious objec¬ 

tions to this theory are made, after what is by and large (see preceding 

n.) a fair summary of it, in Arist. Meteor. 356ai4~33 (e.g. Arist. says 

‘we shall get the proverbial rivers flowing upwards’ - a traditional way 

of referring to the impossible: Eur. Med. 410). But we should remember 

again that the whole context is one of a μύθος (nobi), and that S. 

himself will raise the question about how much of his story is to be 

believed (ii4d). The same point may help to weaken the obvious 

objection that S. now seems to be offering us an ‘explanation’ which is 

indistinguishable from the sorts of αίτίαι - or αίτια: if we compare 

αιτία here at 112b 1 with αίτιον at iioe2, they appear (? pace Frede 

1980) to be synonymous terms - which he earlier criticised the natural 

scientists for offering: cf. iiie5-6n. (and io8e4-i09a6n., uoe2-6n.). 

Is he perhaps now parodying them, by producing the same sorts of 

speculations about the things under the earth as he reported them 

earlier as producing about the things over it? The parody would be 

given an additional slant by the fact that S. has suddenly started talk¬ 

ing in direct speech: thus we seem to find him, just before his death, 

doing one of the things that at Ap. 19b-c he denies he ever did, but was 

wrongly accused of doing, ζητών τά τε ϋττό γης καί ουράνια (cf. 26d6- 

9; for the status of S.’s account of his supposed early interest in science 

in 96-9, see 95e9n.). But of course we know all along that they are not 

really S.’s speculations; cf. 11 ie5-6n. The proper explanation for the 

movement of liquids within the earth, if S. is at all serious about these, 

would presumably be teleological: either it has still to be found (see 

99c, io8e4-i09a6n.), or, as Sedley suggests (1989-90, 369-70), it is 

connected with the scheme of punishments and rewards for souls out¬ 

lined in 113d-! 14c. 

b3 δή ‘So’. b3—4 καί τό πνεύμα: πνεύμα is air in motion (cf. Crat. 

410b): wind, and esp. breath. Both meanings are in play in what fol¬ 

lows. b5~6 εις τό επ’ εκείνα τής γής . . . είς τό έπ'ι τάδε: lit. ‘towards 

the [part] of the earth over there ... towards the [part of the earth] 

over here (cf. LSJ s.v. επί c.3); i.e. away from us / towards us (which 

suggests that we are relatively close to one end of Tartarus: cf. Bluck 



COMMENTARY: 112b6-l 12d 1 283 

■35)· b6 ώσπερ των άναπνεόντων ... 7 πνεΰμα: lit. ‘just as the 

breath of those [creatures] that breathe breathes out and in, flowing’. 

ci είσιδν καί έξιόν: i.e. as it moves towards and away from the centre, 

δταν τε ούν: ouv is ‘resumptive’, as at 58bi etc.; όταν τε is answered by 

its pair at C4. C2 τόν δή κάτω καλούμενον: S. admits the parochi¬ 

alism of the perspective of b5~6; from opposite us, what we call ‘down’ 

would appear as ‘up’. (Pace GP 235, the use of5p here seems compara¬ 

ble to its use after relatives, as e.g. at 7237, g6a8: ‘that place which 

we call “down”’.) C2 τοΐς κατ’ έκεΐνα τά γεύματα ... 3 ώσπερ 

οί έπαντλοΰντες: lit. ‘it flows into the streams in the [places] there 

through the earth, like those irrigating’; i.e. it flows into the empty 

channels there, filling them as in the process of irrigation. The simile 

does important work, referring to the raising of the water (which is 

what irrigators do): any movement away from the centre will be move¬ 

ment upwards in the absolute sense (as is implied by τόν δή καλούμενον 

κάτω: see preceding n.). τά κατ’ έκεΐνα is a variation of b5 τό έττ’ έκεΐνα 

(τής χής), and has the same reference. 04 δταν τε αύ έκεΐθεν . . . 

άπολίπηι ‘and when in turn its level falls (and it leaves) there’, i.e. the 

hemisphere opposite ours (άττολείπειν is regularly used of rivers or 

streams failing). C5 τά ενθάδε: sc. ρεύματα, those in our hemisphere 

corresponding to the ones mentioned in C2. c6 καί διά τής γής is 

perhaps added to make it clear that S. is still describing things under¬ 

ground. C7 όδοποιεΐται ‘a way is made’, maintaining the comparison 

with the process of irrigation begun in C3 (ο! έτταντλοΰντες; cf. also c6 

οχετών). c"j θαλάττας ... 8 ποιεί: cf. Arist. Meteor. 35iai9ff. (‘The 

same parts of the earth are not always moist or dry, but they change 

according as rivers come into existence and dry up. And so the relation 

of land to sea changes too and a place does not always remain land or 

sea throughout all time ...’ But the reasons Arist. gives are, of course, 

different from S.’s: cf. a7-b2n.). Some rivers, at least, dry up annually 

in the Mediterranean. S. does not tell us what time-scale he has in 

mind, and perhaps we should not ask; to do so would be to imply that 

he is talking as historian and geographer rather than as story-teller. 

See further e6~7n. 

di τά μέν μακροτέρους ... 2 βραχυτέρους: lit. ‘some [streams] travel¬ 

ling round longer and more numerous places, others fewer and shorter’: 

μακροτέρους and βραχύτερους suggest that τόττους refers to the 
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channels themselves, as at 11 ie2 (cf. Robin). It is these ‘places’ which 

will turn out to be the main focus of interest, as the locations of the pun¬ 

ishments of the dead (113c-114b). S. began at 10805-6 by saying that 

εΐσίν ... πολλοί καί θαυμαστοί τής γης τόποι; having dealt with those 

on or near the surface, he then turned to the τόποι έν αύτήι (ι 1105), 

and by stages he is now gradually identifying the important ones. d3 

κατωτέρω ή έπηντλείτο ‘further down than [the place at which] it 

was channelled off’. «4 πάντα . . . εκροής: hydraulically speaking, 

this seems unnecessary (unless it is somehow to prevent a reversal of 

flow?); it does, however, help to justify the description of any river - 

seen as a single unit from its exit from Tartarus to its re-entrance there 

- as flowing downwards, a point of some importance in connection with 

the great rivers of Hades to be introduced in the next section (these are 

infernal rivers, despite the fact that part of their course is upwards). 

d5 ϊνια μέν ... 6 κατά τό αυτό μέρος ‘some issued from opposite the 

[part] where they flow in, and some in the same part’, i.e. some flow 

back into Tartarus on the other side of the earth’s middle, some on the 

same side from which they started. d8 εις τό δυνατόν κάτω καθέντα 

πάλιν έμβάλλει ‘descending as far down as they can’ (καθίημι used 

intransitively), i.e. in their circling; εις τό δυνατόν is then explained by 

ei-3 - they can go down as far as the middle, but not beyond it, 

because the other side, leading away from the middle, will be uphill. 

ei έκατέρωσε ‘on either side’: the reference is to the two sorts of river 

mentioned in d5~6 (cf. e2 άμφοτέροις). e4 τά μέν ούν δή ... 5 έστι: 

lit. ‘The other rivers, then, are many and large and of all kinds.’ μέν 

ούν δή is perhaps used like μέν δή, to mark a transition (cf. 64a2n., and 

GP 258). e5 δ’ άρα: see 11 ie5n. e6—7 έξωτάτω £έον περ'ι κύκλωι 

‘flowing furthest out, around in a circle’. The encircling of earth by 

Oceanus was evidently a popular notion: see Hdt. 4.8, and cf. Horn. 

II. 18.607-8. But according to II. 21.195-7, it is Oceanus itself ‘from 

which all rivers and all sea and all springs and deep wells flow’. By 

making Tartarus the source, S. appropriately gives the underworld a 

more immediate influence on our existence ‘here’. In Od., Oceanus 

seems to form the boundary between the world of the living and that 

of the dead: see 10.508-12, 11.155—9. e7 τούτου δέ καταντικρύ: the 

reference seems to be to the points of exit of Oceanus and Acheron 

from Tartarus; but the important point is the opposition between the 
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two rivers in itself, emphasised by e8 έναντίως βέων - one being asso¬ 

ciated with the living, the other with the dead. The third river, 

Pyriphlegethon, leaves Tartarus midway between Oceanus and Acheron 

(' '3a5“6)> and Cocytus, the fourth, opposite that: their exits will then 

be like the four points of the compass somewhere on a horizontal plane 

across the χάσμα of Ί artarus. The other rivers apart from Oceanus all 

form lakes, all apparently underground (see iigai-2, a6-8n., 03η.); 

later in their courses, Cocytus and Pyriplegethon then both approach 

the lake of Acheron from opposite directions, but do not enter it. All of 

this is built on Od. 10.508—15: ‘When you cross Oceanus in your ship, 

... yourself enter the dank house of Hades. There into Acheron flows 

Pyriphlegethon, and that Cocytus which is a branch (άπορρώξ) of the 

water of Styx; there is a rock and the meeting-place of two roaring 

rivers.’ Plato adds to and varies this picture both for the sake of sym¬ 

metry, and to meet the demands of his elaborate eschatology: see esp. 

1I3e6-ii4b6. 

H3al κα'1 δή *®ί ‘and in particular’ (cf. 59d7-8n., 85d4). The 

Acherusian lake is especially έρημος, ύπό γην |!>έων may imply that it 

previously flowed over the surface (or in a hollow), but need not do so; 

what it certainly tells us is that the lake is underground. a2—3 αί των 

τετελευτηκότων ψυχοΐ των πολλών ‘the souls of most of those who 

have died’: these are the ones who have lived μέσως (d4-ei). a5 είς 

τάς των ζώιων γενέσεις: this seems to refer back to 8ie-82b; if so, 

ζώια includes άνθρωποι (see 82b6-8n., and cf. 94a8-io). See further 

d6-ein. a6 εγγύς τής εκβολής ... 7-8 τής παρ’ ήμϊν θαλάττης: if 

the εκβολή meant is that from Tartarus (which after the repeated use 

of έμβάλλειν of rivers entering Tartarus, it surely must be: 112d3, 8, 

113b4), then this new lake is also underground. This and the other two 

lakes (the Acherusian, and Styx) seem to form a subterranean ana¬ 

logue of the inhabited hollows above; each is a dwelling-place for a 

different type of soul (cf. d7 οίκοΰσι, with d6-ein.; and io8c2, 5). That 

the lake of Pyriplegethon is ‘bigger than our sea’ will then suggest a 

rather large number of people beating their mothers or fathers (see 

i i4a6); but then the earth is a big place (rogag, etc.) 

bi θολερός ‘turbid’; also of mad passion - like the souls of those who 

will find themselves in it (see preceding n.)? That it is literally fiery 

does not need to be said, in view of its name, Πυριφλεγέθων. bi-2 



COMMENTARY: 113b3-l 13d6 286 

περιελιττόμενος . . . τήι γήι 'winding round in the earth . 1>3 

συμμειγνύμενος τώι ύδατι: for the idea, cf. II. 2.753“4> where we are 

told that the water of the Titaressus, being a branch (άττορρώξ) of the 

Styx, will not mix with that of the Peneius. Cf. Hes. Th. 777 νόσφιν δέ 

θεών ... ναίει, of the goddess Styx; both contexts support the connec¬ 

tion of the name with στυγεΐν, ‘hate’, b4 κατωτέρω τοΰ Ταρτάρου 

‘lower down in Tartarus’, i.e. than its εκβολή (cf. ii2d4). (For the 

genitive, cf. expressions like b6 όττηι .. . τής γης.) b5~6 ού καί κτλ.: 

lit. ‘whose lava-streams it is which blast up fragments [of it], wherever 

on earth they happen to do so’, i.e. at various points. b8—ci χρώμα 

δ’ έχοντα δλον οϊον ό κυανός ‘and all with a colour such as κυανός 

[has]’: Theophr. (De lap. 37) identifies (‘male’) κυανός as similar to 

lapis lazuli; in Homer, the adj. κυάνεος indicates a deep blackness, 

which is what is intended here. 

ci ov refers to b7 τόιτον. ci-2 καί τήν λίμνην ποιεί ό ποταμός 

έμβάλλων Στύγα ‘and the river creates the lake of Styx, into which it 

flows’. C3 δείνας δυνάμεις λαβών έν τώι ύδατι ‘taking up terrible 

powers in its water’: in Hes. Th. 775-806, the δεινή Styx is eldest 

daughter of Oceanus, and her ‘famous, cold’ water is what the gods 

swear by (cf. e.g. Horn. Od. 5.185-6); if they break their oath, punish¬ 

ment follows. Something so powerful must be terrible magic indeed. 

C3 δύς κατά τής γής might, but need not, imply that the lake of Styx 

is on the surface (cf. Loriaux 155); if it were, how would the Stygian 

gloom be explained? c6 ούδενί μείγνυται: cf. b3n. c8 ώς οί ποιηταί 

λέγουσιν: cf. 112e7n. (κωκυτός = ‘wailing’.) 

di τούτων δέ ούτως πεφυκότων: cf. iiie5-6n. d2 είς τον τόπον 

. . . κομίζει: cf. I07d5~e2, where the place is similarly left unspecified. 

d3 διεδικάσαντο: gnomic aor. (‘submit themselves to judgement’). 

d4 ο'ΐ μεν αν δόξωσι μέσως βεβιωκέναι: i.e. the majority (a 1-3). <14 

πορευθέντες ... 5-6 όχήματά έστιν: the dead had traditionally to be 

ferried over the rivers of the underworld (see e.g. Aesch. Sept. 842, Ar. 

Frogs). But cf. also the metaphor of λόγοι as rafts (οχήματα) at 85c-d: 

the non-philosophical majority mount those οχήματα which are avail¬ 

able to them; how much better if they had relied on ones of a different 

sort. d6 έκεΐ ... ei έκαστος: lit. ‘there they both (τε1) dwell and in 

the process of their purification they both (τε2) are absolved of their 

crimes by paying penalties for them, if any of them has committed any 
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crime, and (τε3) secure honours for their good deeds, each according 

to his desert’. Taken strictly, this suggests (a) that their existence in 

Hades is itself a kind of ‘purification’, with penalties for crimes being 

extra; probably (b) that not every soul that finds itself here will have 

committed crimes (they may just not have distinguished themselves 

ττρός τό όσίως βιώναι, like the next category up: 114^6-7); and possi¬ 

bly (c) that there is some kind of hierarchy among the inhabitants 

(τιμάς φέρονται κτλ.) - which would in turn imply (d) that they form 

some kind of society (cf. Achilles’ lament at Od. 11.489-91, that he 

would rather be a hired labourer on earth than king among the dead?). 

The last would not be surprising, since they will include, perhaps as 

the largest group among them (cf. goai-2), οί την δημοτικήν και 

πολιτικήν άρετήν έπιτετηδευκότες (82a 11 —b 1; for the connection with 

that context, see a5n.). All require ‘purification’ from their excessive 

attachment to the body (8ibi-c6; including those who have practised 

δ. και π. αρετή, as 68d-6ga shows), although evidently the process is 

far from completed during their stay (see 8id-82b). Those who com¬ 

mit serious crimes, and go to worse places than the Acherusian lake 

(1 i3e6-i 1436), will only be reborn, if at all, after themselves being 

promoted there (ii4ay-b6); among these, presumably, will be the 

ones who find themselves back as the more savage animals (82a3-5). 

P. himself, however, prefers not to spell these details out - either be¬ 

cause he prefers subtle economy to prosaic completeness, or because he 

means each of the two passages (i.e. the present one, and that at 81-2) 

to work its effect in its own context without encouraging us to dwell on 

the elaborateness of the eschatology involved, although as a careful 

writer he has ensured that all the details really do fit together; again 

there is a certain playfulness in the whole construction (cf. 8idi-2n., 

and e.g. 11 ia6-7n.). 

ei—2 οΐ δ’ ον δόξωσιν άνιάτως ϊχειν: like Tantalus, Sisyphus and 

Tityus (Gorg. 525ε). e5 δέ: as at 7808 (see n.); also at 11433. ej olov 

‘as for instance’. 

H4ai μεταμέλον αύτοΐς: acc. abs. a2~3 τοιούτωι τινί άλλωι 

τρόπωι: i.e. under other similar extenuating circumstances, includ¬ 

ing regret for the thing done (και μεταμέλον κτλ.). a6 πατραλοίας 

. . . μητραλοίας ‘father-beaters ... mother-beaters’, ay-8 κατά τήν 

λίμνην τήν Άχερουσιάδα: cf. 1 13b2—3, C5. *9 ύβρισαν ‘assaulted’. 
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ag-bi ίκετεύουσι και δέονται: at Athens, killers were evidently no 

longer liable to legal action or punishment if their victims forgave them 

before dying (Dem. 37.59). 

b2~3 λήγουσι τών κακών: i.e. the extreme ones they encountered in 

Cocytus and Pyriphlegethon. b6 ύπό τών δικαστών: cf. ii3d3-4 

(and Gorg. 5236-5243, Ap. 41a). b6 οΐ δέ δή ... 7 βιώναι: lit. ‘But 

those who seem [to have lived] exceptionally in the direction of liv¬ 

ing virtuously’, δή marks out this οι δέ in contrast to the others (cf. 

65agn.); we here reach the climax of this section of S.’s story, όσίως = 

‘virtuously’: όσιότης, more strictly ‘piety’, must here have a wider 

connotation, since it is opposed to criminal acts in general; and in P. 

generally it frequently stands for what we call the ‘moral’ virtues as a 

whole (as e.g. passim in Euth.). This category of people must be separate 

from oi τήν δημοτικήν και πολιτικήν άρετήν έπιτετηδευκότες (82a 11 — 

bι), because it includes the philosophers (c2 τούτων δέ αύτών κτλ.), 

who were directly contrasted with them (68d-6ga, which also de¬ 

scribed this sort of ‘virtue’ as bogus; cf. 113d6-em.). b7~8 οι τώνδε 

μέν τών τόπων ... ci ώσπερ δεσμωτηρίων: ‘these places within the 

earth’ must refer to Acheron, etc. (this category is not condemned, as 

it were, to the prisons below); but the following words recall the recur¬ 

ring image of the body as the prison of the soul (62b3~4, with 6yd 1-2, 

8iei, 92a!). In fact, only a sub-group of the present category, oi 

φιλοσοφίαι ίκανώς καθηράμενοι, will get clear of this prison altogether 

(c2-6); but the others too will be close to such a state (see esp. 11 ibg- 

6n.). At the same time, there is also an allusion to S.’s own present 

position (in the prison of the body, which is itself in a real prison), 

which suggests that he is predicting this second grade of happiness for 

himself, rather than the first (cf. uibyn.). If, as seems likely, what 

awaits the fully-fledged philosopher is actually becoming divine (see 

following n.), it would be surprising to find S., of all people, firmly 

expecting that future for himself (see 6idgn., 78340., 8gc7-8n., 97b6- 

7, io8c8n.). On the other hand, Phd. seems to show him as having the 

relevant qualifications. 

ci-2 5νω δέ κτλ.: see nob-me. C2 τούτων . . . αύτών: i.e. of 

those introduced in b6—7 (o'i ... βιώναι). C3 ιριλοσοιρίαι ίκανώς 

καθηράμενοι: if οί έπί γης οίκιζόμενοι possess real virtue (see b6n.), 

then they must be philosophers (6ga-d, which represents άρετή and 
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φρόνησις as two sides of a single coin: cf. io7d2, and 07 below); but, 

evidently, theii rejection of the body was not as complete as it might 

have been (total separation from the body in life is of course impossible: 

67c-d). C3-4 τό παράπαν qualifies άνευ ... σωμάτων (‘absolument 

sans corps’, Robin), and contrasts this group with the one before, who 

do have bodies of a sort (11137-03). C4—5 οικήσεις έτι τούτων καλ- 

λίους: i.e. even more beautiful than the ones referred to in ci—2. These 

are, presumably, the habitations of the gods: see 82bio-ci εις δε γε 

θεών γένος μή φιλοσοφήσαντι καί παντελώς καθαρώι άπιόντι ού Θέμις 

άφικνεΐσθαι άλλ’ ή τώι φιλομαθεΐ. C5 ούτε ό χρόνος κτλ.: cf. io8d8—9, 

with the passage from Phdr. cited in the n. c6 άλλα τούτων δή ένεκα 

χρή κτλ.: for άλλά ... χρή, cf. άλλά + imperative at 91C6. δή is em¬ 

phatic (‘for the sake of these things’: cf. ioyc-d). 

di μέν ούν: μεν is answered by d2 μέντοι; ouv is merely transitional 

(‘now’). Cf. e.g. 62b2n. διισχυρίσασθαι: cf. ioody. d3 έστίν ‘are 

the case’, περί τάς ψυχάς ήμών καί τάς οικήσεις: despite the fact 

that only one small category among the dead will be completely bodi¬ 

less (c2~4, with e.g. 76b-c), all can still be described as (separated) 

ψυχαί, in accordance with the original definition of death at 64c, to the 

extent that all certainly leave corpses behind. That the souls of the 

dead retain some sort of bodily shape is part of the Homeric concep¬ 

tion (see esp. Od. 11) which forms the backdrop to the arguments of the 

Phaedo (7034-50., 6404-50.); the reason why most Platonic ‘dead’ 

souls do so has of course been given at 8ic-e. d4 έπείπερ . . . ούσα 

‘given that the soul is clearly [something] immortal’: S. here reasserts 

his trust in the final argument (cf. 107C2 εΐπερ ή ψυχή άθάνατος). 

Further work needs to be done to it, but it is, he thinks, fundamentally 

sound: i07b4-g. (For έπείπερ ... γε, cf. 77d4 επειδή γε.) The Homeric 

residents of Hades (see preceding n.) could not be described as άθάν- 

ατοι, even if they continued in existence for ever: the fact that they are 

dead, i.e. that they were once alive, are so no longer, and never will be 

again (unless through the intervention of a Heracles: see Eur. Ale.), is 

their main feature, reflected in their complete insubstantiality - which 

for Simmias and Cebes, at least, constitutes grounds for suggesting that 

they cease to exist altogether (70a 1-6, 77b3—5, d5~e7). τούτο... 

6 έχειν ‘this it seems to me both to be fitting (sc. διισχυρίσασθαι) 

and to be worth risking (sc. διισχυρίσασθαι, or οίεσθαι, or both) for 
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[someone] who thinks it to be so’. d6 καλός γάρ ό κίνδυνος: cf. c8 

καλόν ... τό άθλον. db—η ώσπερ έπάιδειν: cf. 77e9> 7^a5· 1° both 

contexts, the reference is to ways of ridding oneself of fears about 

death; the difference is that in the first these were apparently to be 

rational arguments (paradoxically, since ‘charms’ or ‘spells’ would 

normally be prime examples of the irrational), whereas here the 

έπωιδαί are things that have not been rationally established. For S., 

they do somehow follow on from the conclusions of his arguments 

(10702, 114d4); they are underpinned by his belief that this is the best 

of all possible worlds (cf. nn. to io8d4-5, io8e4-ioga6, etc.), which 

no doubt he would hope to see established. Meanwhile, however, his 

reference to his μύθος as a kind of έττωιδή (in the normal sense) rein¬ 

forces his admission (di—2) that it is not something on whose truth he, 

or any sensible person, would insist. d7 διό δή κτλ.: ‘which is why I 

myself have been spinning out my story for so long now’ (as if the 

words themselves would do the trick, as in a spell). d8 άλλα . . . δή: 

cf. 78a 1 on. 

e3 πλέον θάτερον: lit. ‘more of the other’, i.e. more which is κακόν 

than good (an idiomatic expression: see Burnet). e2 τούς κόσμους 

‘its adornments’. 

H5a2 περιμένει: cf the original discussion of the prohibition on sui¬ 

cide (6id-62c). a5~6 έμέ δέ νΰν ήδη ... ή ειμαρμένη ‘And now it’s 

me that fate calls, [as] a man in a tragic play would say’, which suggests 

that he himself is in a ‘tragic’ or serious plight; but on his account, of 

course, he is not - and so he goes on, ‘and now I think it’s just about 

time for me to make for the bath’ (a6), as if nothing out of the ordinary 

were happening. Of course it is no ordinary bath (a7~8); at the same 

time what is summoning him is nothing so grand as fate, but simple 

questions of practical convenience. Alternatively, a6 σχεδόν τι ... 

λουτρόν continues the reference to tragedy (cf. the hero’s ritual cleans¬ 

ing at Soph. Ajax 654-6); in which case the change of tone is effected 

by a8 alone. Symp. 174a tells us that S.’s baths were infrequent; now he 

takes one just when he is about to have no further use for his body, 

δή reinforces yap, as at 7631, etc. a8 καί μή κτλ. ‘and not give the 

women the trouble of washing a corpse’ (λούειν is perhaps best treated 

as an explanatory or ‘limiting’ inf: cf MT 7636^. 
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115bi—end: Socrates dies 

The tragicomic tone of ujaj-8 gives a foretaste of the final scene, in which S.’s 

cheerfulness in facing death is contrasted with the grief of everyone else. The grief 

is for different reasons: the jailer and the women, who have not heard S.’s argu¬ 

ments, are upset for S., as also, at least according to S., is Crilo; while the others 

are upset, not for him but for themselves, because they are losing the companionship 

of such a man. The ‘charms’, then (1 ijdj), have worked their effect - up to the 

point where he drinks the hemlock (1 ijc-e; for another description of the state of 

those present prior to that moment, see g8e-ggb). 

H5b3 άλλου του is probably neut. b3~4 δτι άν κτλ.: lit. ‘by doing 

which we would do [what we do] most pleasingly to you’. For έν 

χάριτι, cf. e.g. έν βραχεί = βραχέως, and LSJ s.v. έν 11. b5 οΰδέν 

καινότερον ‘nothing very new’. b6~7 καί έμοί καί τοΐς έμοΐς . . . έν 

χάριτι ποιήσετε ‘pleasingly, to me and mine’, because beneficially; 

because, by improving themselves (ύμών αύτών επιμελούμενοι, i.e. car¬ 

ing for your real selves, your souls: cf. c4-ii6ai), they will to that 

degree be making the world a better place? But see further 1 i6b6n. 

b8 μέν can be defended as ‘solitary’, suggesting ‘[and care for other 

things]’: cf. 6gdg-ion., and Verdenius. P. frequently prefers to avoid 

complete balance (ύμών αύτών επιμελούμενοι / ύμών αύτών άμελήτε). 

bio έν τώι έμπροσθεν χρόνωι: once more S. emphasises the continuity 

of their present conversations with those they have had before (cf. 5ga, 

75d, 78c-d). bio—ci ούδέ έάν πολλά κτλ. ‘even if you agree [sc. 

verbally, about what I say and have always said you should do] many 

times over, and vehemently, you will do no good [sc. to yourselves, still 

less to me]’. 

C2 ταΰτα μέν τοίνυν προθυμησόμεθα . . . οΰτω ποιεΐν ‘Then we’ll be 

keen to do this as you say.’ C3 θάπτωμεν δέ σε τίνα τρόπον; Cf. 

ι i6ai. S. goes on (cqff.) to pretend, jokingly, that this question shows 

that his arguments have not persuaded Crito (though there will turn 

out also to be a serious point: see e5-6n.). If S. really thought this, it 

is not clear that he would have regarded it as a laughing matter; and 

in fact Crito’s question is a perfectly natural one, whether he is con¬ 

vinced or not. He is simply taking charge of practical matters (cf. 

ii6a3, b3~4, άη-g, n8a7-8), as he has always done (5gb7n.), and 
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[someone] who thinks it to be so’. d6 καλός γάρ ό κίνδυνος: cf. c8 

καλόν ... τό άθλον. d6~7 ώσπερ έπάιδειν: cf. 77e9> 7^a5· both 

contexts, the reference is to ways of ridding oneself of fears about 

death; the difference is that in the first these were apparently to be 

rational arguments (paradoxically, since ‘charms’ or ‘spells’ would 

normally be prime examples of the irrational), whereas here the 

έττωιδαί are things that have not been rationally established. For S., 

they do somehow follow on from the conclusions of his arguments 

(107C2, 114d4); they are underpinned by his belief that this is the best 

of all possible worlds (cf. nn. to io8d4-5, io8e4-ioga6, etc.), which 

no doubt he would hope to see established. Meanwhile, however, his 

reference to his μύθος as a kind of έ-πωιδή (in the normal sense) rein¬ 

forces his admission (di-2) that it is not something on whose truth he, 

or any sensible person, would insist. d7 διό δή κτλ.: ‘which is why I 

myself have been spinning out my story for so long now’ (as if the 

words themselves would do the trick, as in a spell). d8 άλλα . . . δή: 

cf. 78a 1 on. 

e3 πλέον θάτερον: lit. ‘more of the other’, i.e. more which is κακόν 

than good (an idiomatic expression: see Burnet). e2 τούς κόσμους 

‘its adornments’. 

H5a2 περιμένει: cf. the original discussion of the prohibition on sui¬ 

cide (6id-62c). a5~6 έμέ δέ νΰν ήδη ... ή ειμαρμένη ‘And now it’s 

me that fate calls, [as] a man in a tragic play would say’, which suggests 

that he himself is in a ‘tragic’ or serious plight; but on his account, of 

course, he is not - and so he goes on, ‘and now I think it’s just about 

time for me to make for the bath’ (a6), as if nothing out of the ordinary 

were happening. Of course it is no ordinary bath (37-8); at the same 

time what is summoning him is nothing so grand as fate, but simple 

questions of practical convenience. Alternatively, a6 σχεδόν τι ... 

λουτρόν continues the reference to tragedy (cf the hero’s ritual cleans¬ 

ing at Soph. Ajax 654-6); in which case the change of tone is effected 

by a8 alone. Symp. 174a tells us that S.’s baths were infrequent; now he 

takes one just when he is about to have no further use for his body. Λη 

δή reinforces ydp, as at 76a 1, etc. a8 καί μή κτλ. ‘and not give the 

women the trouble of washing a corpse’ (λούειν is perhaps best treated 

as an explanatory or ‘limiting’ inf.: cf. MT 7636^. 
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ii5bi—end: Socrates dies 

The tragicomic tone of i iyay-8 gives a foretaste of the final scene, in which S.’s 

cheerfulness in facing death is contrasted with the grief of everyone else. The grief 

is for different reasons: the jailer and the women, who have not heard S.’s argu¬ 

ments, are upset for S., as also, at least according to S., is Crito; while the others 

are upset, not for him but for themselves, because they are losing the companionship 

of such a man. The ‘charms’, then (updy), have worked their effect - up to the 

point where he drinks the hemlock (nyc-e; for another description of the state of 

those present prior to that moment, see y8e-ggb). 

H5b3 άλλου του is probably neut. b3~4 δτι άν κτλ.: lit. ‘by doing 

which we would do [what we do] most pleasingly to you’. For έν 

χάριτι, cf. e.g. έν βραχεί = βραχέως, and LSJ s.v. έν n. b5 ούδέν 

καινότερου ‘nothing very new’. b6~7 καί έμοί καί τοΐς έμοΐς . . . έν 

χάριτι ποιήσετε ‘pleasingly, to me and mine’, because beneficially; 

because, by improving themselves (ύμών αυτών επιμελούμενοι, i.e. car¬ 

ing for your real selves, your souls: cf. C4-ii6ai), they will to that 

degree be making the world a better place? But see further ii6b6n. 

b8 μεν can be defended as ‘solitary’, suggesting ‘[and care for other 

things]’: cf. 6gdg-ion., and Verdenius. P. frequently prefers to avoid 

complete balance (υμών αυτών επιμελούμενοι / ύμών αύτών άμελήτε). 

bio έν τώι έμπροσθεν χρόνιοι: once more S. emphasises the continuity 

of their present conversations with those they have had before (cf. 59a, 

75d, 78c-d). bio-ci ούδέ έάν πολλά κτλ. ‘even if you agree [sc. 

verbally, about what I say and have always said you should do] many 

times over, and vehemently, you will do no good [sc. to yourselves, still 

less to me]’. 

C2 ταΰτα μέν τοίνυν προθυμησόμεθα . . . οΰτω ποιεΐν ‘Then we’ll be 

keen to do this as you say.’ C3 θάπτωμεν δέ σε τίνα τρόπον; Cf. 

116a 1. S. goes on (c4ff.) to pretend, jokingly, that this question shows 

that his arguments have not persuaded Crito (though there will turn 

out also to be a serious point: see e5-6n.). If S. really thought this, it 

is not clear that he would have regarded it as a laughing matter; and 

in fact Crito’s question is a perfectly natural one, whether he is con¬ 

vinced or not. He is simply taking charge of practical matters (cf. 

ii6a3, b3~4, d7-g, ii8a7~-8), as he has always done (5gb7n.), and 
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bi—2 αύτδ ποιήσει ‘it will do its work by itself. b4 ουδέ διαφθειρας 

κτλ.: lit. ‘and without losing [sc. ούδέν] of his colour or of his face’, 

i.e. keeping his colour and his composure. b5 ταυρηδόν ύποβλέψας: 

ταυρηδόν suggests menace, as can ύποβλέπειν (‘look out from under 

one’s eyebrows’); but ‘mischief’ (Burnet, LSJ) seems more appropri¬ 

ate. For another typical (ώσττερ εϊώθει) Socratic look, see 86d5-6. 

b6~7 τί λέγεις . . . περί κτλ.: lit. ‘What do you say about the drink as 

regards making a libation to someone? Is it permitted or not?’ Xen. 

Hell. 2.3.56 reports Theramenes as making a different, and ironic, sort 

of gesture (άποκοτταβίζειν) with the remains of the hemlock towards 

the person responsible for his death; S.’s question merely combines 

piety with wit. bg μέτριον ‘in due measure’. 

ci άλλ’ . . . γέ που ‘but I suppose, at any rate’. C2 μετοίκησιν: 

cf. 61 e 1, 67c 1 (άποδημεΐν), Ap. 40c (death is either extinction, or 

μεταβολή τις ... καί μετοίκησις τήι ψυχήι του τόπου τοΰ ένθένδε εις 

άλλον τόπον). C3 & δή κτλ.: for a more expansive prayer, in a more 

leisurely context, see Phdr. 279b-c. C3-5 κα'ι αμα κτλ. ‘And with 

these words, he put [the cup] to [his lips], and drained it dry quite (και 

μάλα) without flinching or distaste.’ C5 τέως ‘for a time’, επιεικώς 

‘fairly well’. c6 κατέχειν τό μή δακρύειν ‘to restrain their tears’, with 

μή reinforcing the negative implied in κατέχειν (see MT 811). 07 

έμοΰ γε βίαι καί αύτοΰ ‘in my case (ye), quite against my own will’. 

c8~9 ού γάρ δή έκεΐνόν γε ‘for it was certainly not for him’, eg—di 

άλλα τήν έμαυτοΰ τύχην κτλ. ‘but for my own misfortune, [thinking] 

of what sort of man I had been deprived as a companion’. 

d2 έξανέστη ‘had got up and moved away’. d3 ’Απολλόδωρος: see 

5ga-b. cL|-6 άναβρυχησάμενος κτλ. ‘bellowing out in his tears and 

distress, made every one of those present break down, except, that is, 

for S. himself’. d7 θαυμάσιοι: θαυμάσιος, often used to address peo¬ 

ple, ranges in meaning from ‘admirable’ to ‘odd’, ‘strange’. d7~8 

έγώ μέντοι ούχ ήκιστα τούτου ένεκα ‘It was for just this reason, you 

know, that I ...’ (cf. GP 400). 

ei-2 καί γάρ κτλ.: for άκήκοα, cf. 6idgn. Burials, at least, would 

normally be accompanied by noisy lamentation; ευφημία is rather a 

feature of approaches to the gods, prefacing prayer and accompanying 

sacrifice (Burkert 1985, 73, 199). But S.’s death, after all, is - he hopes 
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and expects - a matter of his entering the presence of the gods. e5 

οϋτω γάρ κτλ. ‘for these were the man’s orders’ (ag-bi). Phaedo’s 

description of the event in e4-ii8ai4 appears to omit some of the 

more violent symptoms of hemlock poisoning (e.g. nausea, vomiting). 

Burnet (Appendix i), supposing the description to be historically accu¬ 

rate, relies on the suggestion that the symptoms might vary with differ¬ 

ent individuals; more plausibly, Gill 1973 argues that the symptoms 

have been deliberately selected (a) to show S.’s physical toughness, (b) 

for aesthetic reasons, and (c) to ‘illuminate, in visual form’ the account 

of death given earlier in the dialogue, as the purification and liberation 

of the soul from the body (hence the stress on the numbness spreading 

upwards into the trunk, the loss of sensation indicating the departure 

of the soul). But see following n. e6 καί άμα ... y τά σκέλη ‘and at 

the same time this person, the one who had given him the poison, took 

hold of him, and after a while (διαλυτών χρόνον) examined his feet 

and his legs’, έφόηττεσθαι is ‘lay hold of’, not ‘feel’ (e.g. Hackforth, 

Gallop), among other things because this would make nonsense of the 

sequence of events indicated by άμα and διαλιπών χρόνον (the έτπσκο- 

ττεΐν must itself have been by feel); έφατττόμενος αυτού is a delicate way 

of alluding to the less pleasant effects of the poison, which ‘often’ in¬ 

clude convulsions (Gill 25; cf. 1 i8ai2 έκινήθη, and the reference to the 

covering of S.’s face in 1 i8a6). The man takes the precaution of hold¬ 

ing S. down, though Phaedo does not say it directly, nor why he has to 

do it. Cf. 1 i8a3n. 

n8ai καί μετά τούτο κτλ. ‘And after this, in turn, [he squeezed] 

his shins.’ a3 αύτός ήπτετο ‘he himself kept hold of [him]’, ai—2 

έπανιών ούτως ‘going up in this way’. a3~4 έπειδάν πρός τήι καρδίαι 

γένηται αύτώι ‘when it reached his heart’. a4 οίχήσεται ‘he will 

die/go’ (cf. 117e5n., Gill 1973, 27). a5 ήδη ... 6 καί έκκαλυψάμενος 

‘Well, it was by now pretty well the region around his [lower] abdo¬ 

men that was getting cold, when (καί: cf. 1 i6b7-8n.), uncovering his 

face ...’ a7~8 τώι Άσκληπιώι κτλ.: the ‘usual’ interpretation of this 

(Gill 28 n.i) is that S. is thanking the god of healing for his recovery 

from the sickness of life. Hackforth, following Wilamowitz, objects that 

Phd. does not portray life as a sickness - though in fact S. does attribute 

such an idea to Cebes at 93d; Gallop adds that it would be incompati¬ 

ble with goe-gia. But these objections are prosaic (why should S. not 
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momentarily compare the happiness he expects with that of someone 

recovered from illness?), and the alternative explanation - that S. is 

referring to an actual debt - presupposes an interest in historicity on 

P.’s part which is little in evidence elsewhere in the dialogue, an 

ταϋτα . . . άπεκρίνατο: lit. ‘When he [Crito] asked this, he [S.] an¬ 

swered nothing further.’ ai2 έκινήθη: see 11 ηζδ-ηη. ai3 καί 8ς τά 

ομματα ϊστησεν: lit. ‘and he [S.] fixed his eyes’, i.e. his eyes became 

fixed. ai5 ήμΐν: ethic dat. ai6 ών έπειράθημεν ‘of whom we had 

had experience’. Λ\η καί άλλως: not ‘and besides’ - since according 

to Phd. being just is part of being good, and φρόνησις is a necessary 

concomitant of the [other] virtues (6ga-c) — but ‘and otherwise’, i.e. 

even apart from the comparison with those Phaedo and the others had 

known (cf. Burnet), καί δικαιοτάτου: the dialogue thus ends on the 

same ironic note that it began - that S., who deserved it least of all, 

should have been condemned to death. 
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Apology, 108, 130, 143, 176, 273 

Archelaus, 230 

Aristippus, 116-17 

Aristotle, 6, 116, 255 

Asclepius, 296 

Asia, 272 

Athens, 7, 107, 108, 236-7 

Atlas, 238 

Black Sea, 272 

Boetians, 136 

Cadmus, 227 

Cebes, 6-7, 115-16, 131 

Cleombrotus, 116-17 

Cocytus, 285, 289 

Cratylus, 115 

Crete, 109 

Crito, 114-15 

Crito, 108, 114, 128, 236 

Critobulus, 114 

Ctesippus, 115 

Cynics, 115 

Cyrenaics, 116 

Delia (festival), 109 

Delos, 108 

Democritus, 238 

Diogenes of Apollonia, 230 

Dionysodorus, 215 

Echecrates, 6-7, 204-5 

Elis, 7, 107, 161 

Empedocles, 3, 122, 230, 231, 237, 

238. 273 
Endymion, 161 

Epigenes, 115 

Etna, 280 

Euboea, 214 

Eucleides, 116 

Europe, 272 

Euthydemus, 215 

Euthydemus, 115, 215 

Euthyphro, 176, 288 

Evenus, 120-1 
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Glaucus, 270 

Hades, 3, 9, 112, 125, 129, 132, 133, 

146, 191, 266fT. 
Harmonia, 227 

Hecate, 268 

Heracles, 212, 289 

Heraclitus, Heracliteans, 208, 214, 

230-1 

Hermes, 267 

Hermogenes, 115 

Hippias Major, 1 76 

Homer, 9, 153, 154, 185, 227 

Iolaus, 212 

Ion, 235 

Isles of the Blest, Elysium, 133, 269, 

278, 292 

Knossos, 109 

Laws, 5 

Lysis, 115 

Mediterranean, 272, 283 

Megarian school, 116 

Menelaus, 133 

Menexenus, 115 

Meno, 11, 163-4, 247 

Minotaur, 109 

Muses, 122 

Oceanus, 284-5, 286 

Odysseus, 202 

Orphism’, 128-9, 151» 155 

Parmenides, 3 

Parmenides, 12, 170, 246, 247 

Peneius (river), 286 

Penelope, 199 

Pericles, 161 

Phaedo, 7, 107, 212 

Phaedrus, 3, 4, 5, 145-6, i89> 274 

Phasis (river), 272 

Phaidondes, 116 

Philolaus, 115-16, 124 

Philomela, 201 

Phlius, 6, 7, 107 

Plato, 3-6, 7-12, 114, 116, 117, 124, 

151, 163, 204, 229, 255 

Procne, 201 

Protagoras, 214 

Protagoras, 149 

Pyriphlegethon, 279, 285, 288 

Pythagoreans, 6-7, 115-16, 124, 

128, 194-5» 204-5 

Republic, 5, 11-12, 118, 176, 178, 

189, 226, 239, 247, 266, 274 

Simmias, 6-7, 115-16, 131, 200 

Sisyphus, 129, 287 

Socrates, 6,7,8, 113, 114-16, 120, 

124, 151, 190, 200, 206, 212, 

215-16, 229, 236, 237, 270, 288, 

290» 294 
Sparta, 7 

Stoics, 115 

Styx, 285, 286 

Symposium, 11, 113, 132, 145-6, 

169 

Tantalus, 129, 287 

Tartarus, 279, 281, 282, 284, 285, 

286 

Tereus, 201 

Terpsion, 116 

Theaetetus, 1 16 

Thebes, 7, 115, 227 

Theseus, 109 

Timaeus, 189, 235, 239 

Titaressus (river), 286 

Tityus, 287 

Xanthippe, 118, 132 

Xenophon,115 

Zeno of Elea, 213 
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3 Greek words 

άδιάλυτος, 188—g 

αίθήρ, 272-3 

αίτία/αίτιον, 6, 8, 12, 22gfT. 

άλλά, in, 130, 134, 158, 206, 216 

άλλα γάρ, 2θδ, 228 

άλλά μήν, hi, 124, 170, 172 

άλλος, 127 

άν, 125, 129, 135—6, 158 

άναμιμνήισκεσθαι, 163 

άπάγειν, log 

άττοδημεΐν, 125 

άττολείττειν, 283 

άρετή, 133 
άρμονία, 203 

αυτό (τό), 7, 140-1 

γάρ, ιι 7, 147 

γε, no, ιιι, 116, ΐ2ΐ, 128, 144, 

*67 
γένεσις, 155, 229 

γοΟν, ι53 

δαίμων, 267 

δέ, 182-3, 193 

δέγε, ι4ο, 171, ig6 

δ’ ούν, 116— 17 

δεύτερος πλους, 238-9 

δή, iog, 110, 117, 118, 152 

διαλέγεσθαι, 4, 123, 134 
διαλεκτική, 4 

διαμυθολογεΐν, ιι, 153 

είδος, 7, 241, 249, 276 

είναι, ι4ο, ι72, 175, 177, ‘78, 183, 

264, 265 

155-6 
ελπίς, 146 

έμψυχος, 205 

έντείνειν, 120 

έπειτα, 164 

έπιτηδεύειν, 135 

ευδαιμονία, 112 

ευφημία, 294-5 
έως, 11 η 

θανοττούν, 136 

θαυμάζω/θαυμαστόν, 126 

θαυμάσιος, 294 

θέμις, 123 

Ιερός, 202 

ίσως, 143-4, 248 

καθαρμός, 151 
κάθαρσις, 151 

καί, I IΟ, I I 7, 120, 122, 127, ‘3°, 

'45, ‘46> ‘66 
καί γάρ, 128 

καί μήν, ιιι, 157 

κακία, 266 

κόπτεσθαι, 118 

κυανός, 286 

λόγος, 122, 128, 163, 164, 176, 202, 

204, 2ΐ ι, 240, 247, 248, 265 

μαντική, 20ΐ 

μελετάν, 145 

μέν, 124, Ι28, 179 

μέν ούν, 131 

μέντοι, 141, 176 
μετασχεΐν, 245 

μετέχειυ, 242, 243, 245-7 

Ρ0> Ι29, 138, 146, 183, 202, 294 
μή ού, ι6ι-2, 202, 2ο6, 2ΐο 
μορφή = ιδέα (‘character’), 254, 

255 
μουσική, 121, 122 

μυθολογεϊν, 122, 125 

μύθος, 119, 122 

όεστι, 174-5, ‘83 
όσιότης, 288 

ούκούν, 147 

ούκουν, 129, ‘53-4 
ού μή, 262 

ούν, iog, 110, 120, 124-5, Ι25, 2Ι5 

ού (...) πάνυ, ιο7, 112, 132 

ούσία, 141, 177 
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περιπέτεια, ι 
που, 114, 130, 160 
πρίν, 117 
προσήκειν, 181 —2 

(5>ai51ws, 130 

σκιαγραφία, 150 
συγγίγυεσθα!, η, 115-16 

συνεϊναι, 193 
σώμα, 137 
σωφροσύνη, 147> Η® 

τά όντα, 140, 142, 143» 183» 2Ι4> 248 
τεθνάναι, 127, 129, 135 
τελεταί, 151 

ΤΟΙ, 120, 13ΐ 

τοίνυν, 121, 123, Ι29> '55. 272 
τυγχάνω, 114 

τύχη,ιο8-9 
τώι δντι, 191 

ύβρΐ5, 195 

φάρμακον, 107 

φρόνησίζ, Ι39> >47- '5° 
φιλοσοφία/φιλόσοφος, 3, 123, 139 
φύσις, 230, 280-1 

ψυχή,8-g, 153 

ώ μακάριε, 149 
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Plato’s Phaedo is deservedly one of the best known works of 

Greek literature, but also one of the most complex. Set in 

the prison where Socrates is awaiting execution, it portrays 

Plato’s model philosopher in action, spending his last hours 

in conversation with two other seasoned members of his 

circle about the fate of the human soul after death. Professor 

Rowe attempts to help the reader find a way through the 

intricate structure both of individual passages and argu¬ 

ments and of the dialogue as a whole, stressing its intelligi¬ 

bility as a unified work of art and giving equal attention to 

its literary and philosophical aspects. The notes also aim to 

provide the kind of help with Plato’s Greek which is needed 

by comparative beginners in the language, but the commen¬ 

tary is intended for any student, classical scholar, or 

philosopher with an interest in the close reading of Plato. 
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