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Abstract

In this thesis I argue that the view of the soul in the Phqedo can be usefully

separated into two concepts. The first is what I have termed the basic concept, which

consists of the fèatures of the soul which are not used by the character Socrates as the

basis for arguments showing either the pre-existence or post-existence of the soul. The

second is what I have termed the total concept, which includes the features contained in

the basic concept, plus all additional features that are used as the basis of arguments

intending to prove either the pre-existence or the post existence of the soul,p/zs the

features of pre-existence and post-existence themselves. My primary text is The Phaedo,

but through the course of this study I also look to the view of the soul presented by the

character Socrates in five other Platonic dialogues, as a means of clarifying and

contrasting the presentation in the Phaedo to some of the other significant presentations

of the soul given within Plato's 'early' and 'middle' dialogues.

I try to prove the usefulness of this interpretive method by illustrating the results

of its application in the analysis of the view of the soul in lhe Phaedo. By using this

interpretive tool, and separating two concepts of the soul in the Phaedo, even where Plato

has not explicitly done so, I argue that two further questions can also be answered. First,

applying this interpretive tool allows us to make sense of Plato's arguments for

immortality (including the nature of the arguments, their relation to each other, and in

providing a basis for contrasting the arguments in the Phaedo to those given in other

Platonic diafogues). Second, by using this interpretive method I am able to identifu

clearly the various features of the soul that emerge from an examination of the arguments

within the dialogue.
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Chapter I

General Introduction

1.0 The question I seek to answer and statement of the thesis of this paper

Plato's Phaedo has attracted considerable attention since antiquity. I In this dialogue

Plato provides us with a moving description of Socrates' last hours and final conversation

with a goup of his friends. We see, for example, Socrates calming the fears of timorous

Cebes and his companion Simmias as they both, in their own way, prepare to lose their

beloved in death. in the course of Socrates' soothing consolation he narrates his

understanding of a number of important teachings, including an arguÍìent prohibiting

suicide, the nature of philosophical calm in the presence of death, the value of

purification or katharsís, and the nature of the human soul and its immortality.2 The

Phaedo s primary influence upon the subsequent philosophical and theological traditions

that developed within Europe and the Middle East has been through its presentation of

tTht"e such ancient commentaries that have survived to the present day is that by Olympiodorus
(ca.495-565) and the two by Damascus (ca. 462-531). For a good discussion on the reception and influence
of Plato's Phaedo in antiquity see LGllt $ry.7-20) in the introduction to Vy'esterink's English translation of
Olympiodorus' commentary. Since the work of John Burnet ( 1363- 1928) in the early part of the 20ù
century there have been numerous full-length studies and a host of scholarly papers devoted to the

explication and interpretation of the Phaedo. For commentary on the influence of Burnet's work on the

interpretation of Plato and Greek philosophy, as well as a listing of his writings see the memoir written by
Lord Charnwood (3-22) in the collection of Burnet's essays, Essays and Addresses, (Freeport, Nerv York:
Books for Libraries Press, 1968). For a bibliography of commentaries and translations see David Bostock's
Plato's Phaedo, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1986) and the bibliography given at the end of Martha C.

Beck's recent cornmenrary Plato's Self-Corrective Development of the Concepts of Soul, Fomts and
Immortality in Three Arguments of thePhaedo, (Lewiston, New York: The Edwin Mellen Press, Ltd.,
l e99).

'Th"r" have been various ways of describing the themes of the dialogue. One of the earliest

divisions is that given by Albinus, the second century Platonist, who in his commentary on the Phaedo

divides the subject matter of the dialogue into th¡ee parts: the description of who the phiiosopher is

(through the example of Socrates), the explanation of the aim of his life (detachment from the body), and a

presentation of the fundamental supposition of Socrates' educational thought (the immortality of the soul).

cf . LGW, t0-11.



the doctrine of the immortality of the individual human sou1,3 and it is to the study of the

original Platonic formulation of this doctrine that we turn our attention.

The primary question this thesis seeks to answer is a methodological question,

namely, by what method can we best interpret Plato's presentation of the soul in the

Phaedo as given through the character Socrates? In this thesis I argue that interpreting

Socrates' comments about the soul through separating them into two conceprs helps

answer a number of important other questions about the text. By separating the character

Socrates' comments about the soul into a basic concept and atotal concept I argue that

we can better understand two other questions: first, what sorts of arguments for

irnmortality does Socrates make in this dialogue? and second, what is the concept of the

soul that emerges through the course of Socrates' argumentation and discussion about the

soul? Although the primary question of this thesis is regarding a method of

interpretation, the significance of the answer that I provide to this methodological

question is made manifest in my answers' ability to help us acquire a better

understanding ofthese and other secondary questions.

There are several points that I should like at the outset to make in order to clarify

the aims and intentions of this thesis. Any authoritative study of Plato's works would, of

course, have to take into account the entirety of his writings. A comprehensive view of

3In relation to Plato's influence upon the development of patristic thought Henry Chadwick's
Early Christian Thought and the Classical Tradition: Studies in Justin , Clement, and Origen (Oxford:

O[tP, 1966) is a good general introduction and makes reference to Plato's doctrine of the immortal soul
particularly in his chapter on Origen. Oscar Cullmann's well-known lecture Immortality of the Soul or the

Resurrection of the Dead? The ïIlitness of the New Testament, (London: The Epworth Press, 1958) is a
modern criticism of the historical union of the philosophical doctrine of the immortal soul to the biblical
doctrine of the resurrection that has occurred within Christian theological reflectjon about the destiny of the

soul. Cullman's study argues that the Pauline and Platonic doctrines of the nafure of the soul are in fact
incompatible. Jan N. Bremmer's, The Rise and Fall of the Afterlife, (London: Routledge, 2002.), is a fairly
accessible treatment of the idea of personal irnmortality and its influence upon the doctrinal development of
the major monotheistic religions.



Plato's teaching on the soul and the afterlife would require the detailed evaluation of all

of the Platonic dialogues, as well as the relevant scholarly commentary. That task is,

clearly, beyond the material limits of this thesis.a Hence, by the stated formulation of the

goal of this thesis I mean to delineate the scope of our discussion of the soul in four ways.

First, I limit the study primarily to Plato's Phaedo and only look to other Platonic

dialogues as they serve to illumine the teaching of the Phaedo. The one notable apparent

exception to this is the fact that I have devoted a complete chapter to the Apology;but

this is done for reasons that I explain in section 1.3 below.

Second, I have restricted the scope of inquiry to the views held by the character

Socrates. By narrowing our study to Plato's presentation of the views of the character

Socrates rve avoid the interesting but complex problem of detennining the correct

charactenzation of which are the opinions of the Socrates of history, and which are of the

Socrates of Plato's literary invention. Except where otherwise noted I concern rnyself

only with what Plato has presented of the character Socrates' views through the argument

and action of the dialogue. s

a I refer the reader here to a number of important works that have dealt with Plato's view of the
soul and the afterlife. Joh¡ Burnet's treatment of the early Platonic doctrine of the soul in a lecture entitled
The Socratic Docfrine of the Soul given at the Second A¡nual Philosophical Lech¡re: Henriette Hertz Trust,
Proceedings of the British Academy 7 (1916): 235-259 , was an influential work in this century on the

subject. T.M. Robinson's work, Plato's Psychologt, second edition (Toronto: UTP, 1995) is a
comprehensive study on Plato's doctrine of the soul, although it does not contain a thorough presentation of
the various conceptions of the after-life presented in the dialogues. There are a number of full-length
studies in English devoted specifically to the Phaedo and its presentation of the doctrine of the immortal
soul, of rvhich I will mention th¡ee. David Bostock's commentary Pia¡o t Phaedo, (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1986) is quite accessible; David Gallop'sPlato: Phaedo, (Oxford: ClarendonPress, 1975) includes
both a translation and a nrore detailed discussion that makes reference to the Greek text; Martha C. Beck's
Plato's Self-Corrective Development of the Concepts of Soul, Fonns and Immorlality in Three Arguments
of thePhaedo, (Lewiston, New York: The Edwin Mellen Press, Ltd., 1999) focuses almost exclusively
upon the arguments for immortality themselves.

tThose who wish to pursue further the question of the relation between the historical Socrates and

the Socrates presented by Plato may begin by looking at th¡ee works. First, Joh¡ Burnet gives a brief
introductory discussion of the relation between the historical Socrates and Plato's Socrates in his work
Greek Philosophy: Thales to Plato, (London: Macmillan and Co., Ltd., 1964), 102-122, and summarises his
position as follows: "The conclusion we are, in my opinion, forced to is that, while it is quite impossible to



Third, it is irnportant to distinguish betrveen investigating his description of the

individual human soul, and the character of its existence in the afterlife. In this thesis I

for the most part leave aside the separate question of Socrates' view of what happens in

the underworld, and his ideas of the various punishments and rewards that await those

who pass beyond bodily death.6

Fourth, in this thesis I look at Plato's arguments about the soul's immortality

primarily with a view of understanding the concept of the soul. My main goal is to

provide an articulate presentation, and not with affording an evaluation of the

philosophical cogency, of his arguments.T

regard the Sok¡ates of Aristophanes and the Sokrates of Xenophon as the same person, there is no difñculty
in regarding both as distorted images of the Sokrates we know from Plato. The first is legitimately
distorted for comic effect; the latter, not so legitimately, for apologetic reasons. To avoid
misunderstanding, I should say that I do not regard the dialogues ofPlato as records ofactuai
conve¡sations, though I think it probable that there are such embedded in them" (pp.l20-121). Next, one

may turn to Gregory Vlastos' important work Socrates: Ironist and Moral Philosopher, (New York:
Comell University Press, I 99 1) where he develops the argument that there are a number of various and

distinct"Socrates"'presented through Plato's writings. Vlastos claims that the opinions of the actual
Socrates of history may be known, by the evidence of Plato and other ancient authors, in the dialogues of
Plato's earlyperiod (cf. p. 106). FIe says: "In different segments of Plato's corpus two philosophers bear
that name lsocrates]. The individual remains the same. But in different sets of dialogues [Socrates]
pursues philosophies so different that they could not have been depicted as cohabiting the same brain
throughout unless it had been the braìn ofa schizophrenic. They are so diverse in content and method that
they contrast as sharply with one another as with any third philosophy you care to mention, beginning with
Aristotle's. This is a large claim. I shall be arguing for it in this chapter and the next" (p.46). Finally, for
an accessible introduction to the problem ofidentifying the historical Socrates and for a bibliography of
some of the important scholarly discussions on this topic written after Vlastos, see Thomas C. Brickhouse
and Nicholas D. Simth, The Philosophy of Socrates, (Boulder, Colorado: Westveiw Press, 2000), 33-52.

6For a discussion of Socrates' views on death and the afterlife see the discussion in Thomas C.
Bricklrouse and Nicholas D. Smith's Plato's Socrates, (Oxford: OUP, 1994), 201-212.

tThete 
are many discussions of the philosophical merit of Plato's arguments for immortality in the

Phaedo. In Olympiodorus' 6ü century Neoplatonic commentary onthe Phaedo he points out that there
existed a diversity of opinion among the leading philosophers at that time. For instance, Iamblichus
considered each of the arguments for immortality in the dialogue to provide independent prooß.
Olympiodorus' own view (and apparently that of the philosophical community at Alexandria) was that
none of the arguments save the final one inthe Phaedo prove the soul to be immortal (cf. Com.Phdo.
Lecture 1 l, paragraph 2). Many 201h century commentators think that the proofs are inconclusive.
However, there is divergence of opinion regarding whether or not Plato himself considered the arguments
to be sound. For a summary of the views held within contemporary scholarship see Mafha C. Beck's
commentary wherein she provides an overview of the conclusions of Martha Nussbaum, Gregory Vlastos,
David Bostock, Hans-Georg Gadamer and others upon this question. Cf . ibid.,l45-149.



1.1 The four aspects of each corîcept of the soul

By referring to Plato's concept of the soul as it has been presented through the character

Socrates, I am referring to four distinct aspects of the individual human soul which need

to be kept in view. That is, I will be seeking to make clear how Plato understands the

following four things about the soul: its nature or essence, its operations or activities, its

relation to the body, and any acquìred habits or states that modify any of the other

aspects. My investigations into Socrates' view of the soul in lhe Phaedo will assume this

methodological starting point: although there may be more aspects of the human soul to

consider, I do not believe there can be any less. I will here give a few words of general

explanation of what I mean by each of the four aspects. After that I will explain how I

will be analyzíngPlato's presentation of the soul for the specifìc purposes of this thesis.

The four aspects of the soul may be briefly explained as follows. First, an

account must be able to say something about what the soul is in itseif. It must be able to

describe something of the soul's nature or essence; this includes the defining

characteristic or characteristics apart from which a soul could no longer be thought to be

a soul. Even if one has to concede ignorance of what that nature is, the question still

demands one's consideration.s Second, a concept of the soul also must say something of

the activities or operations carried out by the soul. In this we provide a description, not

of what the soul is, but of what the soul does. Third, someone talking about the human

soul should also give an account of its relation to the body. In this we answer how it is

8I am u*u." that my description of what goes into an explanation of a "nature" or "essence" is
incomplete. What, exactly, satisfies as a description of an essence is very difficult question and one which
occupies, for example, much of Plato's Meno. By describing the nature as the characteristic feah-rre by
virh¡e of which a thing is what it is I believe I am following what appears to be direction of the results of
Socrates' explorations tn the Meno (c1. Men. 72C; 13C-D; 75,{-8). Also, I should note here that the
existence of the soul will, in a way, also be discussed as a feah¡re belonging to the soul's narure or essence,

I will say more about this in Chapter Four.



that the body and soul are distinguished, how it is that they affect each other, and whether

they may be separable. Fourth, a concept of the soul should be able to speak about the

states and habits that may modify the other aspects already mentioned. In Plato's terms,

the most apparent examples of the acquired states of the soul are the virtues and vices.

Plato argues that the soul's virtue or excellence effects how it can perform its activities.

In sum, I think that any description of the human soul must be able to provide an account

of each of these four aspects, and I will try to show how Plato's account does this within

the discussions of the soul to be considered.

1.2 Two concepts of the üuXi in the Phøedo

In this thesis I argue for the claim that the concept of the soul in the Phaedo can be

usefully separated into two: the basic concept and the total concept of the soul. I should

make explicit that the total concept is the whole or complete concept of the soul

presented by the character Socrates, while the basic is only a lesser part which I

distinguish from the whole concept. By the basic concept of the soul I am referring to the

features of the soul which are not used by the character Socrates as the basis for

arguments showing either the pre-existence or the post-existence of the soul. By the total

concept of the soul I am referring to the concept of the soul that includes all features held

within the basic concept plus the additional features that Socrates will argue for within

the Phaedo that he thinks provide the basis for arguments demonstrating its pre-existence

and post-existence and the features of pre-existence and post-existence themselves. The

point to be emphasized is that in this thesis I am arguing the following: the presentation

of the soul in the Phaedo can best be understood by separating it into two concepts, the



basíc concept and the total concept.

Before I explain the benefits of this procedure, I should also make clear what my

argument is not claiming. I am not claiming that the two concepts are something that I or

anyone else might discover in the text itself, strictly speaking. Rather, interpreting the

character Socrates' doctrine of the soul as two separate concepts is a henneneutical tool

or device.

But what is the value of separating the concept of the soul in the Phaedo into two?

What greater clarity is achieved by this procedure? As I mentioned above I think that

there are two reasons for interpreting the presentation of the soul in the Phaedo with

reference to the basic and total concepts. In the first instance, drawing out the

distinctions between the basic and the total concepts of the soul is a means of bringing

out the argumentation of the text. Pointing out the distinctions between the basic concept

(in which Socrates makes no assertions of the immortality of the soul) and the total

concept (in which Socrates does assert the immortality of the soul) can help us to identify

the sort of arguments that Socrates is making before his friends in three ways. One way

is that it helps us to identify what sort of arguments Socrates is making. Through the

course of the thesis I attempt to point out that, although the goal of Socrates' arguments is

to prove that the soul is immortal, the means by which he does this is by producing

arguments about certain features of the soul. As I point out at a number of places in my

comments, nowhere in the Phaedo does Socrates give an argument for the existence of

the soul, as such. Rather, what Socrates does give are arguments designed to prove that

certain features of the soul exist. His claim is that these features themselves are what

entail the unending existence of the soul. In other words, the goal of Socrates'



argumentation is not to prove that the soul exists, but that certainfeatures exist. This is

an important point to keep in view. Socrates does not argue for the existence of an

immortal soul as such, but for additional features to be added onto the concept of an

already existing soul. He argues that the soul has certain features and that those features

entail immortality. The second way is that this interpretive method helps us the gain a

better understanding of the relation of the arguments in the Phaedo to one another.

Third, understanding the nature and relation of Socrates' arguments also provides a basis

from which one is able to begin the work of comparing and contrasting arguments for

immortality within the Phaedo to other Platonic dialogues, particularly those considered

to be written in the 'middle' period. e

The second main benefit to using this interpretive tool is that it helps us to

identify the features of the soul themselves that emerge through Socrates' arguments for

immortality. Showing how it is that Socrates' comments on the soul can be organized

into two concepts, for the purposes of making clear the various features of the soul, will

be the main work of this thesis.

1.3 Outline of the structure of this thesis

This present chapter serves as an introduction to the aims and methods particular to this

thesis. In Chapter Two I examine the (whole) concept of the soul in the Apology, a

dialogue where Socrates claims no knowledge as to whether the soul can survive bodily

e I refer to the 'middle' dialogues merely as a convenient way of alerting the reader to various sets of
dialogues that share certain feafures, such as in this case, certain conunon thematic feafures. For a

summary of the conclusions and some of the arguments intended to establish the relative chronology of
Plato's dialogues based on stylometric and other tests see David Ross', Plato's Theory of ldeas, (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1961), l-10. For arguments against the possibility and usefulness of determinìng the
chronological sequence of the dialogues see Leo Strauss' The City and Man, (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1978), especially his chapter 'On Plato's Republic' , and Leon Harold Craig's, The IItar
Lover: A Study of Plato s Republic, (Toronto: UTP, I 996), 323.



death. Beginning this thesis by examining the presentation of the soul in the Apology will

prove helpful because it will allow us more clearly to distinguish and recognize the

features which Socrates does and does not regard as the basis for immortality when we

turn directly to the concept of the soul in the Phaedo.

In Chapters Three and Four I analyze Plato's concept of the soul in the Phaedo.

In Chapter Three (where I build on the conception of the soul in the Apology), I attempt

to describe fhe basic concept of the soul in the Phaedo. In Chapter Four I examine the

conception of the soul found within the Phaedo but this time taking note of the additional

features (whether these pertain to the soul's nature, activities, relation to the body, or

qualifying states) that Socrates presents as entailing, or providing the basis of arguments

that show forth the soul's immortality, as well as the features of pre-existence and post-

existence themselves.

Having studied the concept of the soul in the Pltaedo, in Chapter Five I look at

some alternative treatments of the soul and arguments for its immortality that are

presented in four of Plato's dialogues (Meno, Symposiunt, Republic, and Phaedrus)

usually considered to have been written near the same time as Íhe Phaedo. Although I

will not subject them to the same thorough analysis as the Phaedo, these investigations

will provide the basis of the comparative work that I will do at the end of that chapter.

By comparing and contrasting the various ways that Plato describes the nature of the

soul, its activities, relation to the body, and acquired states, we will be able to appreciate

something of the diversity, and possibly even the development, of Plato's view of the

soul as he presents it through the character Socrates.

In Chapter Six I summanze and make explicit what I take to be the conclusions of

9



the argument of this thesis. First, I review and summarize the conclusions of the thesis.

In this I state why I believe interpreting Socrates' comments about the soul into two

concepts is beneficial by reviewing the secondary conclusions that I have been able to

make as a result of the application of this method to the analysis of the text of the

Phaedo. I will argue that my methodological claim was justified chiefly by the results

that it yielded in terms of providing answers to the questions I earlier mentioned (e.g.

what can we know about the arguments for the soul? and what is the view of the soul that

those arguments show forth?). Second, I say what I take to be the moral value or

intention of Socrates' arguments for immortality.

10



Chapter 2

The conception of the human ürX i in the Apologt

2.0 Introduction

Although the word 'üuXi' appears only three times in the Apologytj,the concept of the

human soul figures prominently in the dialogue. At a key juncture of his defence before

the Athenian jury (298-30E) Socrates refers to the üuX i two times when he explains that

one of the primary goals of his philosophical activity has been to cultivate in his listeners

the desire to care üuXlls ön<,rs riis BeÀr íorr1 ifrrat, that their souls will be the best

QgE).t 
t In a well-known paper delivered in the early part of the last century John Burnet

argued that this text reveals the essential teaching of the historical Socrates.l2 Whether

Burnet's determination of the views of the 'historical' Socrates can be substantiated

without qualification is a difficult question and one that I will not address. What is less

controversial and more relevant for our present purposes, however, is the fact that the

toThe term 'ûuX i' appears two times in the genitive case (at 298.2 and 308.2) and one time in the

dative case (at 40C.8). Cf. Leonard Brandwood's, A word index to Plato, (Leeds: W.S. Maney & Sons

Ltd., 191 6),s.v. rþuX rf
rrAll translations of the Apotogy are the author's own. References to the Greek text are from John

Burnet's reprinted edition (unchanged from the original 1924 publication), found in Plato's Eutlryphro,
Apologyof SocratesandCrito, (Oxford: ClarendonPress, 1977). Inmyownreadingof thetextlhave
often referred to the translation of the Apology by Thomas G. West and Grace Starry 'West, Plato and
Aristophanes: Four texts on Socrates, Plato 's Euthyphro, Apology, and Cnto and Aristophanes ' Clouds,
(London: Cornell University Press, 1984).

ttcf. John Burnet, The Socratic Doctrine of the Sout the Second Annual Philosophical Lecture:

Henriette Hertz Trust, Proceedings of the British AcademyT (1916), p.243. Burnet's thesis is that the

Socratic doctrine of the soul rvas a fundamentally novel invention in the history of Greek thought,

combining elements of Homeric, Orphic, and scientific (lonic) thought into a single conception. He

concludes his survey of the uses of 'rþuX11' before Socrates thus: "It is safe to say that the rfuX4 is never

regarded as having anything to do with clear perception or knowledge, or even with articulate emotion. It
remains something mysterious and uncanny, quite apart f¡om normal consciousness" þ.25a). David B.

Claus's workToward the Soul: An inquiry into the Meaning of {tuXríbefore Plato, (London: Yale
University Press, 1981) is a comprehensive sfudy after Burnet dealing with the conception of the soul
within Greek thought before Socrates. T.M. Robinson's Plato's Psychology, 2nd edition (1995) examines

the Platonic conception of the soul within the middle and late dialogues. Claus accepts much of Burnet's
methodology but disagrees that Socrates' account was as novel as Burnet believed it to be. On Claus'

determination of Burnet's rvork see his introduction (pp.1-7).
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exhortation to care for the soul does indeed appear to stand at the center of the character

Socrates' own explanation of his philosophical teaching, at least as he presents it within

the Apology. We notice, further, that at the close of his defence speech, when the verdict

of guilty is announced and the death sentence prescribed by the jury of Athens,t3 Socrates

refers a third time to the rþuX 4 but this time speculating on the nature of its destiny after

bodily death (40CfÐ. What has been pointed out, but by some taken less seriously,la is

the fact that here Socrates disavows any knowledge of the soul's future existence. ls In

other words, the subject of the nature and care of the soul is a critical topic within

Socrates'discourse, yet the doctrine of personal immortality finds no affirmation in the

Apology as it does in some other Platonic dialogu"s.16 This agnosticism allows the

sfudent of the Apology to ponder what the character Socrates actually signified when he

referred to the VuX í in his exhortation to the Athenians. The question is: what kind of

thing is the soul that Socrates thought the Athenians ought to care for? My goal in this

chapter is to explicate Socrates' conception of the ûuX i in the Apology. (As we shall

see, the whole or complete concept of the soul in the Apology will be recognized as being

nearly identical to the basic and partial concept of the soul in the Phaedo).

l3ln early 4ù century Athenian law prosecutions were initiated by private citizens. The trial was

conducted before a jury that probably consisted of 500 Athenian citizens. This assembly gave judgment

both on the verdict and, when found guilty, upon the sentence. Where there was no fixed penalty, such as

in the above case, the litigants proposed alternative punishments which the jurors would deliberate upon.

For a concise statement on the nature of Athenian legal practice in the classical period see Christopher
Carey's, Trials from Classical Athens, (London: Routledge, 1997), 1-11 .

loFor example, in Burnet's essay "The Socratic Doctrine of the Soul" referred to above, after an able

interpretation of aspects of the Apology and Crito the scholar derives a somewhat surprising conclusion.

Having noted the fact that the doctrine of the immortal soul is nowhere affirmed by Socrates within the text
of the Apology itself he concludes: "From the Apology alone it may, I feel sure, be inferred that the doctrine
of the immortality of the soul followed as a necessary corollary from this view of its nah¡re..." (p.257).

r5For example, when Socrates claims: "The state of being dead is either of two things. For either it is
like not existing and the dead man perceives nothing; or else, according to the things spoken, a certain

change happens and a migration of the soul (pe to írcîors r n üuX f, from the place here to another place"
(40c).

1ó For instanc e, Phd. 69Eff , Rep. Bk. X., Phdr. 245Cff etc.
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I have divided my comments into two main sections. In the first I examine in tum

the character Socrates' th¡ee direct references to the 'üuXi', namely, at298,308, and

40C. Though Socrates makes only three direct references to the soul in lhe Apology, that

is, where the term 'üuX i' is explicitly used, there are a number of indirect references that

occur throughout the work, and these also need to be taken into account if our

explanation is to be complete. Accordingly, the second section of this chapter will focus

on the indirect references to the soul that occur throughout the dialogue. Finally, by way

of conclusion I will recapitulate our main findings and offer a summary statement of what

i believe to be Socrates' conception of the üuXiin the Apology.

2.1 Three direct references to the üuXn

Our first and second references to the soul, at 298 and 308, are preceded by Socrates

giving a defence of his way of life and conversation among the Athenians (28Bfl).

Having considered the criticism that philosophy should be abandoned because it may lead

one to persecution and ultimately death, Socrates entertains and then scofß at the

possibility of accepting a lesser punishment on the condition of keeping silent. To

illustrate the moral impossibility of this imagined proposal Socrates recollects before the

jurors the sorts of conversations that he has had and will continue to have with any one

whom he meets. From this description of his conversations we are able to grasp a good

deal of what he thinks about the human soul.

'Best of men, being Athenian, you are from the city that is greatest and best
reputed for wisdom and strength. Are you not ashamed for caring how there will
come to you as much money as possible, and reputation, and honor - but that you
neither care for nor give thought to wisdom and truth, and how your soul will be

the best (VuX ns önr,os rlis pe)ríorry iorat)? .. .' (emphasis added) 29DE
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It is important to note the tenninology in Socrates' description of the sort of state of soul

that people ought to strive to achieve. In the above passage Socrates uses the superlative

'BeLr íorr1' (best), while in the text a few lines below Socrates switches to the

superlative ' rþ íotq' (best). What I take to be the significance of this change I will point

out shortly, after I quote below this second text wherein the change occurs.

Immediately following the above text Socrates then considers how it is that an

Athenian might indeed claim to care for his soul. He offers an objective criterion that

could verify such a clairn. Socrates says the person who cares for the more valuable

goods, such as the soul, will also be in possession of spet4

....For I walk around doing nothing other than persuading you, both younger and

older, to care neither for bodies nor money, not in the place of nor as vehemently
as, how your soul will be the best (rþuXns önos täs tlpíorry iorat). I say: 'Not
from money does virlue come (O tx ac Xpnp rÍtalv &pet r1y íyverur), but from
virrue comes money and all of the other good things for people both in private and

public affairs.' (emphasis added) 30AB

Shorlly after these words the jury makes yet another disturbance.lT Socrates goes on,

sardonically, to explicate the great debt that the city owes him. Socrates concludes this

part of his case by telling his judges that he has done them all a great benef,rt by arousing

them (to good action) in the same way that a gadfly moves a sluggish horse (30E). After

this summary remark Socrates makes no more direct references to the üuX i in the course

of his formal defence against the listed public charges. Though the evidence not

ttThis is the last of four occasions where Plato has the jurors make a disfurbance while Socrates

addresses the assembly (20E,2lA,27B,and 30C). Articipating their hostility, Socrates encourages the
jurors at the beginning of the dialogue "not to wonder or make a disturbance" when they hear him speaking
with the same (philosophical) manner of speaking that he has always used (l7D). In this prefatory
cornment he is contrasting the way that he speaks (truthful and just) to the way that others customarily
speak at trials. As expected, each of the dramatic disturbances cited in the text come immediately after
Socrates has spoken in a way that caused indignation in his listeners, in which the present example is not an
exception.

l4



extensive, I think \4/e can come up with at least two conclusions from the above passages

conceming the features of the soul as vierved by the character Socrates in the Apology. In

what follows my procedure will be first to point to what I take as a signifìcant

observation on these two texts, and after that draw the two conclusions that I think can be

inferred from them about Socrates' conception of the üuX4

Foremost, we may observe that in Socrates' estimation the human soul can exist

in varying states of moral goodness. To judge the moral character of the rfuX rj is to

judge the moral habits and dispositions of a human being. Before the time of Plato's

writing there is some precedence that the term ' op.tti' (arete) could be applied to a wide

variety of non-human or inanimate objects. For example, in Herodotus horses and fields

can be recognized as having or lackìng 'op.tti'.'* And in the Republic Plato discusses

' Øutú' in reference to both non-moral excellences of humans as well as to their moral

excellences.'e Th" inclusivity of the range of application of ' &pet'rj'is significant for

reasons I will show in a moment. Yet, despite the possible range of meaning of the term I

suggest that Socrates'use of the superlative 'BeÀt ío'uq' at 29E signifies that the sort of

comparison that he is wishing to make between souls is in reference to their moral habits

or states.

Referring to the texts I quoted above, \rye are now able to see the significance of

the change in Socrates' terminology. The above observation, that to judge the moral

character is to judge someone's moral habits, finds textual support in the way that

Socrates switches the superlative terms he employs. Socrates had before himself the

availability of three different common superlatives for the adjective 'tl,o0 <ís', namely,

ttcf., Hdts. 3.88.
tecf., Pl. Rep.355B.
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'cÍproros', 'rcp rÍ'rto'uoç', and 'Be)"río'c,oç' , each of which mean 'best'. The first,

'áplo'uos', is the preferred term in Attic Greek for the generic usage. The second form of

the superlative, 'rcp únoroç' usually refers to plqtsi¿al superiority, while the third,

'pe),ríoroç', more often denotes the moral quality of a thing.20 Socrates' selection of

this last term at 298 will be shown to be consistent with observations in the next section

of this chapter where we will look at Socrates' indirect references to the soul.

This initial observation even now leads us to infer ourJirst main conclusion about

Socrates'understanding of the features of the soul. Socrates speaks about the soul as

though it were the agent which performs moral actions and the subject which is modified

by states of varying degrees of moral excellence. Along with this, Socrates seems to

claim the soul is capable of moral improvement. Just as money and reputation are objects

acquired through the deliberate action or inaction of human beings, so too the moral

quality of one's soul is capable of being achieved in greater or lesser degrees by human

effort (3048). in Socrates' description of the soul thus far a virtue appears as a habit or

disposition of the soul.

A second conclusion that we are able to draw from the first two direct references

is the soul's ability to bring about not only moral goods dealt with above, but also non-

moral (or pre-moral) goods. In this sense I want to show that although Socrates is

specifically emphasizing the moral aspect of the soul's op.t4 we should also understand

that the soul has arete in a non-moral sense as well. At this point it is significant to recall

Socrates' change of terminology already pointed out in his description of the soul from

20see I.S/ s.v. rcpøtep oq I.l and the comments made in Pierre Chantriane's Dictionnaire
Etymologique de la Langue Grecque: histoire des mols, Volume l, (Paris: Editions Klincksieck, 1983), s.v.

BeÀrep ós.
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the use of 'pe.i"r íorr¡' at 298 to ' tip íov1' at 308. This change in terminology from the

moral to the more generic superlative, I believe, is intended to signify the broad range of

the kinds of activities that can be modified by the arete of the soul. Thus, for example,

when Socrates repofts the content of his message to his Athenian townsfolk, he exhorts

them to recognize the broad nature of human arete and its range of possible benefits that

include the acquisition of wealth. He reminds them: not from money does virrue come

"but from virtue comes money and all of the other goods for human beings" (308).

Socrates' mention of arete in the above text is in relation to its causal function. Arete in

the soul is able to produce money and also "all of the other goods." The soul that

performs íts operations and activities well, whatever those activities may be, is said to

have excellence.

Hence, from both Socrates' change in terminology and from his own explanation

of the range of human excellence in the modification of the soul's activities, I think it is

clear that he is emphasizing the dual function of arete within the soul. On the one hand

he is emphasizing the moral function of arete and with it the role of the üuX í as the

agent of moral action, and the subject which is modifred by moral excellence. In addition

Socrates is including the non-moral function of arete and with it the role of the rþuX rj as

the agent of non-moral action, and the subject modified by non-moral skills.2r Socrates is

making the point that every object that is fitting or good for a human is brought into being

''Whut is the difference between a moral and a non-moral good? We will have to wait for a mere
precise explanation of Socrates' understanding of moral virtue when we look at the Phaedo and the

Republic in Chapter's Four and Five. Perhaps at this pornt in Socrates' descrìption of the soul and the
distinction between the moral and non-moral aspects of virfue we could think, for instance, of the craftsmen
that Socrates visited in his early investigations of the oracle's meaning. Socrates ascribed to them skill or
sophia, because they knew how to make their productions well (cf. Ap.22DE). But working well with your
hands and having virtue insofar as one is a craftsman doesn't mean that they have yet been able to attain the
sort of excellence Socrates is emphasising. While a craftsman could have virh¡e from rvhich comes money
(3048) he may not have the kind of moral virfue that one who cares for attaining wisdom and truth rvould
strive to attain (29DE).
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as the result of the soul's possessing arete. Therefore, the second conclusion we can

draw is that the soul is operative not only in moral functions, but also in non-rnoral

functions of human actrvity.22 This usage of 'arete'is broader than the meaning

normally applied to the English 'virh.le', and as such, Socrates' teaching on the soul at

this point may be apuzzlingfeature of the Apology for English readers.23

Returning to the main thread of the discussion, let us turn now to the third direct

reference to the soul, which comes at 40C. Having received the death sentence from the

jurors Socrates takes a few moments to speak directly to his judges. After speaking to

those who voted for his death in the form of a prophetic oration, Socrates makes an

address to the remaining jurors. In this discourse (398-41E) Socrates tries to convince

22As 
a brief digression, it may be helpful to highlight in general terms how Socrates' use of the Greek

word'arete' is different from the meaning of the English term 'virtue'. Although the Greek idea of arete is
similar and includes much of the English notion of 'virrue', there is enough dissimilanty to warrant a few
cornrnents on the difference and the difficulty of translating the idea Socrates is communicating. Our
English 'virtue' comes immediately from the Old French 'verfu' , and originally from the LaTin 'virtus'
which is the lexical equivalent to the Greek 'ørete' . In many instances throughout classical literature
'arete'can legitimately be translated either as'manliness' or'excellence'or even'goodness'. Liddel and

Scott trace the earliest etymological origins of arete to ó Aprls - the name for the Greek god of war and

destruction and Roman equivalent to Mars. The oldest literary record of 'arete' that I am aware of is given
in Homer, and in the lliad'arete'denotes the qualities of manhood such as bravery in war and valor (Cf.
Hom. .I/. 9.a98; 20.41 1).

In Guth¡ie's view the non-moral sense of arele was common before the moral application of the term
was used. The basic or first meaning of arete points to the Greek idea that each thing has a specific
function to perform and that the arete of a thing is its proper state, or the condition in which it is best suited
to perform ìts own function. Guthrie claims that it is in Plato's Republic that the specifically moral sense of
arete'vlas given its fìrst clearly articulated expression: "He [Socrates] begins by repeating the point that
everything has its proper ergon. Examples are tools, eyes, and ears. Therefore everything has its proper
arete deftned as the condition in rvhich it can best perform iLs ergon, which you may call government or
deliberation or any'thing else, or describe more simply and indisputably as rational living. Whatever the
function be, it existence carìrot be questioned. There must therefore be an arete oÍ best state of the soul,
given which it will perform that function successfully. It is this arete whìch we mean by justice. Hence the
just man is living in the fullest and best way, and cannot fail to be happy as well as good" (109). See

W.K.C. Guth¡ie's, The Greek Philosophers: From Thales to Aristotle, (New York: Harper & Row
Publishers, I960).

23The evolution of 'virfue' and its cognate terms in European intellectual history has come about
in great measure as the consequence of the displacement of classical and medieval political thought in
favour of modern political philosophy beginning with Machiavelli. A study of the novel rvay that 'virtu'
was reconfigured by Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) in The Prince is an illuminating example of this
phenomenon, and especially noteworthy are chapters 6 and 15. See Harvey Mansñeld's Machiavelli's
Virtue, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996) for a detailed analysis of Machiavelli's use of 'vit'tu'.
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the men that what has occurred in the events of the day has been good, and further, that

they have reason to believe that death itself is something good. in the frrst instance, he

says, the sign of the god always opposes him rvhen he is about to do something

incorrectly (40'A.) - and the god did not oppose his coming to the trial or how he

conducted his defence. In the second instance, Socrates gives an argument to support the

claim that one should have a great hope that death is good (40C). He states his argument

in the form of a disjunction. It is at this place that we find the fìnal direct reference to the

soul:

The state of being dead is either of two things. For either it is like not existing and
the dead man perceives nothing; or else, according to the things spoken, a certain
change happens and a migration of the soul (¡reto írcqors t n üuX fl from the
place here to another place. 40C

In Socrates' view both of these alternatives would be good options. 'o Th" first entails the

extinction of the soul but would be, at the least, no more unpleasant than the night spent

in the deepest sleep (40D). The second alternative, on the other hand, would bring with it

inconceivable happiness, since it would afford the opportunity for Socrates to associate

with and examine men such as the great poets and warriors of antiquity (alA). These

texts both affirm the fact that Socrates does not know whether the soul will go on existing

after death, and suggests, further, an interesting feature of the soul.

For although he does not claim to know whether the soul will migrate to another

place after death, Socrates does think that if it does survive bodily death then the soul

would have more or less the features that it currently has now (other than, perhaps,

anirnating the body). As a living and waking person is capable of carrying on rational

toAs an aside, Socrates does not say that he has knorvledge that these are the only two possibilities
facing a human being, any iess than he claims to know which of the two alternatives is more probable
(41C).
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conversation, so too would the soul that has migrated to another place be able to hold

discourse with great men of old. ln the text quoted above, at 40C, where Socrates says

"...pqòevoç éXeiv ròv teOve CJra..." i have rendered this as "the dead perceive

nothing". What exactly 'fietv' (to have, to hold) refers to is not spelled out, but the

general sense of the passage is intelligible. On the one hand, if the dead are nothing then

they have no awareness whatsoever. The pleasantness of the sleep experienced during

death that Socrates does refer to is spoken of only figuratively and as a way of expressing

how we now should evaluate our lack of existence then (should the soul not migtate after

death). On the other hand, if the soul does survive then it will have consciousness and,

we may reasonably add, any other t5pes of intellectual awareness that Socrates will make

mention of in his indirect statements about the soul.

In sum, from the foregoing discussion I have drawn three main conclusions about

Socrates'view of the soul from our observations of 29E, 308 and 40C. First, the soul is

the part of us that govems moral and non-moral action. The soul is the part of a human

that carries out the activity or operation of willing. Second, the soul is capable of

improvement and acquiring arete. Specifically, the soul can possess excellence in

relation to its ability to bring about both moral and non-moral goods. Third, the soul

appears to be the part of a human that we customarily identify with waking

consciousness. In this we saw that it is the soul that carries out the activity of self-

reflective thought. In addition to these features of the soul we also noted the fact that

Socrates clearly disavows having any knowledge of whether the soul will continue after

death.
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2.2Three significant indirect references to the üuXi

Building from what has been learned about the soul in the direct references discussed

above we can now attempt to identify features of the soul from a study of instances where

the soul is referred to only indirectly, that is, without the tenn 'üuX i' itself being used.

From all of the indirect references to the soul found in the Apology I have chosen three

that each shed light on features of the soul we have already looked at above. From the

first indirect text (218) i argue that the feature of the soul as the acting agent is given

further elaboration. As I shall make clear, the person is that which apprehends and

evaluates. In the second (278-298), we again find the moral aspect of the soul

emphasized. In the third text and final line of the dialogue (42A), Socrates reaffirms his

belief that he is unable to tell if the soul can or cannot survive bodily death. In each of

these texts I try fìrst to show that an indirect reference to the ùuX ri is actually being

made. After this is shown I summarize what features of the soul are given by the indirect

references.

The first significant indirect reference to the üuX í that I will look at comes at

218. Here Socrates recalls how his initial reaction to the Delphic oracle was perplexity,

as he explained to the jury:

Now consider the reason why I say these things. I am about to teach you where
the slander against me has come from. For when I heard these things, I considered
them in this way: "Whatever is the god saying, and what riddle is he posing? For 1
indeed am aware of myselfbeing wise neither much nor little...." (éTr) y dp ôi
orne ¡rryo owe oprKpòv oúvorôa é¡taurQ oo$òs <i3v'). (emphasis added)

It is clear from the above that Socrates is bringing to rnind a previous reflection that he

had about his own wisdom or skill. Given that we have already identified the soul as that

which carries out selÊreflective thought (by Socrates' explicit reference to the 'rþuX rj' at
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40C) I think we may proceed with our exploration of this text confident that at2IB

Socrates is acfually making an indirect reference to the üuX 4 In this text we find again

that the soul is affirmed as the acting agent rvhich performs the operation of self-

reflecting thinking. Of greater interest, perhaps, is that tlrree features of human agency

can be recognized above.

First, we may call the agent the knowing subject because it is that which

apprehends and evaluates. To explain what I mean by this feature of human agency I

wish to draw attention to Socrates' use of the first person intensive singular pronoun

' 4 ò' (I) in the above passage. In this text it is the ' ey ò' that is the agent performing the

activity of knowing, that is to say, the activity of being aware of itself. It is the "I" that

turns its attention to the objects of cognition. This '4 ò', or the knowing subject, is on

the one hand the locus of intellectual perception because it is this "I" that is capable of

awareness of the presence or absence of skill or wisdom. In addition the knowing subject

is the locus ofjudgment because it is this "l" that is capable of evaluation of the degree of

skill or wisdorn that is present or absent.

Second, we may call the agent here the object lvtown, the object which the

knowing subject is aware of. To explain this feature of human personality we have also

to mention the significance of Socrates' usage of the other first person singular pronoun

'qraurQ' ('I' or'myselfl). Note that the tenn 'qraut Q at2lB is predicated by'oo$òs

óv' . The ' É¡røut <i/ in the above context has predicated of it the arete-term 'ooþ òs' in

the same way that 'rþu1i' at29E has predicated of it The arete-terms 'BeÀtíotq' and
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' &píorq'.2t Fo, the purposes of my present argument it makes no difference whether we

interpret Socrates in the passage at2lB to be disclairning his sophía in relation to moral

virtue or practicat skill. We already saw that Socrates thinks areÍe c,anbe applied to the

üuXri in both the moral and non-moral senses of qrete.

But rvhat is the relationship here between the knorving subject and the object

known? I think it is impossible at this point to give anything but a crude explanation of

the relationship between these two features of the human person, because Socrates does

not directly elaborate on this within the text. As a preliminary claim, however, it seems

that one of the objects of the soul's cognition is itself. In other words, the rfuX4 as the

acting agent can at one and at the same time be the subject and object of thought, that is,

the agent that perceives and evaluates itself.

Third, the agent is also the locus of memory and performs the activity of

remembering. Although Socrates does not provide any elaboration here, it would also be

correct to identify the "l" or the knowing subject of the above text with the locus of

human memory. When Socrates brings to mind a former opinion that he had, he refers to

this past opinion as though there was continuity between the agent who had the opinion

then and the one recalling the opinion now. It appears as though the relation between the

former "I" and the present knowing subject is mediated through time by recollection or

memory.

Although there is more that could be explored in this text, it is enough to notice

that by the first indirect reference to the soul we have been able to discem th¡ee distinct

features of the soul or of the acting agent: it is that which perceives and evaluates objects

25 By calling these words 'arete-terms'I am simply pointing to the fact that Socrates' usage of
'ooS òs ', 'BeÀt íotq ' , and ' ap íotq ' is for the purpose of drawing attention to particular aspects of the

excellence of the rf uX 4
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of thought, it is able to be itself an object of its own conscious thought, and it is capable

of memory, and therefore continuity over time. From this point on I wiil sometimes refer

to these features of the soul as r.vhat together makes up the activities of an agent or a

person's consciousness.

A second significant indirect reference to the soul comes between 278 and 298.

Immediately prior to this text Socrates had just finishecl a rebuttal of Melelus' verbal

accusation of atheism that was added to the fonnal charges in the heat of the trial. After

his summary dismissal of the charge, Socrates turns to give a positive explanation of the

sort of pursuit that he has engaged in throughout his whole life that has now finally

culminated in the possibility of execution. Specifically, Socrates proposes to answer the

hypothetical charge that his philosophical way of questioning people throughout the city

has, in the end, proved a shameful occupation.

Socrates replies to this hypothetical suggestion by comparing his own deeds to

those of Achilles'. Socrates reminds his listeners that the Homeric hero despised danger

rather than "endure anything shameful (t ò u ioXp óv r f " (28C). In fact, Socrates claims

that his whole life has been guided by the same principle that led Achilles to face death

willingly, and take no heed of his mother's prophetic warning that if he should return to

the battle and kill Hector he would himself be killed.26 Like Achilles, Socrates has

always shown bravery in his military duties, and he cites his service at three Athenian

battles as evidence of this fact.2] Even more than his civic responsibilities, Socrates

tu"Then in turn Thetis spoke to him, letting the tears fall:/'Then I must lose you soon, my child, by
what you are saying,/since it is decreed your death must come soon after Hektor's.'/Then deeply disturbed
Achilleus of the swift feet answered her:/'I must die soon, then; since I was not to stand by my
companion/when he was killed. And now, far away from the land of his fathers,/ he has perished, and

lacked my fighting strength to defend him..."' Hom. ,I/.,18.94-100. Trans. Richmond Lattimore, (Chicago:
IJniversity of Chicago Press, 1961).

27The battles were at Potidaea (430 BC), Delium (424) and Amphipolis Ø2Ð @f.28E) during the
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discloses that the god at Delphi laid upon him the duty to live as a philosopher,

examining himself and others (288).28 The basic principle that Socrates is illustrating by

his recollections of the Greek hero and his own conduct before the jury is a moral point.

Socrates'reply to the anticipated criticism amounts to a rebuke against the jury for

committing a circumstantial ad hominent. In effect, Socrates argues: whether I do or do

not face death because of the principles that have governed my action is irrelevant to the

merit of the arguments that underlie those principles of action. The jury's attack, Socrates

concludes, would be misguided. They are finding fault with Lhe condition of Socrates'

circumstance as opposed to the arguments that led him to act the way he did.2e Instead, a

noble person should not take into account the danger of dying, but "whether his actions

are just or unjust, and the deed of a good man or a bad" (288).

Continuing a few lines further in the present narrative, Socrates goes on to explain

which characteristics make him unique among human beings. After announcing that to

fear death is, in fact, to appear wise in a matter where one is not (294), Socrates names

Pelopennesian war against Sparta. Elsewhere Socrates is reported to have fought courageously in battle,
being acclaimed for never turning his back during retreat. Cî. Sym.220D and Lach. 7898.

"Giu"n the recent political and military history of the Athenian people, such a comment by
Socrates (that he spent his life philosophizing and championing the veracity of the oracle) might possibly
be ironic. Socrates would have been awa¡e what an outrageous claim he was making, given the fact that
the oracle had such a poor standing among hisjudges. The political influence ofthe oracle reached its
height in the 6ù century, but by 399 the Delphic Oracle was already in disrepute in the Greek world, and

especially among Athenians. There are various reasons for the cause of its decline. One significant factor
seems to have been its inability to provide good counsel in matters of state. For instance, on the eve of war
with Xerxes the Athenians went to the Oracle at Delphi for war-counsel and were effectively told to
surrender themselves to the Persians (cf. Hdt. Vii. 140). Then, nearer to the memory of Socrates'Athenian
judges, throughout the Pelopermesian War between Athens and Sparta (431-4048.C.) the oracle had shown
gross partiality to the Lacedaemonians (cf. Thuc. I. 118). From this point on, the authority of the oracle in
public matters declines. For a good study of the decline and fall of the significance of the Oracle at Delphi
in Greek political life in the classical period see T. Dempsey's The Delphic Oracle: its early history,
influence and fall, (New York: Benjamin Blom, Inc., 1972), especially chapter 6. See also Burnet's
conrments on Socrates' reference to the oracle, ibid., p.241 .

2eThe mistake made in a circumstantial form of the ad hominem fallacy is in the logical irrelevance
of the connection between the opinion held and the perceived circumstances of the person holding the
opinion. For further discussion of this fallacy see Irvin M. Copi and Carl Cohen's Introduction to Logic,
1Oth edition, (Upper Saddle fuver, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1998), 168.
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two characteristics that distinguish him from other people.3O The first thing is that he

does not think he knows sufficiently about matters pertaining to the after-life.3l He

knows is that it is bad and shameful " örr rarc òv rcc¿ ì a ioXp óv óorlv", to do injustice and

disobey one's betters. From this he infers that, "compared to the bad things which I

know are bad, I will never fear or flee the things about which I do not larow whether they

even happen to be good" (298). The second characteristic that makes him unique or

outstanding is that given his present lack of knowledge on this point and the necessity to

make a decision to obey or disobey his understanding of the god's injunction, he believes

the former to be justifìed against the latter course of action. He says that it is shameful

(s ioXp óv rbrrv) for a person to do what is unjust and that a noble human being takes

care to do just things (ò írara). We may also note the fact that it is immediately

following the above description we find Socrates' direct references to the üuX í at29E

where he tells the Athenians that they are to "care that their souls be the best." Hence,

when Socrates told them to care for their souls we can now recognize that he has been

previously emphasizing the care of their moral habits and dispositions.

The point of the above comments is to illustrate how Socrates believes the

philosophical way of life to be noble regardless of the unfavourable personal

consequences that may fall upon him. Socrates lists his own actions (along side those of

Achilles) as examples of deeds motivated by moral considerations. The texts of the

30"But I, men, perhaps here am distinguished fronr the many human beings also in this way, and if
I was going say that I am wiser it would be this: that not sufficiently knowing about the things in Hades, so

also I recognize that I do not know. But I do know that it is bad and shameful to do injustice and to disobey
one's better, in respect to a god or human being" (298). Socrates has sometimes been represented to claim
ignorance about all things except his own ignorance within the Apology as for example by Allan Bloom in
his Love and Friendshþ, (New York: Simon and Schuster, 7993), 431-432. I do not think that Socrates
presents himself as "prince of the sceptics" - as Bloom believes - even in his ironic moments in this
dialogue. As in the above, Socrates enumerates two items of moral knowledge that he claims to know.

3lAs 
a note, here again Socrates is emphasizing the fact that he does not known what happens to a

person after bodily death and by implication whether or not the soul is immortal.
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second indirect references contribute to our understanding ofthe concept ofthe soul by

re-emphasizingthe specifically moral dimension of the ùuXi and its activities. The soul

is the part of us that governs moral action. And further, the care for cultivating good

moral dispositions and habitual action is judged by Socrates to be something central to

the care and welfare of the soul.

The third indirect reference to the soul conf,irms the fact that Socrates does not

know whether the soul will survive bodily death. In his final words to the Athenians

Socrates underscores again the fact that he does not know what will happen to himself

after he drinks the poison.

But already it is time to go away: for me to die, and for you to be with the living.
But whichever of us ìs going to better things is unclear to all (ctòqÀov navtì)
except to the god. 42A

Although Socrates had disavowed knowledge of personal immortality in the dialogue,

here he does not discount its logical possibility. We will pick up this point again in

Chapter Four when we look at Socrates' positive reasons for believing in the immortality

of the soul in the Phaedo. (Also of note is that in Socrates' present discussion with the

Athenians he speaks as though his conception of the soul is uncontroversial among his

listeners. Socrates does not provide anything like a defence of his views on the soul in

lhe Apology like he will in the Phaedo. What he does recognize as a difficult and

controversial matter, however, is whether the soul is able to survive death and - to

introduce a distinction that he will raise in the Phaedo - whether it is the sort of thing that

is everlasting).

In sum, there are two main features about the soul that we can derive from

Socrates' indirect references to the üuX ti at 27F,278-298, and 42A. First, I identifìed
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that the VuXiis the agent or the person. Under this heading a number of features of the

soul were brought to light: the soul is agent rvhich perceives and evaluates, it is itself an

object of thought, and memory is that aspect of person which mediates the knowing

subject with the experience of continuity over time. Second, Socrates' self-description

within 278-29F sheds further light on the soul as the seat of the ntoral character of the

üuXíthat is referred to directly al29E. In the course of Socrates'defence of his own

behaviour we saw that he recommends himself (as Achilles) as a moral example for the

Athenians to follow. Socrates' explicit discussion of the soul that came at 29Bbegan

only after having already established the moral capacities of human beings to act

according to the deeds of a good man or a bad ( avôp òs øyaOo Û ëpyo ti rcarco Û).

2.3 Conclusion: summary of findings

We are ready to provide a summary of the findings that we have gathered through the

course of our investigation of the Apology. At the beginning of this chapter we made the

claim that Socrates' exhortation to "care for the soul" seems a central teaching of the

character Socrates, at least within the limits of the Apology. However, in this dialogue

Socrates disavows knowledge of personal immortality - a doctrine that figures

prominently in the Phaedo. Socrates' withholding ofjudgment regarding this aspect of

the soul led us to a more careful consideration of what sort of soul Socrates actually had

in mind within the Apology. From the foregoing discussion a number of features of the

soul emerg..3' B"1o* I summarize these features relating them explicitly to the four-fold

32^.--There is an additional aspect ofthe soul given according to the character Socrates is given in
terms of a negative judgment. As we noted, in his last speech to the jurors Socrates makes evident that he

does not have knowledge whether the rþuX 11 is capable of surviving after bodily death (40C). We noted too

how Socrates is equally unwilling to say that migration of the soul (peto írcr¡ors r R VUX 1) is a logical
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strucfure of a concept of the soul that I set out rvithin the introductory chapter.

Most importantly, the rþuX rl is essentially the acting agent or person. That the

(perceiving, evaluating, recollecting) acting agent is the essential nature of the soul is

because it is the acting agent to whìch all feafures of the soul are attributed. I identifred

the ' èy ò' and ' Ë¡raur Ç at 2lB',vith the direct reference to the 'üuX i' at 298. Three

features have been identified as what is included in the person's consciousness:

perception, evaluation, and recollection. The conscious human person is both the

knowing subject and object of its own thought. It is the soul, as the person and seat of

consciousness, which both perceives and evaluates rational thought, perceiving and

evaluating objects in the world and as well as within its own consciousness. The soul

performs the operation of thinking and remembering that mediates the experience of the

soul, which allows for continuity of the awareness of the soul over time.

We may briefly elaborate here that that the activity of self-conscious evaluation,

in tum, seems to imply the ability of deliberation, and on this basis the person may be

said to perfonn the activity of willing.33 W" saw how Socrates' explicit discussion of the

üuXri at29E began only after first describing the moral capacities of human action.

People are capable to act either according to the deeds of a good man or a bad ( avòp òs

øyaOoû ëpyo nxøxoû). The deeds of the bad man are evaluated by Socrates as

shameful (a ioXp óv). On the other hand, the deeds of a good man are just (ò írcara)

impossibility. He disavows knowledge of this aspect of the nature of the soul, but instead exhorts his
Iisteners on the type of response that he thinks fitting for a human being to make in the presence of such
ignorance.

33One implication of Socrates'comments is that to be self-conscious is to be freed - at least in part

- from merely instinctual action. If the {uX r¡ has the feature of selÊconsciousness then it also has a degree

offreethoughtoramoralwill. InthecourseofSocrates'otherdirectandindi¡ectdiscussionsoftherfuXr¡
he made clear that this deliberative aspect of personality is also identified as a feature of the soul and its
activities.



(288).

It is rvith this view of the soul in mind that Socrates was concerned that the

Athenians make their rþuX r] become both Be Àt íoti1 and op íotq. But what exactly does

it mean to make the soul the best it can be? This question leads to yet another feature of

the soul, which is that the soul is the agent performing not only moral activity but also

non-moral activity. Since the r[uX rl is the subject that is modified by moral and non

moral action, the rþuX i -uy have habits that are better or worse relative to its degree of

op.t í or excellence. In other words, to judge the excellence of a person's skill is to

judge the person's ape t rl in every respect as it relates to their üuX 4 Socrates'

description of çe t 11 includes both the moral and non-moral sense of the term, and it is

opeti which modifies both the moral and non-moral activities of the soul.

In addition to these features of the soul we made two other observations

significant for the remainder of our study. First was the fact that Socrates disassociated

himself from any claim to knowledge about the soul's immortality. Second, although

Socrates does offer argumentation for his conception of the value of the soul and that the

Athenians ought to pay more attention to the r[uX 11 he nowhere defends this conception

itself. In this sense Socrates acts more like a prophet than a teacher; he calls people back

to re-consider what he assumes they already know. Plato writes as though the soul that

Socrates refers to in the Apology is relatively familiar to his listeners, and it is for this

reason that we should view our findings on the soul with some circumspection. Although

we have compiled a list of features that clearly do emerge from the dialogue, we should

not take this list to be an exhaustive catalogue of the features of the soul that the character

Socrates' held. In the Apology explaining the features of the soul is not Socrates'main

30



concern. Nonetheless, with this cautionary note in mind, the exercise of studying

Socrates' view of the soul in the Apology will yet prove useful in providing a backdrop

against which we rvill distinguish part of the view of the soul in the Phaedo from the

whole view. The view of the soul presented in this Chapter will have much in common

with that presented in the next.

In the Apology the rþuX rj appears as what is best in humans. In Socrates' view, at

least, it is that part of human beings that deserves the most serious attention and concern;

for without such care, we should have no hope of attaining to anything resembling the

sort of existence Socrates held out to the Athenians as the best possible kind of life.

31



Chapter 3

The bøsic concept of the üuXi in the Phaedo

3.0 Introduction

In our examination of the Apology we concluded that for the character Socrates the soul

is conceived as the acting agent or person, which is the locus of self-consciousness. This

feature of the soul's nature makes possible the activities of intellecfual perception,

evaluation, and recollection over time. As well, it is the soul that perfonns the activíties

of moral as well as non-moral reasoning, and is the locus of moral and non-moral habits

and dispositions. In Socrates' estirnation it is that aspect of a human that demands the

most care and attention if we are to hope to attain a good and noble life. Furthennore, in

Chapter Two I noted how the view of the soul held by Socrates within the Apology

seemed relatively uncontroversial to his listeners, at least as might be compared to the

surprised reaction Socrates' presentation of the soul receives in the Phaedo. Socrates

offered little elaboration, and no defense for his understanding of the soul. What he was

far more concerned with in the Apology was to convince the Athenians of the exceptional

value of the soul, and to provide a reasoned justification for the þhilosophical) way of

life that followed from such a conception of the soul's value. We now note again how

none of the features attributed to the soul in the Apology by Socrates were seen by him as

entailing immortality.

In the Phaedo the situation is very different. We meet Socrates in his final hours

of life. He is among his closest comrades, and the conversation turns to an extended

discussion of the soul, the afterlife, and the implications these have on how a philosopher

ought to live. Here the character Socrates does afftrm a doctrine of the natural
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immortality of the individual human soul. The majority of the dialogue is a reported

discussion betrveen Socrates and his friends wherein Socrates labors to convince his

companions that the soul will continue to exist after the body dies, and in fact will never

cease to exist. Socrates tries to persuade his friends of this by clarifying certain features

that he believes belong to the soul and entail its undying nature. Later, in Chapter Four, I

will examine what those features are, and how Socrates uses them to argue for that

immortality. The goal of this present chapter, however, is to explicate the conception of

the soul held by the character Socrates in the Phaedo in so far as this can be done without

even mentioning those features that he believes imply the soul's immortality; that is to

say, my aim is to identify all features of the soul (whether they pertain to its nature,

activities, relation to the body, or acquired states) other than those which Socrates will

use to argue for immortality. As we shall see, this list of features shall include all those

mentioned in the Apology, plus some additional ones. The features of the soul that

emerge from investigation of this chapter are what I refer to as Socrates' basic concept of

the soul in the Phaedo.

The reason I want to get at this more basic idea of the soul is that in the absence

of the ability to identify the basic concept of the soul, we should be less capable of either

properly understanding or evaluating Socrates' arguments for immortality. The reason

for this is that Socrates' arguments are not, in fact, intended to prove the existence of the

immortal soul, but to prove that a particular set of features ought to be attached to the

concept of a human soul taken as existing. In other words, Socrates is not in the first

instance arguing that the soul exists, but that certainfeat¿¿res of soul exist. Further,

grasping the basíc concept allows us to clearly separate out the more from the less

JJ



controversial features of the soul that are presented by Socrates in the Phaedo. For the

purposes of evaluation it is helpful to be able to single out the features of the soul that

Socrates takes to be easily grasped, from those features that can be recognized only after

long and sustained argument.

The remainder of this chapter is divided into three parts. In the frrst part I will

briefly outline the structure of the dialogue as a whole. In the second part I will analyze

t"he Phaedo from the point of view of the basic concept of the soul. In this I draw

attention to texts that reinforce the earlier conception of the soul's nature as, among other

things, the locus of consciousness and moral habits discussed in Chapter Two. I provide

additional information about the soul, but generally exclude those featu¡es that Socrates

will identify as implying either the soul's pre-existence or post-existence. In the third

part I will summarize what I take Socrates' basic concept of the soul in lhe Phaedo to

consist in.
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3.1 Division of the subject matter of the text of the Phaedo

This division of the subject matter of the text is intended to provide a brief overview of

the contents of the dialogue. I will refer to this outline at various points throughout the

thesis and I have placed in bold font those sections of the text that I pay special attention

to in Chapter Four.

i. Introduction to the whole dialogue (574-6lC): Dramatic introduction and opening
conversation between Phaedo and Echecrates wherein the setting and some of the

themes are of the dialogue are introduced.

II. Main Body of the whole dialogue (61C-1154): Socrates attempts to prove to his
füends the reason for his belief that a philosopher should face death with cheer by
showing that the soul is such that it is immortal; Socrates will attempt to show that the
individual human soul retains both intelligence and capability after death; through the
course of his arguments a number of features of the soul come to light.

II.A. First Primary Section of the main body (61C-69E): Socrates makes clear why he is
cheerful in the face of death.
1. Socrates claims that kílling oneself is not allowed since humans belong to the

gods; This rule applies even to philosophers for whom death would bring great

benefits.
2. Socrates defends the position that the philosopher will not fear death; To pursue

wisdom requires the practice of purification (rcd0aporç) of the soul.

ILB. Second Primary Section of the main body (69E-80D): Three arguments to prove the

soul to be immortal ( o0 úvøroç).
1. First argument: Generation from opposites (70C-728).
2. Second argument: Learning as recollection (728-77D).

Brief Dramatic interlude: Socrates says that their desire for further argumentation is
based upon childishfears; they should seek out an enchanter to help to be rid them of
their fear of death (7 7 E-7 88).

3. Third argument: The soul has similarities to the Forms and to divinity
(788-80D).

II.C. Third Primary Section of the main body (80D-848): Socrates describes what
happens after death to the immortal souls of various types of people; those who
esteem injustice, those who lack virtue, those who have virrue but only through habit;
as well, The soul of the philosopher in the afterlife (80D-848) who has practiced
purifi cation (rc d0aporç) during life.

II.D. Fourth Primary Section of the main body (84C-1078): Cebes and Simmias raise
objections to the arguments for immortality; Socrates offers a series of replies to these
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objections.
1. Introduction: Socrates encourages Cebes and Simmias to express any doubts

about the arguments.
2. Main Body of the fourth primary section: Objections to the arguments for

immortality and Socrates' replies to them.
a. Objections (858-888)

i). Objections made by Simmias: the body is related to the soul as a

musical instrument is to its proper tuning; once the body (instrument)
is destroyed, so is the soul (the resulting effect of the properly tuned
instrument) also destroyed

ii). Objections made by Cebes: the body is to the soul as a cloak is to the
tailor who made it; Cebes asks Socrates to show not only that the soul

is immortal ( o0 cívøtoç), but also that it is everlasting
( ô'l óÀe0poç).

Brief Dramatic interlude: the discussíon is intenupted by Phaedo and
Echecrates; Echecrates expresses uncertainty as to which arguments are to be

believed, while Phaedo praises Socrates' skill as an educator even in his final
hours of life(88 C-89A).

b. Replies by Socrates to the objections (898-1074).
i). Introduction: Socrates gives a warning against ntisology, the mistrust

of argumentation; he begins his response by asking both if they agree

that learning is recollecting and that the soul pre-exists the body.
ii). Socrates replies to Simmias by refuting the view that the soul is a

rnaterial harmony.
iii). Socrates replies to Cebes by recounting his own intellectual

biography. First, he recounts how he came to understand the cause of
generation and decay not through the method of natural philosophy but
by an understanding of the Forms as the cause for why things are the
way they are. Second, Socrates gives his Fourth Argument: The
soul as the principle of life will not admit its opposite (1028-
1068), and for this reason is both immortal ( d0 dvatoç) and

everlasting ( av óÀe0poç).

3. Conclusion to the Fourth Primary Section (107 A-1078) in rvhich both Cebes and

Simmias agree with Socrates' position; Simmias admits to still having uneasiness

about the arguments.

II.E. Fifth Primary Section of the main body (107C-1154): Socrates again speaks about
what happens after death to the souls of various types of persons: to the incurably
wicked, the curably wicked, those who have lived an average life, the extremely
pious, and the philosophers.

III. Closing Dramatic Scene (l i 5A-1 184): Socrates makes preparations for his own
death and is given the poison by the jailor; Socrates emphasizes the distinction between
his real person, which they have been talking to, and the body which they will soon be
burying; Socrates dies.
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3.2 Features of the üuXí not used as the basis for arguments for immortality

Below I briefly examine each section of the five primary sections of the dialogue, as well

as the introduction and conclusion to the whole dialogue, looking at Socrates'

presentation of the soul where he discusses (among other things) features that he will not

explicitly use to show either the pre-existence or post-existence of the soul. I make

special reference to Socrates' explanation offeatures that are over and above those

already argued for in Chapter Two.

Introduction to the whole dialogue (57A-61C) and First primar section of the

main body (61C-698). We see in these sections a confirmation of much that was said

about the soul in the Apology. The character Socrates continues to hold the soul as the

locus of selÊconscious rational thought. It is the soul that is responsible for rational

inquiry, and it is the soul that is able to perceive reality. While separating out some of the

differences between the activities of the body and of the soul, Socrates asks Simmias:

Then what about the actual acquiring of knowledge? Is the body an obstacle when
one associates with it in the search for knowledge....Do you not think so? /I
certainly do, he said. /When then, he asked, does the soul grasp the truth? For
whenever it attempts to examine anything with the body, it is clearly deceived by
it./True. /ls it not in reasoning if anywhere that reality becomes clear to the soul?
65A-C34

In addition to giving conf,rrmation to the view held in the Apology (that it is the soul

which carries out the activity of rational thinking), in these sections of the dialogue

Socrates provides further clarification about the relationship between the soul and the

3oln thi, chapter and subsequent chapters I shall rely for quotations of the Phaedo on G.M.A.
Grube's translation. I shall make occasional amendments and translations of my own; these will be

signified by italicizing the Stephanus number. All references to the Greek, unless otherwise noted, are from
Burnet's text (JB).
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body. Although we had previously concluded in Chapter Two that the soul and body

were conceptually distinct from each other witliin the Apology, in the Phaedo Socrates

provides a more detailed description of what their relationship to each other is, in four

ways. He clarifies their relationship by contrasting their methods of inquiry, their highest

objects of inquiry, the degree of certainty their methods yield, and the objects desired by

them which give them pleasure.

First, Socrates distinguishes the soul from the body (o,ît*ø) by means of their

distinct methods through which they seek to grasp or perceive reality. The method by

which the soul itself examines reality is through logical reasoning. The method by rvhich

the soul examines through the senses of the body is one of empirical observation.

Second, the soul is distinct from the body in terms of its object of highest inquiry, or what

it seeks to gain insight or knowledge about. The soul seeks to grasp and attain

knowledge of intellectual and immaterial objects, such as the just (ô írcarov a tn ò), the

beautiful, and the good (65D). Where the highest objects of attention of the rfuX r¡ are

intelligible objects, the highest objects the soul can grasp through the o rlpa are material

objects only, and this in an unsatisfactory way.

This leads to a third difference. Socrates goes so far as to say that "men do not

fìnd any truth in sight or hearing" (658). The soul does not attain an accurate

understanding of things when it examines reality through the body. The results of the

soul's examination, on the other hand, when it is done in the proper manner and without

reference to the senses, are accurate. But what, exactly, is the cause of this error? There

are several, of which I will only mention one. Socrates says that the senses only provide

mediation for sensible objects. Being physical themselves, they camot perceive or
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mediate to the soul the essential or unchanging features of objects. K¡owledge of "what

is most true in things" is gained only through grasping the forms, which by their very

nature are intelligible (65D8).3s

Fourth, the objects of pleasure for the soul can be contrasted with those of the

body. While the soul desires to grasp the truth, the body desires material and sensual

pleasures such as food, sex, and the acquisition of frne clothing (64D). Socrates mentions

that it is these desires within human beings that cause war (presumably because material

goods are limited and tend to incite competition for resources) (66C). 36 He says that one

way philosophers can be identified as a group is by the fact that they desire the truth even

more than bodily pleasures (668). The objects of desire for the philosopher are not the

sort that change, but are permanent realities, and qualify as objects of knowledge (cf.

84A).

Second Primary Section of the main body (698-80D). It is within the second

primary section of the main body that we find three of Socrates' four arguments for

immortality. Not surprisingly, we find little in Socrates' descriptions in this section that

contributes to our understanding of the basic concept. Between 69E-80D Socrates argues

that the soul is a principle of life (7iE), that it perfonns the activity of learning as

recollecting (728), and that it is invisible and similar to the forms (804), features of the

35A r".ond reason the body is a cause of error is because its own maintenance (such as when it is sick)
requires that the soul turn its attention away from intellectual objects of cognition towards the care of the
body. And this leaves little time for contemplating the truth. A third reason is that the results of sense

experience are incapable of being properly interpreted without a further judgment by the intellect to
distinguish which are accurate from the inaccurate perceptions. This seems to be the point of Socrates'
cornments at 608-C where he says, "What a sûange thing that which men call pleasure seems to be, and
how astonishing the relation it has with what is thought to be the opposite, namely, painl A man cannot
have both at the same time. Yet if he pursues and catches the one, he is almost always bound to catch the
other also, like two creatures with one head."

36Throughou 
tthe Phaedo the cause of conflict within and among human beings is not due to a faulty

ordering between lhe parts of the soul, as in the Republic, but because of the disordered relationship
between the soul and the body.

39



soul which do not belong to the basic concept but which will be considered in the next

chapter.

Third Príntary Section of the maín body (80D-848). In this section Socrates turns

to the theme of the after-life and describes what happens to souls of people after death.

In his description of the after-life, however, we also learn a good measure about what

brings healing to the soul even in this life. And it is within this section that the theme of

the "care of the soul" is again revisited (on this point compare Phdo.92D and Ap.29DE),

but this time in fuller detail.

His discussion in this section of how to care for the soul begins with a few words

on the relationship of the soul to the body by contrasting their objects of cognition. This

time, however, Socrates includes a description of what he takes to be the moral,

epistemological, and metaphysical consequences of his views on the relationship of the

soul to the body. The soul of the philosopher that trains itself to be free fiom unnecessary

bodily desires undergoes a process of purification and illumination3T, whereas the soul

that remains attached to the physical becomes ignoble and eventually "nothing seems to

exist for it but the physical" (818). Moreover, the soul of the non-philosopher, through

its constant association with the physical, not only becomes fooled but even becomes

transformed, apparently, in its very nature:

[This sort of soul] is no doubt permeated by the physical, which constant
intercourse and association with the body, as well as considerable practice, has

caused to become ingrained in it....this bodily element is heavy, ponderous,
earthy and visible. Through it, such a soul has become heavy and is dragged back
to the visible region in fear of the unseen and of Hades. 81CD

By constantly fixing its attention and desires upon physical things Socrates appears to

3?By purification I am referring to the limìting of unnecessary desire and the education of the moral
habits of a person. Illumination is what results f¡om the method of purification, which I will discuss in
greater detail in section 4.3 of the next chapter.



make the claim that the soul itself may take on materiality. It is not altogether clear how

much of Socrates' language on this metaphysical point is frgurative and how much

literal,3s but the moral point is clear enough. The soul, figuratively speaking, takes on a

material nafure the more it unnecessarily associates with the desires of the body. Casting

his comments in the religious terminology of the Orphics he says that those who serve the

desires of the body and seek its pleasures, coming to believe that nothing save the

material exists, become impure. Their nature is rightly called "material" because such

people disregard the care proper or fitting to an immortal soul. Acting as though their

soul's nature were merely material, and had only material desires to attend to, leads to

disastrous mo¡al consequences. Habitual servitude to the senses, Socrates argues, leads

to such moral vices as gluttony, violence, and drunkenness (81E).

The point to be noted in the above is that materialism has moral consequences for

the soul. Before proceeding further, I should say that by materialism I mean the

dogmatic or unquestionable belief that the human soul can have no knowledge of

immaterial objects of cognition. Socrates argues that when "nothing seems to exist [for

the soull but for the physical" - so that the soul hates and fears and avoids the intelligible

(818) - there are detrimental moral implications and practical consequences which

inevitably follow. In contrast, the philosopher seeks to know immaterial objects, and

"Both the epistemological and moral consequences are more clearly presented than the metaphysical
consequences. It seems that the materiality of the soul and its becoming "heary, ponderous, earthly and

visible" (8lC) would be meant as an image given Socrates'prior descriptions of the invisibility of the soul
at 788ff. However, the fact that Socrates then goes on to use his description of the'material soul' as a

basis for accounting for reported sightings of ghosts (8 1D) might temper our willingness to interpret his
cornments as being wholly figurative language. Hackforth takes the 'spatialist' language about the soul as

purely metaphorical, whereas Robinson assigns more weight to such texts and argues that "all the

metaphorical language is remarkable for its internal consistency and coherence, and I suggest a particular
view of the soul, if only an unconscious one, underlines it. For the sake of a word, we may call it
'ectoplasm theory. "' CC. TMR,3 l. For my part, I agree with Hackforth in arguing that we should take
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gradually gains separation (i.e. independence) from the body by the practice of

purifìcation or lcatharis. Purification is the true means to care for the soul and is

something which I shall say more about the practice of katharsis in Chapter Four.

Fourth primary section of the main b,ody (S4C-l078). In this section Cebes and

Simmias raise objections to Socrates' arguments for immortality, and Socrates offers a

series of replies to these objections. In the discussion that follows we learn nearly as

much about what Socrates does not believe about the soul (e.g. that the soul cannot be a

harmony resulting from material elements of the body [924-954]) as what he does

believe about the soul. In his reply to Cebes Socrates recounts how he came to hold the

Forms as causes (100D) and gives a proof to show that the soul is not only immortal

( o0 dvøroç) but also indestructible ( av ói,e 0poq) (106D).

I think that the most interesting features about the soul in this section, in terms of

the basic concept of the soul, are made known in Socrates' comments about misology

and his role as educator. At one point the reporled dialogue breaks off while Phaedo and

Echecrates comment on the seemingly hopeless state of the argument up to that point.3e

Echecrates relates how Socrates had earlier made such convincing prooß about the soul's

irnmortality, only to have these countered by other arguments that were as convincing as

the first. How to decide which arguments are sound? (88D)

Phaedo responds to Echecrates' observations with a moving tribute to Socrates,

highlighting his ability to understand the individual souls of his füends and to speak to

them in away suitable to their particular characters and dispositions. He says:

I have certainly often admired Socrates, Echecrates, but never more than on this

3eBurnet conjectures that the significance ofthis break in the reported dialogue form is that it returns us

to our original characters and setting of the dialogue. Plato uses this dramatic interlude to show us that the
"current Pythagorean views about the soul are inadequate and that we must go deeper" -¡8, note 8 8C 1 .
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occasion. That he had a reply was perhaps not strange. What I wondered at most
in him was the pleasant, kind and admiring way he received the young men's
argument, and how sharply he was awaÍe of the effect the discussion had on us,

and then how well he healed ( c,f e ¡ tfroC iúøarc) our distress and, as it rvere,

recalled us from our flight and defeat and turned us around to join him in the
examination of their argument. 888-894

Socrates' skill as educator is brought to light. As educator he is able to both heal their

distress, and turn their attention back to the argument at hand. Here we see Socrates as

educator, but in viewing him as such we also learn something about the soul which is in

need of education. The healing and turning around of his friends' souls was done through

both the words and actions of Socrates. How exactly does he educate, and what does this

tell us about Socrates' view of the human soul?

Foremost, Socrates warns his fi:iends not to be misologues, or haters of rational

discourse. As having one's own tnrst broken by a number of people can lead to a

generalized mistrust of all people, so too can having one's trust in the truth of the

conclusions of particular arguments lead to a generalized mistrust of all argumentation as

such (90D). This experience of having the conclusions of arguments that one believes

turn out to be false says nothing about argumentation, and it says nothing about the

trustworthiness of reasoning in its ability to make truth and knowledge of reality come

clearer to the soul (cf. 90E). Rather, it shows forth the lack of skill of the person

himself. Socrates' advice is the following: take courage in persevering in the desire for

attaining soundness, and view the value of argumentation as that by means of rvhich one

may know the truth (not for its ability to defeat or win the approval of one's opponents

[914]). After giving this advise Socrates then patiently returns to their objections and

reviews what had been established and agreed upon between them (9lDff.).
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In short, through both word and deed Socrates reveals himself as educator and jn

so doing gives further insight into the concept of the soul without mentioning features

pertaining to immortality. Form and content match perfectly in the patient example of

Socrates the teacher. Having his own example of kindness towards his friends and the

courage to meet their objections, correspond to his direct instruction related to the

questions raised reveals that two distinct aspects of the human soul need to be appealed to

if education is to be successful in its aims. By his arguments, Socrates shows that the

educator must appeal to the reasoning part of the soul; by his own example we see that

the educator must also appeal to the imitative facet of the soul. Unforfunately, Socrates

does not speak in any detail about this facet of human nature here. What aspect of the

soul does Socrates think is involved in imitation? How exactly is it that dispositions and

habitual ways of acting are acquired through copying the example of others? Socrates

does have more to say about these things in the fourth book of the Republic, but for now

we may conclude from the above the following: the soul's dispositions, or acquired habits

of moral action and feeling, are formed for good or ill by both the instruction and

example of others.

In addition to Socrates' comments on misology and his example as educator we

fìnd confirmation of the feature of the soul as the seat of the moral habits and dispositions

confirmed in yet another text. In the course of mounting an argument to show that the

soul shouldn't be thought of as a kind of bodily harmony, Socrates appeals to Simmias by

asking:

Come indeed, by Zeus, he said. One soul is said to have intelligence and

excellence (vo ûv 've foetv r<ø í upe r r1v) and to be noble, another to both have
folly and wickedness and to be base. Are those things truly said? lThey are

rightly said. 938-C
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Here again I draw attention only to an obvious point. In this text Socrates appears to hold

the soul to be the part of the human being that can be evaluated in moral terms. In other

words, the soul is the locus of the moral habits and dispositíons of a person.

Fifth primary section (l07C-I I 5A) and Closing dramatic scene of the dialogue

(l I5A-l I8A). In these sections Socrates again speaks about what happens to the souls of

various persons after death; as well, we find Plato's description of the frnal moments and

death of Socrates by hemlock. In these sections once again the moral dimension of the

human is underscored. Also, Socrates emphasizes that his real self, that is, his soul will

not any longer be present within his body after he has died. For this reason his füends

ought not to grieve at seeing his body either burned or buried (1 158). Socrates displays

in these words to Cebes his belief that the soul is what animates and gives life to the

body. But as this feature of the soul is used explicitly as the basis for proving

immortality, we will not make use of Socrates' comments here as relevant to

understanding the basic concept.

3.4 Conclusion: Statement of the basic concept of the soul rpuXri

The goal of this chapter has been to describe the concept of the soul in the Phaedo from

an examination of those texts where Socrates discusses aspects of the soul which he does

not regard as entailing the soul's immortality. We have seen that the view of the üuXi

expressed within the Phaedo is in essential agreement with the view of the soul that was

articulated by Socrates in the Apology. The most signif,rcant diffe¡ences lie in the

clarifications that were made with regards to the relationship of the activities of the soul
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to the body, and in the moral, episternological, and (figuratively speaking) metaphysical

implícations that the belief in materialism has upon the soul. These clarifications only

illumine but do not significantly alter the concept of the soul already discovered in the

Apology.

What we shall hereafter refer to as the basic concept of the soul may be stated in

the following way: the defining characteristic or what makes up the essence of the soul is

that it is the active agent or the selÊconscious person; it performs the activities of

thinking (perceiving) and willing (evaluating), and desiring after the knowledge of

immaterial objects of cognition; the soul is the locus of moral and non-moral habits and

dispositions; the soul is distinct fiom the body, and (while joined to the body) attains

excellence by striving to avoid preoccupation with the desires of the body, or with objects

of bodily cognition, as much is humanly possible.
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Chapter 4

The concept of the rþuXr1 in the Phqedo:
Features in addition to the bssic concept

4.0 Introduction

Near the opening of the dialogue Socrates makes a pair of puzzling and seemingly

inconsistent claims. On the one hand Socrates contends that a true or genuine

philosopher would be better off dead; on the other hand that a philosopher should not

commit suicide. To justify the first claim Socrates defends the view that philosophy is

the "practice of death and dying." Socrates' initial arguments are criticised by his friends

Simmias and Cebes, and all those gathered playfully agree that Socrates should stand trial

again to make a defence of his position. Socrates agrees to the challenge. He concedes,

in fact, that the arguments intending to show how a philosopher ought to look foreword to

death might not make sense but þr the fact that he expects to find himself in the future

company of the gods. He says:

I want to make my argument before you, my judges, as to why I think that a man
who has truly spent his life in philosophy is probably right to be of good cheer
(Oøppe îv) in the face of death and to be very hopeful (e ue Ànrç e Îvar) that after
death he will attain the greatest blessings yonder. I will try to tell you, Simmias
and Cebes, how this may be so. I am afraid that other people do not realise that the
one aim of those who practice philosophy in the proper manner is to practice for
death and dying. 638-64A

It is this conflict of opinion, over whether a philosopher ought to be willing to die, that

generates the action and the arguments presented in the dialogue fo¡ the immortality of

the soul.

The goal of this chapter is to uncover the features of the soul that are in addition

to the basíc concept of the soul that we earlier saw within the Phaedo (a concept very
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similar to the complete concept of the soul in the Apology). These additional features that

I point out in this chapter, however, are made up of two groups. In this chapter I present,

first, those additional features (whether of the soul's nature, activities, relation to the

body, or acquired habits) that Socrates uses as the basis for proving that the soul is pre-

existent and post-existent and, second, the features ofpre-existence and post-existence

themselves. Thus, in sum, the whole or total concept includes the following: the basic

concept, plus those features that are the basis of arguments for immortality (or the pre-

existence and post-existence ofthe soul), and the features ofpre-existence and post-

existence themselves.

There are three principal ways by which Socrates reveals these additional

features: through his various arguments themselves for personal immorlality, by his

descriptions of the after-life, and in his recommendations of how a philosopher is to live

in this present life. Accordingly, I have organised my comments into three parts. First, I

look to see what fealures of the soul emerge during the course of Socrates' explicit

arguments intending to show the human soul is immortal. This first part has four sections

wherein I look at each of the main arguments for irnmortality (including

indestructibility). In part two I look at the way that the soul, especially the soul of the

philosopher, is presented in Socrates' descriptions of the afterlife. In the third part I look

at how some of the features of the soul are made even more explicit through Socrates'

teaching on how a philosopher ought to live his life on the earth; in particular, I look at

Socrates'notion of katharsis as a necessary part of philosophical method in the soul's

deliverance from the body and its passions. Here we will see that Socrates'view of the

soul in the after-life has a direct bearing on the way a philosopher lives on earth. Finally,
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by way of a conclusion I offer a statement on the complete notion of the soul held by

Socrates within fhe Phaedo. I should point out that my subject headings between 4.I.I-

4.2 in this chapter correspond to the bold headings listed in the "Division of the subject

matter of the text" given within Chapter Three (3.1).

4.1 Four arguments intended to prove the rfuXrl lvill survive death and exist forever

Below I look at four separate arguments that Socrates offers as proofs for the immortality

of the soul (that is to say, the fact that it will not only survive death but will exist

forever): his arguments that generation occurs frorn opposites, that learning is

recollection, that the soul has greater similarities to the Forms than to bodies, and his

argument that the soul will not admit its opposite and is indestructible.

Before beginning the first proof Socrates explicitly states to his friends what he is

aiming to achieve in all four of the arguments that I will be examining. He agrees with

Cebes by affirming that he wants to show not only that the individual soul will forever

survive bodily death, but also that it still "holds some capability and wisdom (trva

ôúvø¡-rrv ëXer raì$póvrlorv)" (708). As we shall see, Socrates aims to show that the

sort of soul he thinks will survive death forever is the sarne distinct person that animated

the body during earthly life.aO I should like to make clear that in each of these arguments

I am looking at them not primarily from the point of view of evaluating them (i.e., not to

see whether their premises are true, or whether those premises do in fact entail

o0Thut 
this is the kind of soul Socrates has in mind is emphasised again at the close of the

dialogue. In the final death scene when Socrates tells his friends not to worry excessively about horv the
body is to be treated after he has gone: "I have been saying for some time and at some length that after I
have drunk the poison I shall no longer be with you but will ieave you to go and enjoy some good fortunes
of the blessed, but it seems that I have said all this to him in vain in an attempt to reassure you and myself
too" (1 l5D).



immortality), but rather, as a means of understanding the concepts and arguments of

Socrates'view of the soul. I am looking to see how he understands the four aspects of the

soul mentioned in the introduction to the thesis: the nature, activity, relation of the soul to

the body, and any modifying states that the soul can acquire. My analysis of Socrates'

arguments proceeds by two stages. First, I outline the basic steps of the argument itseif.

Second, I make explicit the features that become clear as a result of the argument

Socrates is making.

4.1.1 I't argument: Generation from opposites (70C-728)

The argument about the nature of the generation of things from their opposites constitutes

Socrates'initial attempt to prove that the soul will be able to survive the death of the

body. Not far into the dialogue Socrates rnodifies this argument by joining it to tlie

second, which is about learning and recollecting(77C\ Nevertheless, even in this first

attempt something of Socrates' view of the soul is made manifest, and so the argument

has value for our study.

Socrates begins by recalling an ancient theory (nu)"moç...ÀoryoC) that states the

living come from the dead and that souls arrive on earth from the dead (70C).0' Th"

remainder of the argument is given as a hypothetical explanation of the consequences that

must follow from this ancient theory. The most obvious consequence is that souls must

have existed in Hades, the underworld and the place of the dead. Socrates thinks that the

theory is convincing, however, because of more than its ancient origin. He goes on to

ar Atl}CPlato has "xtit"rv y í1ve oOar" and here Burnet notes horv the regular name for this
ancient doctrine in latter writers is 'naÀryye ve o íø'. In early Clrristian writers such as Hipploytus and
Clement this ancient teaching was referred to by the term 'p€r€vocop droorç' from which, through Latin,
we get our English term "reincarnation". Cf. JB note 70C8.



suggest that if his friends consider not only human beings, but also the generation of

plants and animals and everything that comes into existence, they could better grasp the

principle upon which the theory depends. He proposes that whatever comes into

existence comes to be from its opposite, if it has one. Examples of opposites are such

pairs as the beautiful and the ugly, and the just and the unjust (70E).

He says that there are two principles at work between eachpair of opposites in the

process of generation. He says from the first member of the pair comes the second

member of the pair, and then again from the second comes the first. That is, in any pair

of opposites that come into existence, A leads to B, and then B leads back to A (718).

Socrates gives an example of these principles at work in the movement between life and

death. At the close of his reflections on this two-fold process of generation Socrates feels

confident to ask Cebes: "Then, Cebes, living creatures and things come to be from the

dead?" Cebes affrrms this, and Socrates concludes, "Then our souls exist in the

underworld" (718). Socrates adds by way of clarification that if there is such a thing as

coming to life again it would be a process of coming to life from the dead. Thus, as

living leads to dyrng, so the process of dying eventually causes its opposite within the

pair to be generated. Things come to life from the dead, and become dead from being

alive. Socrates suggests that if the preceding explanation of the generative process were

not the case, then an absurd conclusion would follow. If things did not return to their

opposite form (as a living thing eventually becomes a dead thing and vice a versa),

everything would at some point stop at one form and there would cease to be any

generation at all. In other words, everything would at some moment in time become dead

and absorbed into death (72D). Since not everything has been absorbed in death
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however, we can have some confidence that a process of generation through opposites

does in fact occur.

I think there is a good deal lacking within this argument, concerning generation.

We have already noted that Socrates admits as much within the course of this dialogue.

Nevertheless, what can we understand of Socrates'view of the soul from this theory and

the reasons he offers in support of it? At the outset it appears that soul is identif,red with a

principle of life. The soul is a principle of life in the sense that it is the cause of the life

or animation of the physical body. This seems to me the case since the soul is associated

with what is "living" in his explanation of the two-fold movement between dying and

becorning alive. This association of the activity of soul with "living" has important

consequences and these will be made more articulate further in the dialogue. I think

some confusion at this point arises from the fact that Socrates is not careful to specify

what the relevant opposing characteristics are within each of his pairs. Socrates'

language about what is living and what is dead is very loose and imprecise. For instance,

he represents life as the opposite to death (71E) and gets Cebes to agree that it is by the

generative process that the living comes from the dead. Yet oddly enough Socrates infers

frorn this that "the souls of the dead must be somewhere whence they can come back

again" (72A). Herein appears to lay some confusion on Socrates'part. If the soul is said

to exist for the living as for the dead, in what function or capacity does the soul of a dead

man operate anyway? That is, if the soul of the dead man retains waking consciousness

then in what way are we to consider him dead? But on the other hand, if the soul of the

dead man really is dead then Socrates'argument, at least on the surface of things, is not

achieving what it sets out to prove: that the soul lives on past death and in fact is
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immortal. Despite the imprecision of Socrates' way of speaking about the soul in this

initial argument I think we can take away from it the fact that Socrates holds the soul to

be, in some manner, a principle of life. This principle lvill be expanded upon later in

Socrates' fourth argument for imrnortality.

4.1.2 2"'r argument: Learning as recollection (728-77Ð)

We turn next to Socrates' argument that what is commonly called learning is actually

only recollection ( av d¡rvqorç). Following the conclusion of the first argument (with

which Cebes seems to be wholly satisfied), in a touch of dramatic humour Simmias says

he has forgotten that 'other proof about the soul that Socrates is accustomed to

mentioning. That 'other proof is the argument that whenever we learn something we are

actually only recollecting knowledge that we had previously gained. Cebes remembers

the main idea of the 'other proof (in which the soul was also likely to be imrnortal) and

at Simmias' request Socrates furnishes another - second - explanation of an argument

that learning is actually recollecting. Tlie basic idea is that we must have at some

previous tirne learned what we now recollect. Recollection is possible, says Socrates,

only if our souls existed somewhere before they took on human shape. Thus, since we

are able to recollect knowledge, according to this current presentation of the theory of

av cÍ¡rvrlorç Socrates says the soul is likely to be something immortal (73,A.). In this

present explanation of the theory of sv d¡rvrlorç (unlike that given in the Meno) Socrates

discloses that the theory of leaming as recollection of previously acquired knowledge is

actually based upon the truth of a different theory altogether.

In the Phaedo the theory of learning as recollection of previously acquired
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knowledge is based upon a theory of the transcendent Forms. Through the course of his

discussion Socrates provides a brief description of his doctrine of the ideal Forms and

shows why it is the logically prior theory upon which the theory of recollection

depends.a2 Socrates leads Simmias to agree that people possess knowledge of the Equal

itself prior to any time that they perceived objects of equal proportions through the

senses. Socrates reasons:

Then before we began to see or hear or otherwise perceive, we must have
possessed knowledge of the Equal itself (a uuo û to û ioou ritr ðotrv) if we were
about to refer our sense perceptions ofequal objects to it, and realised that all of
these were eager to be like it, but were inferior. 758

Continuing on a little further Socrates says that we must also have possessed this

knowledge of the Equal before we were born because the ability to see and hear is present

from the very moment of birth.

Therefore, if we had this knowledge, we know before birth and immediately after
not only the Equal (r ò íoov), but the Greater (t ò pe î(ov) and the Smaller (t ò
ë)"amov) and all such things, for our present argument is no more about the Equal
than about the Beautiful itself, the Good itself, the Just, the Pious and, as I say,

about all those things to which we can attach the word "itself," ("s nr ò ó ðoT rv"a3)

both when we are putting questions and answering them. So we must have
acquired knowledge of them all before we were born. 75C-D

Socrates thinks that whenever we recollect one object at the time of perceiving something

similar (or dissimilar) to it, we are recollecting one of a certain class of objects that exists

independently of sense perception. In other words, we refer all that we perceive to those

a2Jacob Klein points out how Socrates emphasizes this point by saying that there is both an equal
andsamenecessity(ior¡ oirúyxr¡-76e5; no*iavúyrcri-e8-9)forthesoul toexistbeforebirthasthe
Forms. "Still, the necessity of asserting the soul's pre-existence is understood to depend on the

presupposed being of the intelligible objects. If they had no being, Socrates says, there would be no point in
arguing the pre-existence of our souls (76 e 4;cf. e 7)" (p.130), in his I commentary on Plalo's Meno,
(Chapel Hill, NC: The University of North Carolina Press, 1965).

a3At':5D.2 the revised Oxford text of the Phaedo in Platonis Opera: Tomus /, ed. E.A. Duke et.

al., (Oxonii: E Typographeo Clarendoniano, 1995), has "ö ëorr" where Burnet's text (l9i i) has "a urò ó
ëorrv". This emendation does not change either the interpretation or the translation of the text.



perrnanent and unchanging transcendent realities aforementioned. Socrates brings this

line of argumentation to a close by saying that since our ability to perceive inequalities

among sensory objects is derived from knowledge of the Equal itself, it must be the case

that our souls gained knowledge of the Forms before we had physical sense-perception.

As surely as those permanent realities exist, so too must our souls have pre-existed our

bodies so as to have been able to attain knowledge of them before birth (76E).

At the end of his discussion of learning Socrates recognises that this proof on its

own is insuff,rcient to show the soul is immortal in the sense of existing after the death of

the body. The theory of recollection, says Socrates, can prove that the personal soul (as

the Forms) existed before bodily life; however, it cannot itself show that the soul will

continue to exist after death. At this point in his argument Socrates joins the second

argument about the nalure of leaming and recollection to the first proof about the

processes of generation. While the latter argument shows the soul must pre-exist, the

former is needed to show that the soul will continue to exist even after the body has died.

What fealures of the soul are present in this second argument? The first is that

Socrates explicitly names the soul as the part of the human being that has both memory

and intelligence, and carries out the activities of learning. And it is through the soul that

formerly acquired knowledge is brought into consciousness by giving aid to the memory.

It is also through the soul that a person is able to reason and grasp the intelligible Forms.

These features of leaming (memory and intellìgence) do not in and of themselves add

significantly to the basic concept already argued for in the last chapter, but Socrates'

treatment of them here is more extensive. The implicit logical relation between memory,

knowledge, and the perlnanence of the soul is now something made explicit by Socrates
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in a way that had not been done before. Moreover, the soul has also been shown, within

this second argument, to have a certain resemblance to the ideal Forms themselves. He

argues that since all bodily perception is logically dependant upon the knowledge of the

Fonns, and the Forms are non-bodily, it seems to follow that the soul gained its

knowledge of the Forms (an event of which it now has no conscious memory) in a pre-

bodily condition.ao Th" relation between the nature of the Forms and the soul will be

exploited further in the sequence of the next argument we look at.as

4.13 3'd argument: The rþupj is similar to the Forms and to divinity (788-80D)

'We turn now to Socrates'third argument. In this the soul is shown to be immortal by

virtue of the fact that its nature shares a greater likeness to the Forms than to the body,

and that it shares likeness to divinity. We look first at how Socrates presents the soul's

affinity to the Forms.

It is interesting to note that throughout the course of Socrates' explanation to

Simmias and Cebes, his füends have not brought up any logical difficulties with the two

arguments earlier presented. Rather, what prompts this next proof is his friends'

confession to a childish fear. Simmias and Cebes admit that despite the preceding

arguments, they are arrested by the worry that their souls may scatter at death. Socrates

tells them that the way to get rid of this sort of (inational) fear is to sing a charm. "You

oowh, 
this must be so is not given a thorough explanation at this part of the dialogue. Socrates

brings up the possibility of the soul gaining knowledge of the forms at the moment of birth (which would
then alleviate the necessity of the soul having to exist prior to natural conception). However, he dismisses
thìs suggestion as nonsensical (76D). Incidentally, although St. Augustine (356-430 A.D.) was aware of
the Platonic argument on this poìnt, he refused to make a judgment on the question of whether the soul
existed before physical conception. Cf. Confessions, Bks. I.(7) and IX. (37).

45We 
should note Socrates acknowledges that his understanding of the Forms has a significant

bearing on the credibility of his belief in an immo¡tal soul. Apart from the veracity of the first theory, the

second beliefis not tenable (76E).
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should search for such a charmer among them all, sparing neither trouble nor expense, for

there is nothing on which you could spend your money to greater advantage" (784).

After this dramatic interlude Socrates agrees to go on with the discussion and proceeds to

the third argument.a6 He prefaces this argument by stating that they will together

consider two questions: what kind of thing is likely to scatter? And what class of things

does the soul belong to? Answering these two questions will enable his friends to k¡ow

whether it is or is not reasonable to have confidence in the immortality of the soul in the

face of death (788).

What kind of thing is likely to scatter? Socrates begins by positing that there are

two kinds of objects, those that are composite and those that are not (78C). He details the

various ways that these two types of things are spoken of. The composite is compound,

liable to split up into component parts, and varies from one time to another. Composite

things are particulars. On the other hand, the non-composite does not split up, and

always stays the same. Further, the two types of objects are distinguishable not only by

reference to their intemal make-up, but in the manner by which they are grasped by

humans. While the former are perceived by the physical senses, the latter are known only

by the soul through thought (18F-79A).47 Continuing on, Socrates goes on to posit that

o6lt 
upp.urc by this brief dramatic interlude that Plato is emphasizing the role of desi¡e in the

pursuit of truth about the soul. Rational argument is not enough to persuade Simmias and Cebes; they also

require convincing on other levels as well. This theme is retumed to at 1074 where Simmias again admits

that he still has misgivings about the conclusion of the argument, even though he has no reason to

disbelieve the arguments themselves. Socrates will evenfually turn to a presentation of the immortal soul

that appeals more directly to the desire and imagination of his listeners (l07DfÐ.
otFrom what Socrates has said so far we would expect him to go on to say that it is by some

capability of the soul that these invisible things are grasped. But at this place he introduces a new term.

Socrates says that that which always remains the same "can only be grasped by the reasoning of the mind
(r,Þrrç õruvoíaç )"oyrop (¡)" (79A) (my emphasis). (On this text Burnet thinks that there is no distinction

beingdrawnbySocrates'useof'ôrrívora'inpreferenceto'voft'(mind). Hesays: "Thephrase[t,Þrtf
ôrøvo íøç loyrop ô] means thinking generally as opposed to sense-perception." Cf. JB note 79C43.) This
change of terminology certainly raises the question as to how Socrates understands the relation between the
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the human is a composite being. He gets Cebes to agree that "one part of ourselves is the

body, another part is the soul" (798).48 h short, there are two types of existing things

that make up the world, and two parts that make up a human being: composite objects are

perceived by sense and likely to scatter whereas non-composite things are neither

perceived by sense nor likely to scatter.

Socrates turns to the second question and asks what class of thing does the soul

belong to? (798) He answers, of course, that the soul belongs to the second sort of things,

and the body to the first. In Socrates' answer to this question we are able to determine

additional features of the soul which emerge in light of the preceding distinction between

composite and non-composite objects. He says that the soul in its nature is more akin to

the invisible things, while the body in its nature is more like the visible.

To return to Socrates'original questions, he has answered them in the following

ways. First, it is the body that is likely to scatter since by its nature it is most akin to

what is composite and visible. Second, the soul belongs to the class of things that, like

the Forms, does not scatter (since it is non-composite or simple) and is invisible.

Because the nature of the soul has some features that make it more like the Forms than

like corporeal objects, Socrates thinks that the soul should also be described as having all

of the features listed below:

mind and the soul. Are they the same identical thing? Or is it the case that 'ôt óvorø' signifìes only those

features of 'rlruX r¡' that specifically are associated with rationality? I do not think we have enough to go on
at this point to determine rvhether 'mind' and 'soul' are being used interchangeably or not. This passage

does, at the least, alert us to the close proximity of meaning that Socrates attaches to these two terms.
48So.rut"s 

is not altogether consistent in his terminology on this point throughout the Phaedo. For
instance, Socrates sometimes speaks as though the person consists of only two parts, body and soul. (798,
8lA, 1068). In other places Socrates speaks as though there were a third part that rvent into making up a
human being in addition to the body and the soul. In these texts he makes reference to a third part that acts

as a kind of super-ego directing the activities even of the soul (64C, 668, 888, 88D). As I shall mention
again below, Socrates sometimes speaks of the soul as immaterial and distinct fiom the body (64C,92D),
while at other times he speaks as though it may be contaminated by corporeality and even become partly
visible (81C, 83D).



Consider then, Cebes, whether it follows from all that has been said that the soul is
most like the divine, deathless, intelligible, uniform, indissoluble, always the same

as itself, whereas the body is most like that which is human, mortal, multiform,
unintelligible, soluble and never consistently the same....Well then, that being so, is

it not natural for the body to dissolve easily and for the soul to be altogether
indissoluble, or nearly so? 80AB

Socrates' conclusions require further explanation in addition to what has so far been

given, in order to draw out the precise nature of the argument for the soul's irnmortality

that he is making.

Although there appears to be a measure of incompleteness in Socrates'

explanation, I believe that the basic organization of his comments is given in terms of an

argument from analogy. Socrates claims that the Forms have one set of features, which

includes immortality, and that the soul has some of the same features as the Forms and so

he thinks it is also likely that the soul has certain other features as the Forms, most

importantly, immortality. Socrates seems to say that it is from the fact that the Forms are

non-changing ( ce ì ðXer) (78D) they should also be thought of as uniform or simple

(a ix ò xsO'ø rnò) (cf. 78D), intelligible (i.e. graspable only by the reasoning power of

the mind) (794), and immorlal ( o0 dvøroç) (7gD).4e From the fact that the Forms are

intelligible he also says they must be invisible ( ùòÐ (cf. 794).

But which of the above features of the Forms does the soul have which, by

analogy, also imply the immortality of the soul? We recall that Socrates had posited two

classes of existence, and that the soul was said to be more like the invisible than visible.

And further, that the soul was concluded to be without parts or simple, as compared to the

body which is made up of parts and is composite. Later on in the passage, at 79E,he

aeSocrates says that sornething having the feafure ofbeing unchanging also has the feature of
inrmortality in the following way at 79D: "But when the soul investigates by itself and passes into the

realm of what is pure, ever existing, immortal and unchanging, and being akin to this, it always stays with
it..."
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appears to simply assert that the soul is more like that which is "always existing", that is,

that wliich is immortal. But if we are to charitably interpret Socrates' discussion between

788-80D we might be able to recognize the way he arrives at this conclusion. As i have

said, he thinks that the Forms have the feature of being non-changing and they are also

simple, intelligible, invisible, and immortal. Socrates' argument, by analogy, is that

because the soul has the same fealures of being simple and invisible, it would likely also

have the feature of immortality. Socrates has presented an argument from analogy in that

he supposes that since the soul also has the features of being non-changing and invisible,

then it should also have the other features of the Forms listed (such as being simple and

intelligible), and most importantly, the feature of immortality.

Socrates goes further than this, however, and also claims that the soul has some

features that the Forms do not have. The soul shares an affinity not only with the Forms

but also with the divine. And, on the basis of this affinity, too, Socrates takes it as likely

that the soul is something immortal. He argues that as the divine rules what is over the

mortal (and lives forever), so also the soul is such that it is what, properly speaking, rules

over the body. The soul shares an affinity to the divinity in that the soul also performs

this operation, when considered in its relation to the body. Thus, Socrates concludes, as

the divine rules and is immortal, so the soul is imrnortal since it also rules (804).

4J.4 4th argument: The rfulrj as the principle of Iife rvill not admit its opposite
(r028-1068)

We now come to the fìnal argument for immortaliry.s0 Immediately preceding Socrates'

toThi, u.gu*ent actually has two parts. The first intends to prove the soul immortal in the sense

of unceasing life, while the second part that the soul is indestructible and that this unceasing life will
contirue on indeJinitely. I will look at them both following the order they are presented in the text. I have



fourth argument comes a lengthy discussion about the nature of cause, and the nature of

the Forms as agents of causality. This discussion finds its place within Socrates'own

account of his intellectual biography that he gives to Cebes to help strengthen his belief

in the soul's undying nature. I will review a number of the main points covered in this

previous section (96A-102A) because they are assumed within the formal argument that

begins at 1028.

In the course of Socrates' intellectual biography he is concerned foremost with

outlining how his views of the nature of causality developed. He says that he began his

intellectual inquiry by searching for the cause of genelation and decay by means of the

methods of study used within the physical or natural science of his day (964). One of the

prominent thinkers he encountered in this exploration was the philosopher Anaxagoras.

The philosopher had said that it is Mind (uo,¡)tt that directs and is the cause of

everything (glc). However, when Socrates looked more closely into how Anaxagoras

explained things, he found that the philosopher actually made no use of Mind "nor gave it

any responsibility for the management of things, but mentioned as causes air and ether

and water and many other strange things" (988C). Socrates rejected this sort of

explanation as inadequate for what he was investigating. Anaxagoras' view was lacking

because it offered a series of material causes to account for all sorts of effects that

Socrates believed could only be understood in terms of teleological or purposeful ends.

two reasons for grouping them under one heading. First is because the argument that the soul is

indestructible is short and can be examined briefly. Second is because this latter argument is logically
entailed by the first.

slln 
Dauid Gallop's translation of the Phaedo (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975) he translates

'vo r-ç' as 'Intelligence' instead of 'Mind' for the foilowing reason: "The translation 'Intelligence' has been

used here as best suited to the idea that things are arranged for the best, which Socrates thought implicit in
A¡axagoras' theory...but which 'mind' and 'intellect' fail, in different ways, to convey. 'Intelligence'
(rzoøs) should be understood here as a substance term. It is the faculty of thought, or that which thinks,
rather than a mental quality, such as 'sagacity' or 'good sense"' (p.l1a).
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For instance, Socrates found it ridiculous to give a detailed account of the workings of the

bones and sinews of the human body to explaín human action (994).s2 While providing

an account of how bones and sinew may interact with each other is one aspect of an

explanation, it is useless if you want to know wlry people act how they do (98D). To

understand that, one must take into account the end or goal of the intended action.

Socrates'chief criticism of Anaxagoras'view is not so much that it is false, but that it is

incomplete:

To call bones and sinews causes is too absurd. If someone said that without bones
and sinews and all such things, I should not be able to do what I decided, he would
be right, but surely to say that they are the cause of what I do, and not that I have
chosen the best course, even though I act with my mind (vorX) is to speak very
lazily and carelessly. Imagine not being able to distinguish the real cause from that
without which the cause would not be able to act as a cause. It is what the majority
of people appear to do...994-998

In place of Anaxagoras'material causes Socrates relates how he eventually came to

believe in the Forms as causes, and particularly the Beautiful and the Good (1008).

Socrates came to postulate that the real reason why things can be beautiful is because the

Beautiful itself caused them to be such (100C). The beginning of this fourth argument

thus starts off with Cebes having agreed to two things. First is that each of the Forms

actually exists and, second, that the Forms act as a sort of cause (1028).s3 The argument

52Socrates 
expresses incredulity at those who suppose a materialist view ofcausality is sufficient.

He says that while material causes do explain some things they camot account for why it is that things
happen the way they do. Socrates takes this as obvious, for example, as when considering the cause of
human action. Reflecting on his own actions of the past weeks he scofß at the possibility that a material
explanation could account for why he allowed himself to be tried and, ultimately, executed by the
Athenians: "For by the dog, I think these sinews and bones could long ago have been in Megara or among
the Boeotians, taken there by my belief as to the best course, if I had not thought it more right and
honorable to endure whatever penalty the city ordered rather than escape and run away" (98E-994).

53Socrates does not give a detailed explanation of the way that he thinks the Forms act as causes,
and he warned earlier that he would not provide such detail when he told Cebes "I will not insist on the
precise nature of the relationship fbetween the Forms and their effects]" (100D). For a discussion of what
might be conjectured regarding Socrates' presentation of the relation between the Forms and particulars at
this point in the dialogue see Gallop, ibid.,182-184.
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that we will turn to below, that the soul will not admit what Socrates takes to be its

opposite (death) and so must be able to live continuously, begins by assuming a theory of

the transcendent Fonns.

After Cebes agrees that the Forms exist and act as the cause of particular things in

the world, Socrates turns more directly to his fourth proof. He begins by reflecting on the

nature of the Forms, and arrives at the conclusion that there are Forms that may be

thought of as being opposite to each other. For instance, he takes Tallness and Shortness,

and the Fonns Odd and Even to be opposites such as he has in mind. In both examples

Socrates thinks that neither Form can become like or ever admit its opposite Form.

At this point in the argument, however, Phaedo breaks into his telling of the

account of Socrates' final conversation and intery'ects how someone present at the

discussion asked how this supposition could be reconciled with an earlier comment that

was already agreed to. This intemrption allows Socrates to clarify his comments.

Phaedo relates to Echecrates how an unnamed participant reminded the group that it had

been earlier accepted, in the course of the first argurnent for immortality, that things

having an opposite were generated from their opposites and thus that the larger came

frorn the smaller and vice versa (1034). Phaedo recalls how this person pointed out that

the earlier view seems irreconcilable rvith the latter idea that an opposite will never admit

an opposite. According to Phaedo this question allowed Socrates to better clarify his

point. He says Socrates replied to the questioner in the following manner:

You have bravely reminded us, but you do not understand the difference between
what is said now and what was said then, which was that an opposite thing came
from an opposite thing; now we say that the opposite itself could never become
opposite to itself, neither that in us nor that in nature. 1034-B

Socrates goes on to explain how then he was talking about things that have opposite
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qualities, whereas now he is clairning that these opposites themselves "from the presence

of which in them things get their name" (i.e. the Forms) can never admit their own

opposite (1038). But what exactly does this mean? To clarify, Socrates has Cebes agree

to a set of relations that are opposing by admitting that as hot is distinct from fire, so also

cold is distinct from snow (103D). On the principle that a thing cannot become opposite

to itself I take Socrates to be meaning that, in terms of the opposite relations just

mentioned, it is inconceivable that there could be such a thing as "hot-snow" or "cold-

f,rre". As these opposites could not exist at the same time within one object, for the same

reason it would be nonsense to suppose that there could be a "dead-soul" - since

whatever soul occupies is made alive.sa

Socrates asks Cebes what coming into the material body makes it a living body?

(105C) Cebes, answering correctly, replies that it is the soul. Socrates claims that not

only a human body, but whatsoever a soul occupies comes to life. This is an important

point to keep in mind. He then takes the argument further by saying that the opposite of

life is death. The result of this is that, since life always accompanies soul, the soul can

never admit death, since death is the opposite of life. But how is it that the human soul,

while itself is not a Form, acts like a Form in not admitting what is opposite to itself? As

Socrates says, "Whatever the soul occupies, it always brings life to it" (105D). Socrates

tries to show how it is that soul wlll never admit the opposite of that which it brings along

with it (namely, life) by giving examples of three Forms (uneven, unmusical, unjust)

which do not allow their opposite Forms (even, musical, just) (105D). Socrates has

argued that because the Form life always accompanies the soul, the soul would also share

tol ha,re benefited from David Bostock's conÌ¡nents on these texts which are given in his study,
ibid.,t81-189.



the property of not admitting the Form opposite to life vthere and when soul is present.

From the fact that the soul will not admit death, Socrates concludes that the soul is

also immortal (o0dvøtoç). For the purposes of clarification and in response to Cebes'

objection made at 87D-888, Socrates temporarily restricts the meaning of the term

' ffi artaroç' to that which merely lasts beyond bodily death. He then elaborates exactly

what sort of immortality the above argument implies. Because the soul will not admit

death, Socrates also thinks the soul is something that is not even able to be destroyedss

(dôÚvørov...unó)"Luo0ar)(i068). Thesoulnotbeingabletobedestroyed,inturn,

means that the soul is also something everlasting or does not perishs6 ( av óÀe0poç),

capable not only of existing over a long period of time but indefinitely. Thus, the soul

that is immoftal ( o0 cívøtoç) is not capable of being destroyed, and because it is not able

to be destroyed ìt is also everlasting ( ccv ól"e 0poç). Socrates temporarily limited the

meaning of ' d0 úvuroç' only to return to it again the fuller sense of the term which now

explicitly includes the concept of being something that never ceases to exist.

From the above what further can we know about Socrates'view of the soul? The

two obvious features that emerge from the above argumentation are that the soul is a

principle of life, and that it lasts forever. In this Chapter we saw that the former feature

was mentioned in the first argument we considered, but his explanation of it has been

considerably revised within this fourth argument. We noticed at a key point in the

argument how Socrates claimed "whatever the soul occupies, it always brings life"

(105D). It is from this activity or operation of giving life that Socrates is able to derive a

more fully articulate view of immortality. Socrates has been able to show why he thinks

55Cf. ¿Sls.v. øról"ÀupL I.1.

'ucf. ¿sls.''r. øvóÀe0poç I.2
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the soul that is ffiúvuroç is also avóÂe0poç.

4.2The üuXî of the genuine philosopher in the afterlife (80D-8aB; 114C-E)

In the next two parts of this chapter we leave behind Socrates' explicit arguments

intending to prove the soul's immortality. In what follows we will consider how Socrates'

view of the soul is made known within texts that deal with the moral character or habits

and dispositions of the soul of the philosopher in the after-life. In his description we

leam about Socrates' total conception of the soul, except for how the soul relates to the

body since, as we shall see, the soul separates from the body once the real philosopher

has passed through death. After discussing this, in part three of this chapter we will look

at texts that show how a genuine philosopher conducts his life while in the body, given

what is to come in the next life.

There are two sections in this dialogue where Socrates discusses the soul of the

philosopher in the afterlife. The first description comes immediately after Socrates'third

proof of immortality and begins at 80D. 'We recall how in the course of his argument that

the soul is more similar to the immaterial Forms than to the body, Socrates had posited

that a human is a composite being liaving body and soul. Completing this argument he

then turns to a more detailed discussion in which he describes the goal of philosophy and

distinguishes the soul of the philosopher from the soul of the non-philosopher (80D-848).

(Most strikingly in this text, the practice of philosophy is characterized as training for

death 18l Al, an idea that will be explored further in the next section.)

Between 80D and 848 Socrates describes what the after-life will be like for the

philosopher. Having sought after its own deliverance in earthly life the soul of the
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philosopher eventually will fìnd itself in a disembodied state:

A soul in this state makes its way to the invisible, which is like itselt the divine
and immortal and wise, and arriving there it can be huppy (e uòø í¡rovr e Îvar),
having rid itself of confusion, ignorance, fear, violent desires and the other human
ills and, as is said of the initiates, truly spend the rest of time with the gods. 814

The nature or essence of the soul of the philosopher (by virrue of its being a human soul)

is here clearly depicted as something invisible and divine-like. After death it has no more

association with the corporeal. The soul is immeasurably happy. Socrates presents the

soul's happiness as coming about in two ways. In the first instance, the soul's happiness

after death is achieved as a result of the character of the fellowship and company with

which it is now able to keep. The soul of the philosopher is able to be in the midst of the

gods (828). Presumably the soul is also able to keep company with other philosophers as

well, but this is, curiously, nowhere stated.sT In the second instance, the soul's happiness

is achieved as a result of its ability to constantly contemplate what is true and divine and

not the object of opinion (844). The philosopher before death is characterized by his

longing to attain knowledge. With respect to the acquisition of knowledge and the

activity of learning, what could only be approximated in life can be fully achieved after

death.

Between 114C-1i4E we frnd Socrates' second description of the soul of the

philosopher after death, which comes at the end of Socrates' presentation of the Myth of

the underworld. In this Myth Socrates describes the fate of four classes of people who

receive four kinds ofjudgements. He explains how everyone will face a judgement and

everyone will be rewarded and punished according to their deeds done in the body

ttluy 
'presumably' because the implications of Socrates' comments at 8l A quoted above seem to

lead to this conclusion. If the soul of the philosopher makes its way to what is invisible and like itself, and

if there are also souls of other philosophers that have undergone a similar purification, then it would seem

to follow that these like-purified souls would find themselves in a common fellowship.
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(l13DfÐ. Those who lived an average life go the Acheron River in the underworld. The

incurably wicked are hurled into the Tartarus River for everlasting punishment; the

curable wicked also go to the Tartarus River but for a shorter duration. From among the

many human beings the extremely pious and the philosophers are singled out and receive

unique rewards for their deeds. The extremely pious are released altogether from the

regions of the earth as a reward for their actions (114C). It is the philosophers alone,

however, who find themselves completely freed from the body. Those who have purified

themselves through philosophy "live in the future altogether without a body; they make

their way to even more beautiful dwelling places which it is hard to describe clearly..."

(i 14C).s8

There are at least three features of the soul that we can gather frorn the above

texts. These features have already been mentioned earlier in this chapter or chapter

Three, although we have gained more insight into Socrates' understanding of them. First,

Socrates affirms once again the belief that the soul is the seat of the conscious

personality. One feature of the person that we have already made reference to is the

capacity for rational thought. It is the soul that carries out the activity of thinking. This

aspect has again been pointed to in Socrates' claim that a chief activity of the soul of the

58I should like to point out that through the telling of the Myth of the afterlife Socrates is doing
much more than attempting to outline a logical sequence of ideas. He is endeavouring to persuade his
friends to live a good life. The M¡h is part of a larger moral exhortation wherein Socrates prevails upon
his friends to watch over themselves, and that means to take care of their souls. Socrates reasons that
because we have good evidence for the immortal soul, certain moral virh¡es should be sought, rvhich in tum
bring with them good dispositions:

...a man should be of good cheer (0øppeîv) about his own soul, if during life he has ignored the
pleasures of the body and its ornamentation as of no concern to h-im and doing him more harm than
good, but has seriously concemed himself with the pleasures of learning, and adorned his soul not
with alien but with its own omaments, namely, moderation, righteousness, courage, freedom and
truth, and in that state awaits his joumey to the underworld. 1l4D-l l5A.

Socrates has concluded his M¡h by admonishing his f¡iends to turn from bodily pleasures to the pleasures

of the soul. Having sought to attain virnre in this life the philosopher can expect to face death with
confidence. These ethical exhortations recall the spirit of Socrates' remarks made before the Athenian jury
at the end of the Apology.
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philosopher after death will be the contemplation of permanent realities (844). It is only

after death that the philosopher will have clear intellectual vision of the Forms. Second,

we are given further insight into hor.v Socrates thinks the body and soul relate to each

other. At one point Socrates explained that a difference between the soul of a

philosopher and a non-philosopher is that the former are entirely freed from the body

after death, while the latter are not. In fact, Socrates went so far as to say that apparitions

nearby graves and other burial monuments can be accounted for as the appearances of

souls of the dead who have not been fully freed from corporeality (81 C). It is because the

souls of these persons had not been purified and cleansed from material desires that we

are still able to see them - as shades - with our physical eyes. Third, in Socrates' view

the soul is capable of attaining virtue. This aspect of Socrates' total concept of the soul

has already been mentioned but receives additional clarification here. Through his

description of the soul in the afterlife we come across an elaborate catalogue of states and

acquired habits that modiff the activities done through the soul. The virtues of

moderation, bravery, righteousness, freedom, and truth are each listed as kinds of

excellences that are the adornments of the soul which modify how it carries out its

operations (1i4E). Moreover, the fact that virtue and the soul's separation from the body

leads to happiness is perhaps more definitely emphasised here than in other parts of the

dialogue that we have looked at (814). Happiness is the resulting by-product of virtue.

4.3 How the true philosopher lives in this life: Philosophy is the training for death

As we have seen above the ultirnate goal of the philosopher is achieved only after death

and this in two ways. On the one hand the soul of the philosopher will be happy after
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death because it will gain fellowship with the gods. On the other hand the soul of the

philosopher will be huppy because it will be able to fix its contemplation upon the

unchanging Forms. Given the goal of the soul of the philosopher we now ask: how is the

philosopher to live in this life?

Socrates says that above all else the philosopher pays attention in this life to care

for the welfare of his soul (p il"et rrp, Ënurôv VuXrç) (82D). This theme was

prominent in Socrates' exhortations in the Apology and we see that it also finds a

significant place in this dialogue. In the Phaedo caring for the soul essentially means that

all the philosopher's actions are determined in light of the final goal that he longs after.

This goal is the attainment of happiness (e uõaípLalv) (814). The soul that avoids

association with the body (80E, 818) by withdrawing to itself and seeking what is

intelligible (808, 838), rids itself of violent passions (814, 838). Rather than seeking

bodily pleasure it pursues learning (82C,83E) and true virtue (82C,83E), and this kind of

soul is able to join the cornpany of divinity in the afterlife.

Given Socrates' answer to this question, the whole of the philosopher's life can be

seen as a preparation for death. This is to say that how the philosopher lives in life is

determined by the future goal he hopes to attain. The goal is the attainment of happiness

and the means by which the philosopher can pursue this goal is to practice purification, or

katharsis (rcdOaporç).tn In what follows I will try to explain what Socrates means when

sgAc.ordirrg 
to Burnet Socrates' notion of ka¡l¡ars¿s seems to be ultimately derived from the

Pythagorian doctrine þf. JB note 6143). Gailop says of the general significance of katharsis within the

dialogue that, "The concept ofpurification pervades the whole dialogue, and strengthens the Plthagorean
associations suggested by its characterization and setting...It is ironical that Athen's concern for her 'purity'
should have delayed Socrates' death. His execution was to afford the release of soul from body in which
his own 'purification'would be perfected" ibid.,15. Jacob Klein identifies rebirth, purification, as well as

related to musical topics, as the main Pythagorean themes that appear within the dialogue. In his footnote
(nos.52) he also provides references to ancient and modern commentary on these themes within the

P haedo, ibid., 125 -l 21 .



he says that philosophy is the training for death and how he presents rc rÍ0apoiç as part of

the method by which that training is carried out. Socrates says that all of the

philosopher's activities aim at achieving the ultimate goal of attaining fellowship with the

gods, unintem.rpted contemplation, and in short, happiness (814).

To understand what Socrates means by rc dOøpor,ç we need to recall that he

believes it is only the soul that can attain knowledge. Furthermore, we need to keep in

view that he believes the senses of the body tend to deceive in their representations of the

world. Senses are unable to represent objects, material or otherwise, in the most accurate

way. The activity of reasoning or thinking, however, is a characteristic particular to the

soul. The greater the independence of the soul and its thought from the association with

the body, the more possible it is for the philosopher to attain the immediate object of its

desire, which is the truth. Througþ understanding the relation between the locus of

thought and its object a method for acquiring knowledge and wisdom becomes

recognizable.

The means by which that goal is achieved is through moral purification, by which

the soul continually seeks to separate itself from the body with its sense perceptions and

its desires. Purification includes the total collection of practices and habits by which the

philosopher frees the soul from the association with the body (654). In this most

intimate of settings, Socrates tries to help his füends understand the argument by

representing it to them in the form of an image. He likens xdOaporç to travelling a path

( ørparc oC) that guides the philosopher out of the confusion that accompanies the close

association of the body and soul (668). We should take note that Socrates' use of an

image at this point in the dialogue is for an educational purpose. As such, Socrates
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communicates to his comrades in a way that will appeal as well to their reason (in his

detailed arguments), as to their imagination (through use of image).

Socrates' image of rcci0øporç as a path has two parts. The first part of the image

represents the singularity of the philosopher's goal. V/e might speak of this in other terms

by saying that the philosopher's will needs to be unified through the ordering of desires.

The less valuable desires of the body need to be evaluated as such in comparison to the

more valuable desires of the soul. This re-evaluation happens, initially, through the

limiting of bodily desires for material objects; food, sex, and clothing are to be despised

except in so far as they are necessary $aE). It is the re-evaluation of the relative

importance of bodily desires, and the practical consequences of this re-ordering, that

Socrates refers to when he talks of disassociating the soul frorn the body. In turn,

limiting the bodily desires to those which are necessary has the effect of producing a

calm within the soul. Apart from achieving this calm, the soul of the philosopher is

continually distracted, and its attention divided by the various and conflicting

unnecessary pleasures and pains that it experiences through the body (844). Hence, the

first part of rcrÍ0øporç is the re-evaluation and limiting of material desire.

The second part of the image of a path represents the skills that are necessary for

travelling along the philosophical journey. In this way rcriOøporç also includes the

acquisition of arete. The initial weakening of physical desire is actually only a means to

strengthening the soul's natural capabilities for action. Socrates distinguishes two kinds

of arete to illustrate his meaning. The arete attained by the many is gained for the sake

of other material pleasures, rvhile the arete of the philosopher is gained for the sake of

acquiring knowledge:
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My good Simmias, I fear this is not the right exchange to attain virtue, to
exchange pleasures for pleasures, pains for pains, fears for fears, the greater for
the less coins, but that the only valid currency for which all these things should be
exchanged is wisdom. With this we have real courage and moderation and justice
and, in a word, true virtue, with wisdom, whether pleasures and fears and all such
things be present or absent...moderation and courage and justice ale a purging
away of all such things, and wisdom itself is a kind of cleansing or purification.
69A-C

Purification includes not only the separation of the soul from the body (insofar as this is

possible) but also the acquiring of genuine arete. Practising the method of xd0apor,ç the

philosopher has hope that he will be able to grasp cornpletely the objects of his longing

and attain further knowledge. Socrates calls philosophy the practice of dying because all

the activities of a philosophic life are exercises (limiting desire and gaining arete) to aid

the contemplation of the truth; and truth can be grasped through thought by the

philosopher in a manner proportionate to the soul's separation from the body. Thus,

linked with the purifìcation of desire, then, is the procurement of philosophical virfue.

Philosophy is the preparation for death because the goal sought while living can

be achieved fully only in dying. And as dying is the separation of the soul from the body,

for this reason that Socrates faces death cheerfully (688) and exhorts his friends to follow

his example.

From Socrates'description of philosophy as the practice of death what can we

leam about the soul? I think there are two points to draw attention to. Foremost, we gain

a better understanding of the relationship between the soul and the body. Socrates re-

emphasises the fact that the soul can be not only be distinguished, but even partially

separated from the body in this life. Through the practice of purification the philosopher

is able to loosen the soul's attachment to the body. Secondly, the value of the soul is

underscored. In the Phaedo, much more than in the Apology, we find that the good life
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consists in the struggle to fight against the desires of the body and free the soul to pursue

learning. The philosophical life is more like a religious life wherein the soul is engaged

in a struggle for deliverunce.60 The philosophical life is a profoundly moral life that

requires a total reorientation of the person; the soul must tum from material goods to

immaterial goods, and apart from this turn of the soul it is impossible to gain happiness

and true freedom.

4.4 Conclusion: The total concept of the üuXti in the Phaedo

Having examined Socrates' four arguments for immortality, his view of the soul of the

philosopher in the after-life, and how the philosopher ought to live on earth, we are now

in a position to bring together our findings on the character Socrates' view of the soul in

the Phaedo. Before I offer what I believe is the total conception of the soul, however, I

want to point out a few more general observations about Socrates' discussions of the soul

in this dialogue and the relation to his comments here to his comments made in the

Apology.

Although these are obvious differences between the view held in the Apology

and the total concept in the Phaedo, there are signifìcant similaritìes. For instance, in the

Apology no less than in lhe Phaedo the soul is the acting agent or person, the locus of

consciousness, which carries out the activities of thinking. Likewise the belief in the soul

as the locus of moral character or habits and the activity of willing, and that it is capable

60On this point Robinson notes the significant difference between Socrates' conception of
purification and the view dominant within the popular Greek mystery religions of his time; "But if
[Socrates] has incorporated the religious notion of purifìcation into his thinking, it is no ritual cleansing, no
superstitious placation of the powers that be with meticulous ceremony. True purification is the life of
philosophy...or love of learning, or'philosophic virtue'; all amount to the same thing. Vy'hatever esoteric
creeds may have taught, the notion is transformed into something new by Socratic intellecfualism. There is
no true virtue without intelligence..." TMR,24.
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of attaining to gteater or lesser degrees of and arete, are each affirmed throughout both

dialogues. It is clear that in the Phaedo Socrates affirms much of what is said about the

soul in the Apology.

This is a fitting time to recap some of the ground that we have covered in this

chapter. In this chapter we looked at the concept of the soul in the Phaedo from a second

point of view, and attempted to make clear features in addition to the basic concept.

Through the course of the Phaedo we noticed a number of features we were able to add

to his earlier concept of the soul: (i) that its nature is non-changing and simple, (ii)

invisible and intelligible, (iii) that it is divine-like (ruling over the body), (iv) that it

carries out the activity of imparting life, (v) that it performs the operation of recollecting,

(vi) and that the body and soul are separable; from these features Socrates thinks that we

can know three others: that the soul is immortal, that is, (vii) that it must pre-exist the

body, (viii) survive death, (ix) and never cease to exist. In part one I tried to show how

the activity of thinking includes the operations of both learning and reasoning, as well, I

pointed out the list of moral virtues and vices that Socrates made which were derived

from his understanding of the nature of the soul as the seat of consciousness. Along-side

Socrates' developing idea of the soul was presented a notion of the transcendent Forms. I

make no claim as to whether one came before the other in the sequence of the

development of Plato's thought, but in the Phaedo at least, the argument for the

immortality of the soul relies upon the existence of the Forms. Because of the indivisible

and invisible nature of the soul, and because the Forms also have an indivisible nature,

Socrates argued that the soul is likely immortal as the Fonns are immortal. The activities

of the soul as animating the body or giving life were also made known there. In fact, all
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of the arguments for immortality in fhe Phaedo, in some way, are based on either of these

two ideas: the idea that the soul is similar to the Forms (arguments number 2 and 3), or

that the soul performs the operation of giving life (arguments number 1 and 4). In parts

two and three I both revisited some of the aspects just mentioned and made particular

note of the value of the soul and its relation to the body. In the Phaedo we have seen that

the value of the soul is again emphasised and re-affirmed. In the Apology too the soul

was portrayed as having value, but in the Phaedo Socrates provides more detail trying to

back that claim up with arguments. In this dialogue he says that the soul is valuable not

only throughout this life but also for the next. Further, the soul is valuable because it is

by caring for it and purifying it that we are able to attain happiness. The soul is the most

irnportant part of a human being, and the real person. Apart from its health, that is to say,

apart from its attaining philosophical virtue, there can be no happiness to speak of.

Lastly, in the Phaedo the soul and the body are presented as distinguishable and

separable entities. Indeed, given Socrates' detennination of a human as a composite of

body and soul it is difficult to see how one could conceive of personal immortality where

the body had any lasting involvement at all.

We may now summ anze the concept of the soul in the Phaedo in terms of the

four-fold structure of the concept of the soul highlighted within the introductory chapter

to this thesis: the nature of the soul is non-changing and simple, invisible and intelligible,

immortal (i.e. pre-existing, surviving death, and never ceasing to exist), and it is the

acting agent and selÊconscious person; the soul carries out the various activities

associated with consciousness including the activities of perceiving, evaluating and

rvilling, and recollecting (particularly the Forms which are immaterial objects of
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cognition), the soul also performs the operation of giving life to the body; in relation to

the body the soul is that which animates and rules over the body and perceives the

material rvorld through the physical senses of the body; the soul acquires both moral and

non-moral arete which modifies the effectiveness of how it performs the various

activities natural to the soul, and, being separable frorn the body, the soul having been

purified by philosophy and acquiring arete will outlive the body in a state of everlasting

happiness.
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Chapter 5

Alternative treatments of the rþuXr1 in four of
Plato's'middle' dialogues

5.0 Introduction

In this chapter I consider a number of alternative treatments of the soul, and particularly

features related to its immortality within four of Plato's other major dialogues. In the

course of Plato's dialogues we find a variety of at least somewhat different conceptions of

the soul presented by the character Socrates, from the immortal and tripartite soul of the

Repttblic to the apparently mortal and eros-led soul of the Symposium. In this chapter I

examine Plato's representation of what the character Socrates thinks of the soul in four of

his dialogues that have often been considered, like the Phaedo, to fall within the middle

period of Plato's wrìting. I focus for the most part on the features that are related to

arguments given for the immortality of the soul. I limit my basis of comparison to the

above because of the lirnitation of space, and because these are the features that provide

the basis for the belief in the soul's immortality that have been the focus of our study in

the Phaedo thus far.

This chapter is divided into five parts. In each of the first four parts I consider a

separate dialogue saying something of the context within which the main discussions of

the soul arises, and then something of the particular arguments for immortality and the

view of the soul that is put foreword. I will examine the dialogues in what is sometimes

regarded as the chronological sequence in which they have been written6t: Meno,

órThe relative chronology ofthe dialogues rvhich I have listed is based upon the evaluation of
stylometric and other evidence as evaluated by David Ross in Plato's Theory of ldeas,iåid., 10. Ross

claims to provide onJy a probable order of the texts, and whether or not this is the actual chronological



Symposíum, (Phaedo), Republic, Phaedrus.62 In the fifth part I point out what are some

of the main differences and similarities between the presentations of the soul in the Meno,

Symposiurn, RepublÌc, and Phaedrzs to that given in the Phaedo.

5.1 Meno: Recollection as the basis for shorving the rfulri to be immortal

The doctrine of the immortal soul does not figure prominently in the overall discussion of

the Meno, but it does appear at a rather significant juncture in the dialogue. Meno is an

accomplished orator and asks Socrates early on in the dialogue whether he thinks virtue

( ryer0 is something that can be taught (70,A.). Socrates says he does not know, and

soon leads Meno to realize that discovering whether virtue is teachable depends on one

being able to answer what virtue is in itself (718). From then on the main problem that

animates much of the dialogue is Meno and Socrates' search for a common definition of

excellence or virtue ( qpe tl1. After a series of failed attempts at saying what virtue is

Meno fìnally admits that he has come to his wits end, and finds himself stunned in a state

of perplexity or aporía (utrop íø) (804). As a result of Socrates' questions he finds that

he is unable to say even what virtue is. He states the dilemma that Socrates has led him

into by posing a question: How can one ever find what they are searching for unless one

order of the dialogues is not i¡ the first instance relevant to my own argument. For my purposes I have
chosen to look at these particular dialogues because of their thematic, and not chronological, similarities to
the Phaedo. For a good revierv of the methods and findings of l gth and 20'h cenrury research in stylometry
and its bearing on the chronology of Plato's dialogues see Leonard Brandwood's essay "Stylometry and
Chronology" in The Cambridge Companion to Plato, ed. Richard Kraut, (Cambridge: CUP, 1992),90-120

ó2All translations in this chapter are my own. The editions I am using are as follows: R.W.
Sharples' modified version of Bluck's Cambridge edition printed alongside Sharples' translation and
corffnentary of the Meno, (Warminister, Wiltshire, UK: A¡is and Phillips, Ltd., 1985); Kenneth Dover's
edition of the Symposuint, (Cambridge: CuP, 2002); I have referred to the text of the Republic printed
alongside Paul Shorey's translation (in two volumes) in the Loeb edition (Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press, 1937); lastly, I made reference to the modified version of Burnet's Oxford text
printed alongside C.J. Rowe's translation and commentary of the Phaedrus, (Warminister, Wiltshire, UK:
Aris and Phillips, Ltd., 1986).
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akeady knows beforehand what they are looking for so and identify it rvhen they find it?

(80D)

It is in response to Meno's paradox that Socrates proposes a teaching rvhich

includes the theory of the immortal soul. He recounts for his friend the teaching of

priests, priestesses, and divinely inspired poets who say that the soul is not only

immortal, but also that it has been bom many times. This means that the soul existed

before it came into a body, and that there was time beforehand for the soul to gain

knowledge of many subjects (e.g. geometry, as in the case of the slave boy). The

doctrine of reincarnation is suggested as a means of overcoming the impasse that they

have found themselves in. Socrates offers the soul's immortality as a way of explaining

how learning is actually a process of recollecting things already known before birth. If

what is cornmonly called learning is actually recollection ( oo'r dpvîorç), then Meno's

paradox does not apply; the soul need not search for what it doesn't in any way know,

since it merely has to recognize and call to mind knowledge that was prevíously acquired.

The doctrine of the immortal soul has both ethical and epistemological

implications. On the first count, actions in this life have enduring moral repercussions.

Because the soul lives on past death Socrates admonishes Meno that a person must live as

piously as possible (818). One the other hand, Socrates believes that the doctrine of an

irnmortal soul helps to justify his account of learning as rememberìng. Since the soul

existed in a pre-bodìly state Socrates can resolve the contradiction pointed to in Meno's

paradox by saying that as a matter of fact, "there is nothing that is not learned" (81C).
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5.2 Symposíumz Vicarious immortality and the search for the beautiful

The Symposiumis a series of encomia delivered in praise of the god Love. In the dialogue

Socrates and six of his füends gather to celebrate Agathon's victory at the dramatic

contest held during the Lemon Festival at Athens. Instead of spending yet another

evening in heavy drinking, at Phaedrus'prompting they give the night over to

conversation. Eryximachus arranges his guests in a speaking order and each in turn

deliver a hymn of praise to the god. Socrates agrees to go along with the proposal by

wryly saying the only thing that he does understand is "the art of erotics (t ù þc,ltrK d)"

(177D). Each person in the group takes his tum and Socrates delivers his encomium in

the form of a recitation of a speech that he earlier heard from Diotima, a wise woman

with magical powers (201D). It is in the course of Socrates'speech that the subject of the

nature of the soul and its immortality come up. He says Diotirna defined eros as the

desire for continual possession of good things (2064), and along with it the desire to

reproduce and "give birth in the presence of beauty" (2068). Further along Socrates

clarifies her meaning by saying that a lover must desire immortality along with the good.

The desire to reproduce in its turn is said to be nothing other than an expression of the

desire for immortality (2068). In short, by means of love the mortal nature of humans

and animals alike seeks so far as is possible "to exist forever and be immortal (ue í re

e ivcn xsí ti0rÍvatoç)" (207D).

But what sort of immortality is it that mortals actually can or do attain? Diotima

points out that both body and soul are in constant flux: the body, because its physical

features are ever changing and coming into being; the soul, because its habits, desires,

and knowledge are always changing (2084). She goes on to add that some people are
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pregnant with the desire for immortality in their bodies, while others are pregnant in their

souls. Immorlality is gained by exerting influence to cause change in the world which

can be recognized by others. Producing physical offspring no less than deeds of glory are

each, in their own way, means to achieve a lasting memory of oneself (208DfÐ. Through

these means people show forth their striving for immortality. What is significant to note

is that here the only kind of immortalìty open for humans to attain is that which is gained

vicariously through others.

Socrates goes on to give a more systematic explanation of the desire for

immortality and the various ways that love manifests its presence within people. Though

all immortality is achieved through the memory of other people, there are distinguishable

degrees or kinds of longing that are manifest within people's souls. He reports how

Diotima disclosed to himself the ladder of love: an image of the ascent that must be

climbed by all people who are to rise to the object of greatest longing of all. People pass

through longing for individual bodies, bodies in general, souls, and then arrive at the peak

of the ladder. The greatest longing is revealed as the yearning for the Form of the

Beautiful itself; the Form of Beauty is that for the sake of which all other things are

ultimately desired (21 0A-21 0E).

What is striking in Socrates' account of the soul in the Symposium, in relation to

the account found in the Phaedo and each of the other dialogues we are looking at in this

chapter (with the qualified exception of the Meno)63 , is tlie presence of a doctrine of the

transcendent Forms but without a doctrine of the immortal individual human soul. For

the vast majority of people the only completion of their longing for immortality is to be

63see R. W. Sharples' comments in his introduction to his translation of the Meno where he lists
the various ways that the presentation of the forms given in the Meno is different from that given in the

Phaedo, Symposiunt and Republic, ibid., 17-14.



achieved tluough sexual reproduction. Their memory and something of their physical

body lives on through their offspring. Far fewer people (of the likes of Alcestis and

Achilles) achieve a kind of immortality through the remembrance of their noble deeds

(208D). Fewer still, such as the great poets and lawmakers of Greece, gain a measure of

immortality through the ideas and arguments that they pass onto those who study their

works or live under their legislation (209Cff). To the philosopher alone, it seems, is a

continuation of their individual soul even suggested, and that only tentatively (2128).

The philosophers are the ones who rise above the love of beautiful bodies, rise above the

love of fine souls and laws, to gaze upon the Form of Beauty itself (2104fÐ. Plato has a

very developed account of the Forms that in the Symposium is the basis for his account of

eros within the soul, but he draws no further conclusions about the soul's immortality

here.

5.3 Republic: The üuXi is immortal and has three parts

In the Republic we find Plato's most sustained treatment of the nature ofjustice. The

dialogue is a discussion of the nature ofjustice and the relationship between the

philosopher and the political community. In it Socrates defends the merits ofjustice. He

sets forth to consider whether justice is in and of itself better than injustice (cf.358D and

612C), and in the end concludes that justice is rightly praised for bestowing good things

on those who possess it (612D). In the Republic philosophy vindicates justice and the

value of leading a philosophical life by proving that justice and the search for a just

regime within the soul and within the life of the community brings with it its own

rewards that far outweigh the perceived benefits of injustice. In order to evaluate the
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merits ofjustice, however, Socrates must first help his füends to discover what it is. To

discover what justice is they turn to an examination of a city in speech, which, Socrates

says, is an image of the human soul writ large (cf. 368E and 435C). By viewing the

perfectly good city and the perfectly good man, Socrates says: "perhaps searching them

out side by side, and rubbing them as though fire-sticks, we would make justice to burst

into flame, and becoming clear, we would confirm it for ourselves" (4354). With a view

to understanding the nature ofjustice, then, does Socrates look to describe the nalure of

the soul.

In the Republic Socrates provides a detailed account of all four aspects of the soul

that we had earlier said, in Chapter One, together comprise the concept of a human soul.

As for the nature of the soul, in the Republic it is said to be tripartite. In Socrates'

treatment of the polis he found three distinct classes of citizens that comprise the

population. He goes on to say that a single human would have the same forms in his soul

as can be found in the naturally occurring political organization of the perfect city that

was constructed in speech by the character Socrates. After much argumentation Socrates

eventually feels confident to assert that they have discovered a form and disposition

(örôr1 'ce xsì r10r1) corresponding to each of the three distinct forms found in the city

(435E). First is the calculating part of the soul, the part that is capable of reckoning and

reasoning about what is the best course of action to take. This part of the soul is

analogous to the ruling class in the city. Second is the irrational or desiring part of the

soul. This is the part of the soul's nature by which it loves, hungers, thirsts and is agitated

by the other desires (a39D). The desiring part is analogous to the moneymakers and

merchants within the city who spend their time accumulating wealth. The third part of
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the soul is the spirited part. This part is analogous to the warrior class. Socrates says this

spirited part is the part of the soul's nature that sometimes makes war against the desires

and reproaches the man for desiring base things. As an example of the activity of the

spirited part of the soul Socrates recounts a story of a man who once noticed corpses of

executed men lying by the public executioner. Upon seeing the bodies he experienced

two kinds of desire. The one was an impulse to gawk at the dead men and the second an

impulse to turn away from the sight, since looking upon dead bodies is a shameful thing

to do (339E). It is the spirited part of the soul that is roused against (or helps to

strengthen) the desiring part whenever it is in conflict with the calculating part of the soul

(440A). The spirited part of the soul's nature is what helps a man to endure hardships and

suffering for the sake ofjustice or achieving ends the calculating part considers good.

Hence, Socrates presents the nafure or essence of the soul in the Republic as tripartite.

It is through Socrates' description of the nature of the soul as tripartite that we also

gain an understanding into his view of the soul's activities or operations. Each of the

three parts are responsible for carrying out a different activity that is performed by the

soul. in the calculating part the soul's reasoning is highlighted. In the second, irrational

part of the soul, we can see the activity of desiring most clearly. Lastly, it is in some

relation of the activity of the calculating and the spirited parts that we are able to identify

the activity of the soul's willing, or bringing into action what has been determined as the

best course of action by the calculating character of the soul.

In Socrates'explicit treatments of early education the relation between the soul

and the body is given some consideration. The soul and the body are both distinct and

separable parts of a human being. Although the body is clearly subordinate in value and
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influence in regards to the education of the soul (403D), the education of the body is also

important. In Socrates' description of the philosopher's education, the body has an

important role, particularly in relation to the education of the young. The educational

goal of early education is to habituate the desire and the will through training by music

and poetry (4014fÐ and gymnastics (403Dff.¡.

Socrates has a good deal to say about the virtues and vices of the soul in the

Republic. Socrates'discussion of the virfues in the dialogue sliow forth his understanding

of the fourth aspect of the soul that makes up any conception of the soul. The catalogue

of virfues and vices are the possible variations of the habits and states of soul that serve to

modify principally the soul's activities, but also its relation to the body. Hence, in the

Republic the soul that has virtue is able to carry out its own operations well, while the

soul lacking virtue is not able to do so. Each of the parts of the soul that comprise its

essence has a different and corresponding virtue. The calculating part is virfuous when it

acquires wisdom, and the ability to discern what is good in every situation (a2C). The

vice of the calculating part is ignorance and stupidity. The desiring part of the soul is

virfuous when ithas moderation, and the ability to desire what the calculating parl

determines is good to seek after (470E). Lack of virrue of this part of the soul is

recognizable when the desiring part attempts to guide the direction of the activities of the

soul, prompting it to give itself over to pleasure and seeking money (442A) and allowing

itself to become easily irritable (4118). The spirited part of the soul is said to be excellent

when ithas courage, andthe ability to arouse the soul to persevere through hardships for

the sake of what is good (a108; 441D). The soul which has not properly trained its

spirited aspect will find itself acting harshly, and lose any natural concem for learning
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and philosophy. Lastly, justíceis achieved in the soul when all the parts of the soul's

essence work together, or when each part minds its own business (441D). When each of

the three parts of the soul has acquired the excellence proper to itself, the soul is able to

be in harmony with itself.

We should also briefly say something of Socrates' argument for the immortality

of the soul in Book 10. He begins with a definition of good and bad; rvhat brings benefit

and saves is good while what destroys and corrupts is bad (6088). Everything, he says,

has its own particular comrption and sickness that is suited to its own nature. As rust is

to iron, so rot is to wood. In these examples Socrates is pointing out that things can be

destroyed only by an evil that is particularly related to itself (6094). Socrates then

considers sicknesses of the body and soul. The sickness particular to the body is disease.

As he points out, not even bad foods can make the body sick unless the food introduces

the sort of disease that is particular to the body itself (6104). He draws the general

conclusion that one thing is never destroyed by the evil of another (6104); the application

of this principle means that the sickness of the body can have no direct harmful influence

upon the soul. Socrates adrnits that there are things that make the soul bad: injustice,

licentiousness, cowardice, and lack of learning each qualify as vices that can harm the

soul (6088). However, do these vices actually destroy the soul? He answers that they do

not. Socrates observes: when a man is caught doing injustice he is not destroyed, but

only harmed, and is able to continue living. Thus, from this empirical observation, and

the previous conclusion that each thing has its own evil, Socrates surmises that if vice

can¡ot destroy the soul then nothing will (6114).
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5.4 Phaedrzs: The tripartite VuXi is an unmoved mover

Socrates' rnost irnportant discussion of the soul in the Phaedrus is found in the middle of

his second'Great Speech' of that dialogue (2438-2578). Socrates and Phaedrus have left

the city walls to find a quiet place together to read. They have ventured into the

countryside so that Phaedrus may read aloud to Socrates a nervly completed speech by

Lysias, the famous Athenian rhetorician and speech-maker, on the topic of love

( þorrr.xoC). efter listening to the speech Socrates gives a reply (237Cff) and lengthy

speech of his own (2378-241D). Immediately after concluding his first speech, however,

Socrates retracts his statements and sets out upon a second attempt. He says that the

reason why he must take back his first speech is because he acted foolishly and impiously

(242D). He spoke as though love were something evil; with regret, he now regards this

as a terrible thing to have said (2428). Socrates' second and celebrated speech is a

Palinode to Love. In it he recounts his former position that madness is an evrl (244A)

and goes on to describe the types of madness and their benefits to Greece in both public

and private spheres. Socrates then considers: why do the gods allow madness to be given

to humans at all? He answers it is so that humans may achieve the greatest good fortune

(2458). To understand how madness can brìng about the greatest forlune to humans

Socrates says we must first comprehend the nature of the soul. It is at this point Socrates

turns to his proof of the irnmortality of the soul.

His basic argument is as follows. He claims that rvhatever always has motion is

immortal (r ò y ap ae r r ívqrov d0 ávsrov). Now some things move on their own

accord, and some things are moved by other things. A first principle ( qpX rù is that

which moves things by its own accord and itself never comes into being. And since first
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principles never come into being, Socrates' further supposes that they must also never

perish and go out of beingQasD). An unmoved first principle is immortalbecause the

negation of this would lead to an absurd conclusion, namely, if ever a fìrst principle

would die then the whole universe would collapse (2458). The universe would collapse

because without the existence of unmoved sources of motion there would be nothing left

to impart motion throughout the structure of the physical world. Socrates thinks the

ceasing of all motion to be an unlikely event. But how exactly are we to recognize the

effects of an çX rl in the material universe? Socrates says that every body that has its

source of motion outside itself is devoid of soul, whereas whatever is self-moved is en-

souled (ð¡,LrþuXov). We recognize the effects of the first principles in the universe by

observing bodies that have self-generated motion. From his explanation of motion in the

world, and the identification of first principles with the cause of motion, Socrates is able

to succinctly summarize his understanding of the nature or essence of soul. In short,

since whatever is self-moving is immortal "this very thing [i.e. self-motion] is lor is ofl

the essence and definition of soul (rf uX rg o rr íøv r€ Ks, ì À cryov ro ûtov a tn óv) "

(2458). Thus, the soul is something which is both self-moving and immortal (246A).

Having spoken of its immortality Socrates f,rlls in the concept of the soul by

means of an image. His image for the soul is of a charioteer and his two horses. The

charioteer attempts to guide his horses, but finds one of them is difficult to master and

make obedient to his comrnands. The charioteer represents the reasoning part of the soul.

One of the horses is the noble desire within the soul, the other is the irascible and

rebellious appetite. The role of the charioteer is to rule over his horses and lead them in

the best direction. While doing this, however, he is constantly quanelling against the
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urìruly horse which slmrbolizes the base appetites that try to re-route the direction of the

rvhole chariot and the whole soul.

The soul in the Phaedrus is immortal because it is selÊmoving. And we have

seen how Socrates believes that that which has soul within it is imparted motion. Like

the Repttblic the soul has three parts. Socrates does not in the Phaedrus address the

question (as we shall see in section 5.5 that he does in the Republic) whether all three

parts of the soul are immortal. Also, there is a different emphasis on the nature of the

soul than that given in the Republic. In the Phaedrus the main conflict experienced

within a person is between the base appetite and the reasoning part of the soul. We note

how the noble appetite has a less significant role to play in Socrates' chief image of the

soul. In the Republic, on the other hand, the role of the spirited part of the soul's nature

was thoroughly described, as were the catalogue of virtues and vices that corresponded to

each of the various parts that together make up the soul's essence.

5.5 Conclusion: Alternative treatments of the üuXí contrasted rvith the Phaedo

Compared to the treatment of the soul in the Phaedo, Socrates'treatment of the soul in

the Meno is minimal. Yet even despite its slight direct treatment the little that we can

notice seems to be a significant development from Socrates'view of the soul in the

Apology. The soul in the Meno is associated with the moral character or habits of a

person; in this sense the nature or essence of the soul as the centre of rational

consciousness is reaffirmed here as it was in the Apology. However, the soul is also

associated more directly with the activity of recollection. It is from the activity of

recollecting that Socrates believes he is able to show that the soul must have a pre-bodily
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existence and be immortal. It is a soul that experiences birth and death in an unending

cycle of reincarnation.

There is also a signifìcant difference in the way the soul is treated in the Meno as

compared to the Pltaedo. For example, Socrates makes use of the arguments for

immortality in at least three different ways in the Meno than he does in the Phaedo. First,

in the Meno argument for immortality there is no recourse to the doctrine of the

immaterial Forms. We recall that in Socrates'view the doctrine of the Forms played a

very significant role in the argumentation for immortality in the Phaedo. Second, in the

Meno Socrates presents 'learning as recollecting' as an argument that independently

establishes immortality. From this activity of the soul alone Socrates thinks that it must

both have pre-existed and be immortal. ln the Phaedo Socrates seems to have revised his

views on the value of this argument. In the Phaedo the soul's operation of learning is

directly the basis only for the soul's pre-existence, but not its post-existence. The third

difference is that in the Phaedo Socrates considers an objection to his argument from the

activity of learning that he seems not to have anticipated yet in the Meno. We recall that

in the Phaedo's version Cebes asks Socrates if knowledge could have been acquired at

the very moment of birth, and thus account for their observations on learning without

needing to posit the soul's pre-existence. Where in the Phaedo this objection is

addressed, in the Meno the possibility is not even raised (cornpare Men.86A.with Phdo.

76C). In the Phaedo there are both new improvements to the argument that the soul's

activity of learning shows forth its immortality as well as new objections considered that

do not appear within the Meno. These differences in the treatment of the soul and the

arguments for personal immortality to me, on these grounds alone, suggest a strong
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likelihood that the Meno was rvritten before the Phaedo.

What sort of soul is presented in the Symposium? We have a very incomplete

presentation of the soul in this dialogue. In it the soul of the philosopher is able to

perform the operation of reasoning about the Fonns, but Socrates makes no argument for

the affìnity between the soul and the indivisible Forms as he does in the third argument in

the Phaedo that we looked at in Chapter Four. Also interesting to note is the relation of

the soul to the body in the Symposium. In the Phaedo the life of the philosopher was

depicted in terms of a conflict between the desires of the body (which seek after material

goods) and the desires of the soul (which seek after immaterial goods). Thus the conflict

for the philosopher is between the body and soul. In the Symposium this is not the case,

and the desires of the body are seen not in terms of a qualitative but a quantitative

difference to those of the body. The desires of the body and soul are placed upon a

continuum from good to best. In the Symposium it seems unlikely at all that the

philosopher could ever rise to the love of the sublime intellectual objects without first

having some eros for the lower. There is a new common denominator between the two

kinds of desire. The presence of eros is now recognized within both kinds of longings.

The task for the philosopher is not to reject the desires of the body, which seemed the

tendency of the Phaedo, but to use them as a means for ascending to the objects more

fitting for the soul. Regarding the acquired states and habits that qualify the activities of

the soul and its relation to the body, again, there is very little said in this dialogue.

Perhaps we might say that the chief virtue of the philosopher in this dialogue is a strong

eros. But it is unclear whether the degree of longing felt within a person is something

that may be cultivated or is something given to them by nature.
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What is distinctive about the soul in the Syntposíurn is that its capability for

intellectual contemplation is dependent upon its degree of eros. Also, a person may

impress their identity upon the mernory of others; but it does not appear, at least not for

the vast multitudes of human beings, that their soul could possibly live forever.

There are similarities between Íhe total concept of the soul in lhe Phaedo and the

conception of the soul in lhe Republic. Most prominently, of course, is the fact that the

soul in both dialogues is an immortal soul. Moreover, the value of the soul and of its

education is also emphasized in both dialogues, as well as the view that the soul's

immortality has ethical implications for how a philosopher ought to live in this life. This

being said, there are also a great many dissimilarities.

Socrates' conception of the soul in the Republic differs from the Phaedo in that

the nature of the soul in the Republic is tripartite instead of simple. In Book 4 Socrates

leads Glaucon step by step in a reasoned argument to identify each of the distinct parts.

The calculating or reasoning, the desiring, and the spirited parts together make up the

essence of the soul. Although Socrates spends a good deal of time describing the three-

part soul, and indeed relies upon it to make coherent the analogous description of the

three parts of the polis, at one point he even acknowledges the possibility that this

account may be inaccurate. In Book 10 when Socrates offers his proof for the soul's

immortality he raises the following objection: he admits that it is not easy "for a thing to

be eternal that is both composed out of many things and whose composition is not of the

finest, as the soul now looked to us" (6118). Socrates then qualifies all his previous

descriptions of the three-part soul by saying that they have been looking at the soul as it

appears to them now, not as it really is. As we see the soul now, he confesses, we see it
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in a condition of countless evils. To properly understand it one must look elsewhere.

One must look towards "its love of wisdom, and recognize what it lays hold of and with

rvhat sort of things it longs to keep company on the grounds tliat it is akin to the divine

and immortal and what ¿s always..." (611E). This late qualif,rcation, in the end, seems to

bring Socrates'account of the nature of the soul much closer to that given in the Phaedo

than we had earlier supposed. It brings the account of the soul closer to that given in the

Phaedo because Socrates has suggested that only one part of the soul is immortal, the

reasoning part.

In the Republíc Socrates' account of the relation of the soul to the body appears

more developed compared to that given in the Phaedo. In the Republic the soul is

distinct from the body, but unlike the Phaedo the Republic clearly represents the conflict

within a human being as occurring between the various parts of the soul. The struggle to

become good and wise is a struggle within the soul to bring together into a rvorking

hannony the calculating and the desiring parts, and to have the spirited part continually

strengthening and encouraging this union between reason and desire. The various states

of soul that modify the activities of the soul are also much more fully developed in the

RepublÌc. Each part of the soul has a corresponding virtue: wisdom, courage,

moderation, and the whole soul is said to have justice when each of the parts work

together in their proper function. Such a detailed catalogue of virfues and vices is absent

from withinthe Phaedo.

There are three interesting points to note when comparing the conception of the

soul in the Phaedr¿¿s to that given in the Phaedo. First, like the Phaedo the soul is

sometimes referred to as "mind" in the Phaedrus, as in when Socrates refers to "the mind
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of thephilosopher" (11toûStÀooóQou òrdvora) duringhis second speech (Phdr.

249C). I had earlier noted in Chapter Three that Socrates' references to 'òr d,vorc' as a

term for the individual soul was always in places when the activity or operation of

rationality and the rational part of the soul's nature was being highlighted. But at another

point in the Phaedr¿¿s Socrates also refers to the soul by means of the term 'òr civors,'

when specifically pointing to the irrational activity and irrational part of the soul (265E).

Hence, in the Phaedrus Socrates either makes a slip or changes his terminology as,

perhaps, a means of underscoring the fact that the soul has both a rational and an

irrational part to its nature. Second, also in regards to the nature of the soul in the

Phaedrus, Socrates posits a conception of the soul's nature in this dialogue in a unique

way. He says that whatever is self-moving is immortal, and that "this very thing is the

essence and definition of soul (üuXrç o toísv r€ KøìÀoyov roûrov ø rnóv) " (2458).

In this dialogue alone self-motion is specifically singled out as the nature or essence of

the soul, and that by which we can give an account of what it is. Third, Socrates makes

use of the theory of recollection to draw attention to the souls'activity of learning, but

puts far less emphasis on the argument here than in either the Phaedo or the Meno.
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Chapter 6

General Conclusion

6.0 Introduction

In this concluding chapter I attempt to summarize and make explicit what I take to be the

conclusions of the argument of this thesis. My remarks in this chapter are divided into

two parts. First, I recapitulate the overall argument of the previous five chapters.

Second, I offer some reflections on what I take to be the moral value of Socrates'

doctrine of the immortal soul and his arguments for it.

6.1 Summary of the findings of this thesis

We are ready to revisit the primary and secondary questions of this thesis, some of my

own methodological procedures that I have employed throughout this study, and the

conclusions that I have come to.

In Chapter One, the general introduction to the thesis, I stated that the primary

question I sought to answer was a methodological question. I asked: by what method

might we best interpret Socrates' comments about the soul in the Phaedo? I have

answered that the best way to do this was to separate Socrates' cotnments into a basic and

total concept of the soul. The subsequent chapters of this thesis have been, for the most

part, an attempt to substantiate this claim by illustrating its efficacy or explanatory power.

I have tried to show that this interpretive tool can help us to answer other secondary

questions that fall into two groups. First, by analyzing Socrates' comments about the

soul in the Phaedo from the point of view of the basic and total concepts I have been able

to identifiT something about the nafure of the arguments in the Phaedo, their relation to
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each other, and something of their relation to arguments about the soul in a series of other

Platonic dialogues. Second, I have been able to identiff the features of the soul presented

throughout lhe Phaedo which I will list below.

Also in Chapter One, I explained but did not thoroughly justify two

methodological procedures that I have used throughout this thesis. In addition to this, i

assefted that any conception of the human soul must include four elements: an account of

the soul's nature, activities, relation to the body, and the acquired states and habits that

modify any of the other aspects. On the other hand, I stated in the first chapter that I did

not aim to present an exhaustive interpretation of the dialogue, but rather the view of the

soul as given by the character Socrates.

In Chapter Two I looked at the view of the soul in the Apology. By furning fìrst

to the Apology \¡/e were able to examine a concept of the soul wherein the character

Socrates made no assertion of its immortality; this was a useful exercise because it

provided a backdrop against which we could furn to sludy the basic and total concepts of

the soul in the Phaedo. The basic concept of the soul in the Phaedo was merely a

modifìcation of the complete or whole concept in the Apology.

In Chapters Three and Four I analyzed the concept of the soul in the Phaedo from

two different points of view. In Chapter Three, keeping in mind Socrates' view of the

soul in the Apology, I analyzed the concept of the soul by noting those features given by

Socrates that were not used by him to show forth either its pre-existence or post-

existence. I tried to show that the basíc concept of the soul that I separated out in the

Phaedo is, for the most part, in agreement with the view of the soul in the Apology. After

applying this interpretive method, at the end of Chapter Three I concluded thal lhe basic
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concept of the soul in the Phaedo was as follows: the defining characteristic or what

makes up the essence of the soul is that it is the active agent or the self-conscious person;

it performs the activities of thinking (perceiving) and willing (evaluating), and desiring

after the knowledge of immaterial objects of cognition; the soul is the locus of moral and

non-moral habits and dispositions; the soul is distinct from the body, and (while joined to

the body) attains excellence by striving to avoid preoccupation with the desires of the

body, or with objects of bodily cognition, as much is humanly possible.

In Chapter Four I articulated tliose features of the soul that were not only held in

coÍìmon with those recognized in Chapter Three, but also those that were held in

addition to the basíc concept. By the end of Chapter Four we were able to state the total

conception of the soul in the Phaedo. I summarizedthe concept of the soul in the Phaedo

in terms of the four-fold structure of the concept of the soul highlighted within the

introductory chapter to this thesis: the nature of the soul is non-changing and simple,

invisible and intelligible, immortal (i.e. pre-existing, surviving death, and never ceasing

to exist), and it is the actingagenl and self-conscious person; the soul carries out the

various activities associated with consciousness including the activities of perceiving,

evaluating and willing, and recollecting (particularly the Forms which are immaterial

objects of cognition), the soul also performs the operation of giving life to the body; in

relation to the body the soul is that which animates and rules over the body and perceives

the material world tll'ough the physical senses of the body; the soul acquires both moral

and non-moral arete which modifies the effectiveness of how it performs the various

activities natural to the soul, and, being separable from the body, the soul having been

purified by philosophy and acquiring arete will outlive the body in a state of everlasting
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happiness.

In Chapter Five I briefly looked at the arguments for immortality given within

four other Platonic dialogues. Reviewing Plato's conceptions of the soul in the Meno,

Symposiunt, Republíc and Phaedrzs I tried to make explicit the alternative conceptions of

the soul within these dialogues. By this exercise I was able to highlight places of

similarities and dissimilarities between Plato's concepts and arguments in lhe Phaedo and

those within these four other dialogues which are generally considered to have been

written during the second or middle period of Plato's writing.

It seems fitting at this point in the thesis to clarify the two main secondary

findings that I believe have followed from our procedure with regards to the

interpretation of Plato's thought about the soul. The first main secondary finding is

conceming the arguments of the Phaedo, and has three parts.

First, through my analysis of the Phaedo I have been able to illustrate how

Socrates is making arguments about features of the soul, and not arguments intending to

prove the existence of the individual human soul per s¿. We have seen that Socrates

attempts to prove the soul is immortal by showing that the soul has certain features which

themselves provide the basis for belief in its imrnortality. Next, in terms of the relation

between the arguments for immortality, I have been able to show that there is a

development of the complexity of the arguments themselves. If Plato did not change his

views on the conception of the soul throughout the course of writing the dialogue, he

certainly presents it as though the character Socrates' views had done as much. In

Chapter Four I already highlighted the way that the character Socrates seems to be

improving upon his arguments by making additions (e.g. the first to the second argument)

99



and wholesale revisions (e.g. the fourth argument as compared to the first). 6a Whether or

not Plato wrote this way in the Phaedo because of pedagogical aims or because he had

not fully tliought through the entirety of the argument beforehand is a question I do not

need to decide upon. What seems clear enough is that there is a change and a refinement

in Socrates'initial abilityto describethe aspects of the soul such thathis arguments

become more sophisticated as the conversation of the dialogue goes on. 6s Third, when

we compare the conceptions of the soul in the Phaedo to Plato's other dialogues, my

findings seem consistent with or as confirming the generally accepted chronological

order of the composition of the dialogues.66 I think there are grounds to show that there

is developrnent within Plato's view of the soul throughout the so-called middle dialogues,

although I make no claim to have demonstrated such a view myself. What is key to note

here is that Plato's Phaedo represents a highpoint in his developing conception of the

soul, but it is by no means the summit. There are many questions and ambiguities that

Plato simply does not address in the Phaedo that are resolved elsewhere, most notably in

the Republic. For example, in the Phaedo Plato provides a very rudimentary treatment of

the virtues and vices of the soul, whereas in the Republic this fourth aspect of his concept

ooAlso, in the Phaedo Socrates sometimes speaks as though the human is a composite being
comprised of a body and a soul (798,948); other times he appears to speak as though body and soul are

both subordinate to the ruling of a third super-ego that even governs the activities of the soul (668C, 618,
888). Robinson comments on the way that Socrates sometimes does and sometimes does not speak as

though the soul were the locus of the self. On 668 and 67E he writes: "Once more the soul and its
possessor seem to be distinguished, as also apparently at 64 E8-65A2. How seriously this is to be taken is

hard to say. If it is taken at its face value, the true self will be some sort of super-Ego beyond soul and

body, and this will stand in direct conflict with the view of the self as the soul. Be this as it may, what is
quite certain is that Socrates wants to flout the greater part of tradition by maintaining that the self or
person is definitely not The body." TMR,32.

6sThis conclusion is similar to that reached by Martha Beck in her study of the arguments of the
Phaedo where she sets out to argue the following: "The thesis to be defended here is that Socrates'
positions in these three arguments fin the Phaedo] become progressively more complex, more
comprehensive and more systematic. When the arguments are read in the order presented, each discussion
of the immortality of the soul leads to unresolved problems which, in furn, are addressed immediately and

directly in the next discussion." ibid.,2.
66As mentioned, for instance, in David Ross' work, ibìd., l-10.
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is refined and given a systematic treatment. Also, in both the Republic and Phaedrus

Plato feels confident to describe the soul's nature in terms of th¡ee parts. By reference to

the soul's three-part nature Plato is able to give a much more elaborate expression of the

soul's activities (reasoning, rvilling, desiring) and acquired states (virtues and vices).

I say that Plato appears confident to discuss the three-part soul in these two

dialogues because there are difficulties inherent in this view that he is also aware of. As

Socrates himself admits (Rep.61lB), a three-part soul makes irnmortality something more

difficult to prove. In the Phaedo the arguments for immortality are prominent, and one

gets the sense that they are just being worked out for the first time. By the time of the

Republic the situation is quite different. Plato's clarity about the soul has been sharpened

and there is familiarity, as he has Socrates mention, with those "other arguments" for

immortality - presumably referring to those already given in the Phaedo (cf. Rep.61 1B).

In the Republic and Phaedrus Plato does not need to insist that an invisible soul must be

indivisible or simple; he has found new arguments that do not depend on the kind of

distinctions between body and soul argued for in fhe Phaedo. My own findings appear to

be consistent with the view that the Phaedo was written before both the Phaedrus and the

Republic.

Although the Phaedo appears to be written earlier than these two dialogues, it

displays a considerable maturity on the subject of the soul and a development when

compared to the so-called "Socratic dialogues", and even when compared with the Meno.

As we have seen in Chapter Two the Socrates of the Apology does not know whether the

soul is immortal, and he is not even willing to say that he believes it will survive bodily

death. The Socrates of the Phaedo has gone far beyond the Socrates of the Apology in his
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willingness to affirm and offer arguments in support of the belief in the immortal soul.

One of the arguments for immortality in the Phaedo has direct resemblance to that given

in the Meno, although the former is superior to the latter. In the Phaedo Socrates answers

objections to the argument that did not even arise in the Meno and gives a completely

new version of the argument fiom the activity of learning which incorporates a doctrine

of the Forms.

The second, and perhaps more important secondary finding that has resulted from

analyzingthe Phaedo from the point of view of the basic and total concepts is that I have

been able to identify the features of the soul that Socrates' presents in this dialogue: the

nature of the soul is non-changing, invisible, intelligible, immortal, and it is the seat of

the rational self-consciousness of a person; the soul carries out the various activities

associated with thinking including the abilities of recollecting, evaluating, and perceiving

(particularly the Forms which are immaterial objects of cognition); the soul performs the

operation of giving life; in relation to the body the soul is that which animates and rules

over the body and perceives through the physical senses ofthe body; being separable

from the body, the soul having been purified by philosophy and acquiring virtue will not

only outlive the body, but will do so in a state of everlasting happiness.

6.2"lhe moral value of Socrates' arguments for immortality in the Phaedo

In the Phaedo Socrates is concerned to tell us not only what kind of soul we have, but

also what its value is and what the implications of his view are for the way that we ought

to lives our lives. This is to say that there is a moral point underlying Socrates'

arguments, and I think that if we miss this point we miss a great deal about what the
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arguments themselves are trying to get at. Plato's Phaedo is a dialogue narrating the last

hours and final discussion of Socrates' life. Socrates has no need to worry about

assemblies and the swaying opinions of large gatherings of Athenian men. He is alone

with all but a few of his intimate friends. The central event of the dialogue is not the

death of Socrates, but the struggle to overcome the fear of death. And right until the end

of his life the character Socrates is trying to bestow the benefits of philosophy upon his

füends. In the Apology Socrates introduced the theme of philosophy as "care of the soul"

and this theme runs through the Phaedo as well (cf. 107cff).

But why is it important to prove the soul is immortal? Do we have any clue as to

what value Socrates assigns to his arguments, or we might say, what motivated him to

want to prove to his friends that the soul is immortal? In the dramatic context of the

Phaedo the arguments for immortality come about as a result of Socrates accepting the

challenge to stand on 'trial' for a second time. This time he stands on trial not before the

Athenians but before his friends with the task of explaining his claims about philosophy.

He has to defend his position that a philosopher will cahnly meet his death since

philosophy itself is a preparation for death. In other words, Socrates has to explain the

premise underlying his argument that a philosopher will be one to have good cheer

(0appe îv) and be hopeful towards (e r-reÀnrç e ivar) death, while all the while refusing

suicide and death until it is forced upon him (638-64A).

Socrates has to defend his belief in the immortal soul if he is going to uphold his

conception of philosophy as the practice of death. Socrates says that belief in the

immortal soul and its future happiness is a risk or ahazard, but that it is a noble risk

(xaÀòs y þ óxívòuvoç) and one worthwhile taking. At the very end of his pictorial
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representation of the afterlife to Simmias and Cebes, he admits that he cannot prove what

he has just represented to them, but nevertheless that the image has merit:

No sensible man would insist that these things are as I have described them, but I
think it is fìtting for a man to risk the belieÈ- for the risk is a noble one (rcøÂ òn

y ap érívòuvoç)- that this, or something like this, is true about our souls and

their dwelling places, since the soul is evidently immoftal, and a man should
repeat this to himself as if it were an incantation, which is why I have been
prolonging my tale. 114D-E

Belief in the immortality of the soul is so important that one should repeat this teaching

as though it were a spell to be chanted continuously. Why is this belief valuable for his

friends to hold? And are there any other reasons that we have not explicitly referred to

that Socrates might have for wanting his friends to be convinced by these arguments? i

think that there are three other motives or ends that Socrates thinks he achieves by his

arguments; three reasons why the arguments for immortality are imporlant arguments to

make.

First of all Socrates presents himself as though he wants to convince his füends of

the argument for personal immortality because he thinks it is true. He says as much

during the interlude wherein he warns them against misology, or becoming sceptical of

the value of rational argumentation (89D-91D). Socrates is forthright about the fact that

he thinks the truth is more valuable than deliberately believing in a deception about the

soul's immortality, however noble such a deception may turn out to be. "For I am

thinking," Socrates mused, "that if what I say is true, it is a fine thing to be convinced; if,

on the other hand, nothing exists after death...my folly will not continue to exist along

rvith me-that would be a bad thing-but will come to an end in a short time" (914-B).

Even though Socrates believes in a doctrine of imrnortality, we still have to give an

account of rvhy he thinks this doctrine would be important enough to spend time on. This
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leads us to the second reason.

I believe that Socrates thinks proving the soul is immortal is a valuable argument

to pursue because belief in the immortal soul can have positive moral effects on its

adherents. Believing that the soul is immortal can motivate one to practice moral virtue.

Socrates pointed out to Simmias and Cebes that if death were really the end then there

would be a remarkable equality between the good and the bad. Neither would the good

be rewarded, nor would the wicked be punished for their deeds if death were the end of

human consciousness. This sort of equality between the good and the bad might

potentially lead to harmful moral consequences, and the neglect of one's own education.

The reason forthis is that if death were actually an escape from one's own deeds, then

death would hold out for the wicked an easy opportunity to escape the consequences that

justice seems to require. The wicked could go free without repentance. On the other

hand, Socrates seems keenly aware of how belief in the immortal soul can strengthen

one's motive for becoming wise and virfuous. In fact he explicitly pointed this out to his

friends: "But now that the soul appears to be immortal, there is no escape fi'om evil or

salvation for it except by becoming as good and as wise as possible" (107C-D).

The second reason leads naturally to the third. Socrates presents belief in the

soul's immortality as valuable because it can help a person attain happiness in this life

and the next. Th¡oughout the dialogue Socrates constantly refers to the philosopher's

ability to have good cheer (Oøppe îv) in the face of death. Certainly after death the

philosopher gains great happiness in the company of gods and the Forms, but even in this

life the philosopher lives better than those who act as though as though only material

causes existed (98D-E, 1 184). In saying this I am not suggesting that the philosopher

10s



practices vifue because of the outcome of a calculated cost-benefit analysis of the results

of virrue. Socrates repeatedly rejects such a notion in the most stringent terms (694fÐ.

No, virrue has its own intrinsic rewards even if its benefits happen to extend into the next

life as weil. Thus in life, at the moment of deparfure, and after death Socrates holds out

philosophy as the doorway to the happy life.

I think that all of Socrates' comments on the soul in the Phaedo are to be

understood with a view to each of the above considerations. Socrates wants to convince

his friends of the truth of the conclusion of his argument, he thìnks belief in the immortal

soul helps to provide a rationale for practicing katltarsís and the pursuit of virtue, and this

cultivation of vifiue in its turn results in noble action at death and happiness in the

bodiless state that follows death. Socrates, no doubt, wants to convince his füends of the

doctrine of the immortal soul because he thinks it true, but I have tried to show that there

are other reasons as well.

In conclusion, by separating out two conceptions of the soul in the Phaedo I have

been able to gain other insights as well. By using this interpretive tool, and

distinguishing between two concepts of the soul in the Phaedo even where Plato has not

explicitly done so, we can gain a better understanding of the argumentation about the soul

(in three ways) as well as the total view of the soul itself as presented by the character

Socrates. The history of the philosophical and theological traditions that developed over

the subsequent centuries found in Plato's thought about the immortal soul a wellspring of

ideas. Plato's teaching served to give life to the emerging doctrines of the soul that

fonned under the influence of both Hebrew and Classical Greek thought, brought
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together in the teachings of the Christian Church.
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