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Abstract

Death has been called the great leveler, knowing neither race, age, gender, sex, religion, etc.
It also knows no time, serving to tie the modern human being to the ancient. Death is an
ever present constant, enveloping all human beings, at all periods of time; none can escape.
Consequently, human beings have always sought to understand this phenomenon: Why do
we die? What is the purpose of death? Does anything happen after? An examination of a
society’s approach to these questions, reveals a great deal about the basic assumptions,
conceptual framework, and values that a society holds. In short, to best formulate why life is
worth living, one considers death; in particular what happens after death, if anything.

Plato does not speak for all of Athens, but in an examination of Plato’s conception of
afterlife, we are offered unique insight into how one individual approached these particular
issues. To know best how Plato believed one should live, one should investigate the Platonic
afterlife. This thesis examines the Platonic conception of the afterlife; beginning with the
definitions of ‘life’ and ‘death.’ If Plato believes in an afterlife, and it appears he did, how
can the afterlife exist if death is the end of life as we know it? Then, this thesis examines
Plato’s approach to the judgement of the soul, and the subsequent punishment and reward
the soul receives as a result. Finally, this thesis considers Plato’s conception of
reincarnation; which ties back into the definitions of ‘life’ and ‘death’ offered at the
beginning.

Ultimately, Plato offers the individual an opportunity to find truth in an ever-changing, more
connected, post-truth world (as he sees it). He does this by offering the individual a wager:
(i) believe in the afterlife he presents; live the life he suggests, and you will find what you
are looking for in life. Or, (ii) do not believe in the afterlife he presents; live a life of injustice,
and fail to achieve meaning in one’s life.
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Introduction

L.P. Hartley’s 1953 novel, The Go-Between, opens with the line: ‘the past is a foreign country; they
do things differently there.”! In the specific context of the novel, this refers to the central protagonist
discovering that their nostalgia has distorted the truth of their youth. Yet, it has been used in
popular culture to stress the differences between the modern, progressive, scientific, and
enlightened world, and the primitive, superstitious, and unenlightened past. This is, to some extent,
a consequence of the Post-Enlightenment age in which we live, which rewrote the story of humanity
from being one of progressive decline from some particular Golden Age, to one of progress from
savagery.? Hartley’s words, moreover, have been used by older members of society in order to
absolve themselves of blame for any racist, sexist, or otherwise bigoted views, they might hold,

attributing them to the past society in which they grew up.

Yet, it is by no means necessary that one draw such a conclusion from Hartley’s words. Indeed,
rather than stressing the difference between the past and the present, one should interpret
Hartley’s words as a reminder that despite the alleged differences that exists between human
beings, certain ‘things’ remain true of all; regardless of time and space, race, age, religion, gender,
etc. One such ‘thing’ is death; all human beings from the very first to the very last must experience
death, without exception. All human societies, therefore, will have contemplated the concept of
death, and asked of death a similar set of questions, as they sought to reconcile the realities of
everyday experience with the inevitability of death. One might ask, for instance, ‘Why does death

exist?’; ‘Why do people have to die?’; ‘Does anything happen after death?’; ‘Does death serve a

1 Hartley (1953, repr. 1971): 7.

2 For a pre-Enlightenment conception of humanity as a progressive decline, see for example, Genesis 2:15-3:24
and the story of Adam and Eve; Hesiodos’ Ages of Humanity, Erga kai Hemerai, 106-201; Roman concept of
mos maiorum e.g. the characterization of Aeneas in Virgil, Aeneid, 2.707-729. For a post-enlightenment
conception of humanity as a steady progress from savagery, consider the modern concepts of science,
capitalism, utilitarianism, communism, etc. in, for example, Popper (1963, repr. 2002), Jacob (1981); Porter
(2000); Beales (2005). Though in the case of communism, for instance, it posits a primordial golden age of
equality, destroyed by greed and exploitation, and for the reattainment of this lost golden age.
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purpose?’ In this way, rather than stress the differences between the past and the present, Hartley’s

words remind us that certain questions appear to be universal, in terms of both time and space.

The individuals of the past, in this sense, were no different to us; they were born, they laughed, they
cried, they had hopes and dreams, and finally they died. The past is not a foreign place because it
was somehow fundamentally different to the present. The people of the past possessed the same
basic priorities and concerns as the present, and sought to answer the same essential questions;
what makes the past ‘foreign’ is that past individuals operated on a different set of basic
assumptions, and within a different conceptual framework. If an individual in the present is unaware
of these peculiarities, the past can appear to be impenetrable. An examination, therefore, of past
responses to these basic questions of humanity, may reveal something about the society in which

these responses were formulated.

Returning to the question of death, this thesis seeks to consider a response to the basic question,
‘What happens after death?’ In this particular case, this thesis will examine the response of a specific
individual from the past — Plato. Though an examination of Plato’s response cannot provide a
general understanding of his contemporaries’ view of the afterlife, it provides insight into the basic

assumptions and conceptual framework operating at this particular moment in time.

Yet, it is incontrovertible that modern responses to this question do not arise in a vacuum; they too
evolve out of the basic assumptions and conceptual framework of the time. History, however, is
linear, in the sense that the past always precedes the present, and the present the future; thus, the
present is an agglomeration of all the past actions and choices of past individuals. In this way, the
assumptions and conceptual framework that prevail in the present cannot help but be reliant on
past developments — on those things our predecessors chose to advance, and those they chose to
reject. In the case of the afterlife, the two most prevalent conceptions in the present belong to the

Abrahamic religions, on the one hand, and the physicalist/materialist/atheist position, on the other.
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The former argues for the continued existence of the individual in some form, in a place of either

reward or punishment; whilst the latter argues for the total cessation of the individual upon death.

Both of these positions respond to the basic assumptions and conceptual framework established by
the past, either through affirmation and reconceptualization, or complete rejection. These past
assumptions and conceptualizations originate, this thesis argues, in the conception of the afterlife
proffered by Plato. It is Plato’s understanding of the afterlife that underlies all subsequent responses
to the question — ‘What happens after death?’ — whether that person be Aristoteles or Epikouros;
Gregorios Palamas or Maimonides; al-Ghazali or Richard Dawkins. An examination of Plato’s
conception of the afterlife, therefore, is nothing less than an investigation of the basic assumptions

that inform present society’s responses to the question — ‘What happens after death?’

(A) Developmental vs. Unitarian

This thesis adopts the position that Plato wrote in order to say something.? To what extent this

‘something’ remains consistent throughout the dialogues, or undergoes development and change,

3 Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 40 argue that ‘numerous passages in the Apology itself might be taken as
evidence that the defence was, at least in some places, not intended to be taken seriously and literally...many
scholars disbelieve the whole story.” Brickhouse and Smith’s assertion does not necessarily imply that Plato
had nothing to say, but rather that certain scholars approach particular passages of the dialogues as being
dramatic or literary elaborations that possess no obvious motivation beyond the rhetorical. Cf. Rowe (1986):
173; Beversluis (2000): 12; Brickhouse and Smith (2004):1; see contra Rosen (1999): xxxix-x|. Alternatively,
some approach the Platonic dialogues as though they are ‘negative philosophy,’ i.e. they serve to refute the
theories of other, without ever asserting anything positive themselves; Plato is understood to be, in some
sense, a radical sceptic (cf. McDowell (1973): 116-117; Arieti (1991): 19). This thesis, however, does not
endorse the position that Plato was a sceptic, but rather that Plato wrote in order to proffer certain positive
ideas; cf. Aristoteles, Ton Meta ta Physika, 987a-988b, 990a, 992a, 996a,1001a, 1019a, 1026b, 1028b, 1053b,
1064b, 20703, 171b-1072a, 1083a-b; Irwin (1992): 77; Kraut (1992): 21, 29-30; Kahn (1996): xiv-xv; Rice (1998):
12; Beversluis (2000): 20; Blondell (2002): 43, 45-46, 94; Watts (2003): 57-78 — Watts refers here to
Kierkegaard, but this thesis believes it is applicable to Plato also. Plato invariably criticizes Protagorean
relativism (Kratylos 385e4ff., 391c2f.; Theaitetos 151d-186e), Gorgian nihilism (Gorgias 448e-461b, 482c4ff.,
486e5ff, 494d1f.; Menon 70a5ff., 71b9ff., 73c, 76c4ff., 95b9f., 96d5ff., and Chapter 3.4), and Herakleitian flux
(Kratylos 401d4f., 411b3ff., 416a10f., 436d7ff., 439d-440e; Theaitetos 152d2ff., 156a, 160d5ff., 179c7ff.,
181c9ff.); not by simple negation, by proffering a positive thesis in their stead. In answer to Protagoras and
Gorgias, Plato asserts that, (i) Knowledge exists; (ii) Knowledge may be known; (iii) Knowledge may be
communicated; and (iv) Knowledge may be understood. Responding to Herakleitos (or at least Plato’s
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constitutes one of the underlying issues surrounding any analysis of the Platonic dialogues. This
sentiment embodies the distinction modern scholarship draws between the so-called ‘unitarian’
approach to Plato, and that of the ‘developmental.’® Briefly, the unitarian approach posits that Plato
undertook the composition of the dialogues in possession of a relatively dogmatic approach with
regards to particular issues. Whilst not completely immune to adaptation, this dogma remains fairly
constant and consistent throughout his life. For example, the unitarian approach considers the
theory of Forms to be a theory Plato possessed from the composition of the first dialogue to the last.
The lack of explicit reference to the Forms in a particular dialogue does not mean Plato did not
assume their existence, and so neither should the reader. It may be that the Forms were considered
irrelevant to the needs of that particular dialogue; or that Plato intended the reader to infer their
existence from the ‘breadcrumbs’ he provides; even, that he intended to advance the reader

towards a fully elaborated theory of Forms, revealing various aspects gradually over time.’

Conversely, the developmental approach posits that Plato approached each dialogue as an individual
work in its own right, with no necessary relation to any other. As such, Plato does not compose the
dialogues with any particular dogma in mind, but rather develops particular approaches to particular

issues that may or may not coalesce over time into a coherent thesis.® In contrast to the unitarian

conception of Herakleitos), Knowledge, in this case, is understood to be immortal and changeless; if something
remains forever changing, then one can never know that thing, since as soon as one comes to know that thing,
it undergoes change, and one’s knowledge is nullified.

4 Rutherford (1995): 23-25; Dancy (2004): 1; Rowe (2006): 13-24.

5 See further, Clegg (1977): 17, 197; Rutherford (1995): 24; and especially Kahn (1996): xiv-xvi, 64, 160-164;
and Kahn (2006): 126-127.

6 See for example, Clegg (1977): 197; Irwin (1977): 3; Kraut (1992): 6, 9; Rutherford (1995): 24-25; Brickhouse
and Smith (2004): 3-5; Dancy (2004): 4, 4n.17; and contra Kahn (1996): xiv-xvi, who states further that his
adoption of a unitarian approach to the Platonic dialogues constitutes a ‘dissent from the standard view of
Plato as an author who defends fundamentally different philosophies at different stages of this career’ (page
xiv). Whilst, for Kahn at least, this may constitute the ‘standard’ or ‘traditional’ view of Plato in modern
scholarship, it is evident that ancient scholarship viewed Plato’s philosophy in a mostly unitarian manner —e.g.
Aristoteles, Ton Meta ta Physika, 987a-988b, 990a, 992a, 996a,1001a, 1019a, 1026b, 1028b, 1053b, 1064b,
2070a, 171b-1072a, 1083a-b; Diogenes Laertios, 3.34-109. Though [Aristoteles], for example, identifies a
‘Sokratic’ period of Plato’s philosophy, in which the ideas he espoused conformed closer to those of the
historical Sokrates; cf. for example, Ethikon Megalon, 1182a, 1183b, 1187a, 1190b, 1198a, 1200b.
Nonetheless, Kahn perhaps exaggerates in claiming that developmentalists posit a fundamentally different
Plato in the so-called ‘later period’ dialogues, e.g. the Timaios and the Nomoi, than the Plato of the ‘early
period,” e.g. the Apologia and the Kriton. Rather, the examples provided above consider the Plato of the later
period to be a fully elaborate version of the Plato of the early period; one who has the benefit of time,

12



approach, the developmental approach possesses an inherent temporal aspect, assuming that
Plato’s stance towards a particular issue does not begin from a static position, but changes over
time, eventually culminating in a relatively changeless stance. However, (a) if Plato does arrive at
such a stance, it is unclear at which point in the composition of the dialogues this occurs; and (b) it is

not necessary for Plato to adopt an unchanging position on a particular issue.”

If Plato does come to adopt a relatively changeless stance on a particular issue, then, in accordance
with the concept of development, this is most likely to be present in the so-called ‘late period’
dialogues. The ‘late period’ representing, in theory, the maturation of Plato’s thought. In such a case,
the question arises as to what function the dialogues of the ‘early’ and ‘middle’ period serve other
than to lay the groundwork for what is to come, and attest to Plato’s method. Yet, the fact that the
‘early’ and ‘middle’ period dialogues are, arguably, the most well-known and well-studied of the
Platonic dialogues suggests that developmentalists do not necessarily consider the ‘late’ period
dialogues to be the apogee of Platonic thought. In which case, one must adopt the position that,
ultimately, each dialogue serves only as a potential window into Plato’s stance on a particular
subject at a specific period in time. Both unitarians and developmentalists agree, however, that (i) a
Platonic stance exists; (ii) this stance may be known; and (iii) this stance is communicable; and (iv)

this stance may be understood.?

This thesis adopts the position that the developmental approach and the unitarian approach are not
strict, mutually exclusive binaries, but rather two opposing extremes of a spectrum, with most

modern scholarship lying at various points along this spectrum. Consequently, this thesis possesses

experience, and discussion, to provide fully developed versions of earlier tentative theories. This would imply,
however, that a ‘true’ developmentalist would focus on Plato’s later dialogues in order to gain an
understanding of a fully elaborated, mature Plato; yet, as the examples above demonstrate, this is not the
case. For instance, Brickhouse and Smith focus on the dialogues: the Euthyphron, Apologia, Kriton, and the
Phaidon, whilst Irwin focuses on the early and middle dialogues of Plato; neither concentrating exclusively on
the later dialogues.

7 Irwin (1992): 78; Rutherford (1995): 24; see contra Clegg (1977): 197.

8 White (1976): xiii, xvii; Kahn (1996): 391.
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elements of both the unitarian and developmental positions.’ For example, | approach the dialogues
under the impression that Plato held certain principles to be true and stable throughout the
composition of the dialogues.!® These include a belief in (i) the validity and veracity of the
philosophical life; (ii) the immortality of the soul; (iii) the existence of knowledge, and the ability to
acquire it; and (iv) the perfect nature of the gods/the divine.'! In this way, | utilize elements of the
unitarian position. However, | also believe that Plato’s justification for these principles develops over
time, undergoing contemplation; adaptation; changes in presentation, and revision; thereby
incorporating elements of the developmental position also. For instance, concepts such as
reincarnation and recollection are not interpreted as existing from the outset, but rather as Platonic
attempts to justify the validity of the philosophical life and the immortality of the soul, that develop

over time as Plato contemplates these particular issues.?

(B) Chronology/Arrangement of the Dialogues

This thesis seeks to examine various aspects of the Platonic conception of the afterlife, and with

such a purpose in mind, the following dialogues will receive the most attention:

(i) The Apologia;
(ii) The Gorgias;
(iii) The Menon;

(iv) The Phaidon;

9 An approach also suggested by White (1976): xiii, xvii: ‘His basic philosophical aims and impulses remained
the same throughout his life, though some of his views and approaches changed. As time went on, it appears
that this conception became progressively elaborated and refined and in certain respects altered. Still, it would
be possible to suppose in certain cases that instead of changing or refining his view, Plato merely revealed
them more and more clearly’ (page xvii).

10 White (1976): xiii, xvii; Kahn (1996): xiv-xvi, 64, 160-164; Rice (1998): 12.

111t would take another thesis to present a comprehensive defence of each of these positions; see further,
White (1979): 29; Rowe (1986): 174; Reeve (1989): 69-70; Gerson (1990): passim; Irwin (1992): 53; Rice (1998):
88; Bostock (1999): 422-424; Fine (1999d): 32-33; Sayers (1999): 158; Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 184.

12 White (1976): xiii, xvii; cf. Rutherford (1995): 24-25.
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(v) The Politeia;
(vi) The Phaidros; and

(vii) The Timaios.*?

Though these dialogues constitute the majority of the forthcoming discussion, this is not done at the
complete expense of other dialogues within the Platonic corpus; and when necessary passages from
dialogues outside of this selection will receive discussion. These dialogues have been chosen
specifically for their explicit elucidation of various features of the afterlife. In the Apologia, Plato
concludes his account of Sokrates’ defence speech by having Sokrates relate two possible accounts
of the afterlife. Eschatological accounts of the afterlife follow in the Gorgias, the Phaidon, and the
Politeia. The Menon introduces the notion of reincarnation, and the associated theory of
recollection; and theses are continued in the Phaidros and the Timaios (not to mention the Phaidon

and the Politeia).

As noted above (Introduction (A)), the developmental approach possesses an inherent temporal
aspect.!® Given the developmental element of this thesis’ approach, chronology cannot be
completely ignored. However, a precise chronology with regards to the composition of the dialogues
is both convoluted and rather unnecessary for the main purpose of this thesis. Moreover, any
attempt to formulate a definitive compositional chronology of the Platonic dialogues would require

another thesis worth of argumentation.'® Yet an awareness of chronology is of use for the

13 Bremmer (2002): 90 identifies the Myth of Er in the Politeia, in addition to the Gorgias, the Phaidon, and the
Apologia as the Platonic material which deals with the afterlife. This thesis includes further the Menon and the
Phaidros, and the Timaios, in the belief that the Menon is the first dialogue to posit the reincarnation of the
soul, and the existence of recollection, whilst both the Phaidon and the Timaios provides accounts of the first
incarnation of the soul, and the system of reincarnation that governs all subsequent (re)incarnations of the
soul. In addition, the Timaios provides an account of the soul as created by the Demiourgos, and the
‘ingredients’ from which the soul is composed, which this thesis considers useful for considering the
relationship between the soul, and life and death, in Chapters 1.3.8 and 1.4.8.

14 See further Rutherford (1995): 24; Griswold (2002): 141.

16 Brandwood (1990: passim.; Brandwood (1992): 90-120; Rutherford (1995): 4-7. See further Fine (1999b):
1n.1 for further bibliography on the chronology of the dialogues.
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forthcoming discussion; for example, this thesis posits that the Menon is the first of the dialogues to

introduce both reincarnation and recollection.’

The omission of these particular concepts from the eschatological account of the Gorgias does not
necessarily signify their non-existence in the mind of Plato.® It may be, for example, that Plato
believed reincarnation to be irrelevant to the discussion of the Gorgias; or that the presence of
reincarnation might weaken or undermine the larger message of the discussion; or even that, given
Kallikles’ general disdain for Sokrates’ eschatological account, the use of reincarnation would

exacerbate his derision and indifference.

However, one must not forget that Plato composed the dialogues; and he appears to have
composed the dialogues with a great deal of care and attention. Among other things, Plato chose
the dramatis personae of the dialogue; he chose the characterization of individuals like Kallikles; he
decided what to include and what to exclude; and he directed the progression of the argument
towards its outcome. If Plato wanted reincarnation to be in the Gorgias, it would be in the Gorgias.
Throughout the Gorgias, Plato makes no prior allusion to reincarnation or to recollection; nor does

he appear to foreshadow these notions.

Kahn, who adopts a unitarian position, argues that Plato constructs philosophical dilemmas in
particular dialogues, serving to prime the reader for his eventual reveal of the solution in a
subsequent dialogue; or even, to give the reader the opportunity to infer the ‘correct’ solution,
based upon the extent of their prior reading.?® In the case of the Gorgias, however, there appears to
be no question or dilemma to which reincarnation appears to be the ‘solution.” Moreover, such an
analysis retains the requirement of a particular reading order; how can the reader infer the presence

of reincarnation, if the reader has not yet read a dialogue in which reincarnation is present? | take

7.Cf. Irwin (1977): 2-3.

18 Cf. Rutherford (1995): 24-25.

19 Kraut (1992): 21, 29-30; Rutherford (1995): 24-25; Beversluis (2000): 12, 20; Blondell (2002): 43, 45-46;
Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 1.

20 Kahn (1996): xv-xvi, 63.
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the Menon, therefore, as the introduction of reincarnation and recollection (see further Chapter
3.4), since the Phaidon appears to refer back to a previous discussion of reincarnation and
recollection, and the Politeia, Phaidros, and Timaios, appear to refer to these notions as both

established and veracious.!

Despite the influence of chronological progression on this thesis’ arrangement of the relevant
dialogues, one must remain aware of the possible validity of the unitarian position. The importance
of chronology in analysing the Platonic corpus is, to a certain extent, a relatively modern
phenomenon. In antiquity, it appears that no scholar seems to have approached the Platonic corpus
from a developmental point of view.?? Aristoteles does appear to differentiate between doctrines
that belong to Plato, and those that belong to Sokrates; yet, the Platonic corpus is treated as if a
unitary whole.? This appears to be true of other ancient scholars also, since none of the dialogue
arrangements given in Diogenes Laertios take into account chronology, but rather the dialogues
appear grouped by theme, or internal connectivity (e.g. the Sophistes, the Politikos, and the
Parmenides), or level of complexity.?* One must be cognizant, therefore, of the possibility that Plato
intended no particular reading order at all. The case may be that Plato meant for each of the
dialogues to be complete, ‘stand-alone’ works, with subtle internal references to other dialogues

providing the possibility of interconnectivity for those who sought further complexity.?

21 Cf. Kahn (1996): 47. Despite the Menon appearing to provide the first instance of reincarnation and
recollection, it is not necessarily the case that a reader arrives at the dialogues cognizant of this fact, and so
chooses to read the Menon prior to these other dialogues. It is equally as likely that a reader will read the
Phaidon prior to any of these other dialogues, and assume that reincarnation and recollection are either
introduced here, and so infer their existence when reading any subsequent dialogue. Or, given the dramatic
setting of the Phaidon, it may be that a reader assumes the existence of these notions in all dialogues in which
Sokrates is a principal character, since all discussions in which Sokrates participated must, by necessity, come
prior to Sokrates’ death. Thus it may be that the reader assumes these prior discussions serve to guide one to
these fully elaborated versions of reincarnation and recollection espoused by Sokrates prior to his death.
Regardless, both options would appear to endorse unitarian approaches to the Platonic dialogues; see further
Introduction, section (A).

22 Annas (1999): passim.

2 E.g. Aristoteles, Ton Meta ta Physika, 987a-988b, 990a, 992a, 996a,1001a, 10193, 1026b, 1028b, 1053b,
1064b, 2070a, 171b-1072a, 1083a-b; Peri Psykhes, 404b, 406b-407b; Diogenes Laertios, 3.34-109.

24 Diogenes Laertios, 3.56-62.

25 Cf. White (1979): 2; Kahn (1996): 64; Johansen (2004): 2-3; Freeland (2006): 199-213.

17



It is likely that different readers came to the dialogues with different preconceptions, analytical
tools, and levels of education. Therefore, composing the dialogues in this way would allow the
inexperienced reader to draw the basic conclusions Plato wishes to impart, whilst the advanced
reader may build upon these conclusions by examining them with reference to other areas of
philosophy, thereby demonstrating the interconnectedness of philosophy, and hence the

interdependence that exists between philosophy and one’s way of life.2®

On the other hand, given that ancient scholars approached Plato from a non-linear, asynchronous
perspective, it may be that Plato thought it expected of him to compose the dialogues in such a way
that, regardless of arrangement, a contemporary could infer the existence of a unitary, Platonic
whole.? It is not the case, even in the present, that each student of Plato begins with the Apologia
and progresses through the dialogues in rough compositional order to the Nomoi. For example, if
one read the Phaidon prior to the Menon, and read of the relationship between reincarnation,
recollection, and the Formes, it is difficult for one not to then read the Menon and infer its existence
there also, even though the Menon does not make as explicit a connection as the Phaidon, though
appearing to predate it in composition. If Plato expected his reader to read chronologically, or
according to a particular arrangement, would he not have made said arrangement of the dialogues

clearer, or at least more obvious?%®

The above sentiments appear to support the postulation of this thesis that the developmental and
unitarian positions exist on a spectrum, and are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Consequently,
the main dialogues discussed in this thesis are examined according to a relatively chronological

sequence, beginning with the Apologia and ending with the Nomoi.”® However, it is my contention

26 Cf. Apologia 38a5-6: 6 6¢ dve&étaotog Biog ol Blwtdg dvBpwnw. Reeve (1989): 179; Kahn (1996): 338.

27 E.g. Aristoteles, Ton Meta ta Physika, 987a-988b, 990a, 992a, 996a,1001a, 10193, 1026b, 1028b, 1053b,
1064b, 2070a, 171b-1072a, 1083a-b; Peri Psykhes, 404b, 406b-407b; Diogenes Laertios, 3.34-109. Kahn (1996):
47, 338; see further footnote 20 above.

28 May such an arrangement have been known to his students? If so, Aristoteles does not appear to follow any
particular arrangement in discussing Plato’s philosophy, choosing to discuss dialogues on an ad hoc basis (see
for instance, note 26 above).

2 Rutherford (1995): 4-7.
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that this developmental aspect is of importance mainly in relation to the first three dialogues of this
arrangement, i.e. the Apologia, the Gorgias, and the Menon; subsequent to the Menon the order
one approaches the dialogues is not necessarily of equal importance.>° This belief accords with the
notion that the Gorgias and the Menon form some sort of transitional period, either from ‘early’ to
‘middle’ period, or from Sokratic to Platonic. It is not in the purview of this thesis to provide a
sustained examination of this issue; nevertheless, this thesis prefers not to view this subset of the
dialogues as transitional in the sense of style or in the sense of moving from a more Sokratic to a
more Platonic view.3! Rather, | take the approach that this ‘transition’ is one of increasing
interconnectedness, as Plato adopts a broader, more comprehensive approach to demonstrate the
veracity and validity of the philosophical life, encompassing, in addition to ethics, psychology,
epistemology, metaphysics, etc. This allows Plato to show the systematic nature of the philosophical
way of life, as a type of ‘gateway’ to a larger interconnected web of knowledge, one with important
ramifications for the way one should live. In this way, the transition that encompasses both the
Gorgias and the Menon, functions as the beginning of an attempt to marry philosophy with both the
everyday realities of life and the more esoteric, and a way to connect theory with practice; the

macro with the micro.3?

Taking into account the above discussion, this thesis has decided to adhere to the following,

organization of these particular dialogues:

(i) The Apologia;

30 Cf. Dancy (2004): 4, 4n.17.

31 |rwin (1977): 7; Fine (1999b): 1n.1; Kraut (1992): 6, 9 proffer a more developmental approach that considers
this transition as being one of Sokratic to Platonic; developing to mature Plato. Kahn (1996): 62-63, 67-68, 160-
164; Kahn (2006): 119-122, on the other hand, proffers the view that the Menon, likewise, serves as a
transition in Platonic philosophy. For Kahn, Plato utilizes those dialogues prior to the Menon to prime his
audience for a fully elaborated, interconnected version of his philosophical thesis; from the Menon onwards,
he begins to unveil this developed philosophical thesis to his audience. In line with the synthetical approach
posited earlier (see further Introduction, section (A)), this thesis endorses a position somewhere between
developmental and unitarian. Accordingly, the Menon is understood to constitute a transition, as Plato
employs an increasingly interconnected and complex approach to the philosophical problems he considers,
thereby exceeding the limitations of a Sokratic preoccupation with ethics, and opening up new avenues of
inquiry previously inconceivable within a purely ethical, Sokratic framework.

32 philebos 28d-30d; Politeia 4.434d1ff. Cf. Kahn (1996): 160-164; Rice (1998): 2.
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(ii) The Gorgias;

(iii) The Menon;

(iv) The Phaidon;

(v) The Politeia;

(vi) The Phaidros; and

(vii) The Timaios.®

There is near unanimous agreement that the Apologia constitutes the ‘first’ of the dialogues, with
both developmentalists and unitarians placing it at the beginning of their respective arrangements.>*
This thesis sees no good reason to doubt the veracity of this reasoning, and so follows the
convention of placing the Apologia first among its arrangement of the dialogues. Following the
Apologia, this thesis places the Gorgias prior to the Menon.?® Subsequent to the Menon this thesis
argues that, with regards to Plato’s conception of the afterlife, the ordering of the dialogues is not of
the upmost importance. Placing the Phaidros prior to the Politeia, for example, does not significantly
alter our understanding of the Platonic afterlife. Nevertheless, | doe not adopt a completely arbitrary

organization of the dialogues, post-Menon, but | opt to adhere to the conventional placement of

33 Kraut’s arrangement (1992: xii) is the same as that utilized by this thesis: the Apologia, the Gorgias, the
Menon, the Phaidon, the Politeia, the Phaidros, and the Timaios. Kahn’s arrangement (1996: 47-78), likewise,
proffers: the Apologia, the Gorgias, the Menon, the Phaidon, the Politeia, the Phaidros, and the Timaios. This
arrangement is reaffirmed by Kahn (2002): 94. Finally, the arrangement of the dialogues suggested by Fine
(1999b: 1n.1.) proffers also: the Apologia, the Gorgias, the Menon, the Phaidon, the Politeia, the Phaidros, and
the Timaios.

3450 Reeve (1989): xv; Kraut (1992): xii; Kahn (1996): 47; Fine (1999b): 1n.1; and Kahn (2002): 94 all place the
Apologia at the start of their arrangements of the dialogues. In antiquity, however, there is some evidence
that scholars (cf. Diogenes Laertios 3.56-62) placed the Alkibiades A at the start of their arrangement of the
dialogues. This was not done in the belief that the Alkibiades A predated the Apologia, but rather that it
formed a good introduction to Platonic philosophy for students, since the majority of ancient scholars followed
a mostly unitarian approach to the dialogues. Amongst modern scholars, not only is the Alkibiades A never
placed at the beginning of the dialogues, but the very authenticity of the Alkibiades A is queried. Scholars such
as Gaiser (1974): 137 dispute the authenticity of the Alkibiades A, in addition to other dialogues such as the
Axiokhos, and the Theages. It is for this reason that this thesis does not include the Alkibiades A, not in the
belief that scholars have demonstrated beyond reproof that the Alkibiades A is spurious, but rather a
consideration of the Alkibiades A does not make any significant contribution to the argument of this thesis. For
example, the relationship it establishes between the soul and the individual (e.g. 130a-131e, 133b-c) is
discussed in more detail elsewhere, namely the Phaidon 78b-84b (the so-called Affinity Argument).

35 See further Footnote 30.
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these dialogues, thereby placing the Phaidon prior to the Politeia; the Politeia prior to the Phaidros,

and the Phaidros prior to the Timaios.

It would be an exaggeration to posit there is no unity whatsoever amongst the dialogues. For
example, internal dramatic chronology allows for the Politikos to be placed after the Sophistes; and
for the Kritias to be placed after the Timaios, which in turn is situated after the Politeia. In addition
to this internal dramatic chronology, all the dialogues inhabit the same shared, internal universe. For
example, certain characters appear across various dialogues, e.g. Sokrates, the Xenos, Theaitetos,
and Anytos.% Each character’s appearance roughly harmonizing with previous appearances, e.g. in
the Sophistes, Sokrates appears to refer to his encounter with Parmenides in the Parmenides, which
for the character of Sokrates occurred long ago in his youth (Sophistes, 217c4-7). This demonstrates,
further, that the characters of the dialogues are not static, but exist within a living internal universe;
for example, in the Phaidon (72e3-7), during discussion of the theory of recollection, Kebes mentions
that Sokrates has discussed the theory on several previous occasions. From a reader’s point of view
this may be a reference to the events of the Menon; yet, from the perspective of the character of
Kebes, he is referring to several meetings, conversations, and discussions that took place in the
characters’ past, of which the reader is not cognizant, but which inform the present. Finally, all the
dialogues that include Sokrates take place, in terms the internal chronology of the dialogues, prior to

his final moments in the Phaidon.

(C) Use of Myth

36 For example, Sokrates is present in: the Apologia, the Kharmides, the Kriton, the Euthyphron, the Hippias
Meizon, the Hippias Elasson, the lon, the Lakhes, the Protagoras, the Euthydemos, the Gorgias, the Lysis, the
Menexenos, the Menon, the Kratylos, the Phaidon, the Symposion, the Politeia, the Phaidros, the Parmenides,
the Theaitetos, the Timaios, the Kritias, the Sophistes, the Politikos, and the Philebos. The Xenos is present in
the Sophistes and the Politikos; Theaitetos appears in the Theaitetos, the Sophistes, and the Politikos; and
Anytos appears in the Apologia and the Menon. See further Nails (2002).
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Any discussion regarding the Platonic conception of the afterlife must engage with the issue of myth;
this is particularly so given that Plato consistently prefers to present eschatological discourse in the
form of myth. Consequently, this thesis must consider Plato’s understanding of the nature and
function of myth in both society and intellectual discourse. A full exploration of this issue, however,
would require a thesis in its own right, thus, for the sake of concision, this section presents only

those Platonic approaches to myth considered most pertinent to the discussion of the afterlife.

As mentioned above, Plato chooses to introduce eschatological discourse in the form of myth. Given
that this thesis considers the Platonic conception of the afterlife, it is necessary to reject, from the
outset, the notion that Plato’s myths possess no inherent truth value, and are ‘mere fancy,” or
‘irrational silliness’ that can be easily dismissed.?” This is not a new position, Annas (1982a) for
example, states that “the myths in Plato's dialogues have been in general neglected by philosophers;
when he moves from argument or exposition into the myth form there is a sharp switching-off of
philosophical interest. There have been studies of the myths, some of them from a philosophical
perspective, but it is broadly true that philosophical analyses of the dialogues have made little or no
attempt to relate the content of each myth to the argument of the dialogue in which it occurs.
Whether they feel respect for the myths as attempts to express profound truths beyond reason's
grasp, or feel contempt for them as holidays from serious thinking, or (most commonly) feel

uncomfortable with them and endorse Crombie's, "To me these myths tremble between the sublime

37 For example, Rowe (1986): 173-4 who claims, in reference to the Chariot Allegory, that ‘the general spirit in
which the following account is to be taken is not serious.” Arieti (1991):19, 24, 163 argues the dialogues
constitute nothing more than ‘admissions brochures’ urging people to ‘come to the Academy’ (page 163); see
further Rowe (1984): 191, and Scott (1999): 98. See contra Rosen (1999): xxxix-xI, xlviii, whose Straussian
approach, to some extent, necessitates a rejection of any approach to the Platonic dialogues that views the
myths (or any other part) as being ‘mere fancy,” and thus worthy of being either disregarded or discounted.
See also Politikos 277a-c; Nussbaum (1982): 81; Janaway (1995): 166; Bostock (1999): 420; Wright (2000):
20n.26. Cf. Cook (1996): 3, 100 who suggests the application of a more synthetic approach, wherein the myths
should not simply be translated into doctrines, but neither should they be divorced from the propositions and
questions of a dialogue; the two forming an ‘indissoluble connection,” such that the mythic and non-mythic
discourse of a dialogue form a symbiotic relationship (page 3).
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and the tedious," philosophers have mostly not thought to include the myths as part of "Plato's

thought."3®

In the Timaios (28b3ff., 39d71ff.), Timaios argues that one who produces does so in accordance with
some purpose, i.e. nothing is produced without possessing at least that purpose its producer
assigned to it at its inception.®® Accordingly, if the dialogues contain mythic discourse within them,
then its presence indicates a conscious choice on Plato’s half to include such discourse.*® This thesis
thus adopts the position that Plato utilizes myth in a conscious manner and with some purpose in
mind, and so one should not be quick to dismiss the Platonic myths as mere artistic embellishments

that serve no particular function.*

If one accepts that Plato chose to utilize myth for some purpose, one must logically ask, ‘what was
this purpose?’ Unfortunately, one is unable to ask Plato himself what he believed the specific
function, or functions, of myth to be within his work. This does not mean, however, that (a) one
should dismiss the task as being unproductive; and (b) one cannot provide reasonable theories as to
what this function, or functions, might have been.*? The following enumeration presents various
aspects of myth’s function in Plato. This enumeration does not seek to be exhaustive in nature, but
presents those aspects of myth that accord with the initial sentiment of this section that the use of

myth constitutes a conscious act on Plato’s part, and as such serves some function. Moreover, it

38 Annas (1982): 119.

39 Cf. White (1979): 71 and Politeia 1.352d-354a.

40 Cf. Beversluis (2000): 25-26.

41 See for example, Annas (1982): 119, who states, with regards to Plato’s eschatological myths in the Gorgias,
the Phaidon, and the Politeia: “All three myths come at the end of a major dialogue full of controversial claims
about the right way to live, and impassioned rejections of conventional beliefs about good and evil, and what
is in one's interests. In this context an eschatological myth about the ultimate fate of the good and the bad can
hardly fail to be relevant to the dialogue's main moral argument, and may well be revealing about the form of
that argument, and any appeal in it to the agent's interests. To treat such a myth as an optional extra for those
who like stories is to risk missing something of significance about the form of Plato's arguments, as well as
interesting contrasts between dialogues; for differences between two myths may point to differences in what
the dialogues are arguing, or may illustrate a major shift of emphasis."

42 McPherran (2006): 257.
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does not present one aspect as being of more importance than another, but rather each aspect

functions in a mutually reinforcing and complementary manner.*

(a) Myth as the observance of precedent

A common criticism of Plato’s use of myth relates to its supposed incompatibility with the rational
method of philosophy.* According to this criticism, myth constitutes an irrational and unscientific
form of discourse, and as such, one is not meant to take myth seriously as constituting a legitimate
form of logical and/or rational form of argumentation. Whilst this particular convention may be true
from a modern, post-Enlightenment, post-scientific revolution perspective, one should not assume
this to be the case amongst Plato and his contemporaries. To do so is to fuse anachronistic modes of
thinking onto ancient philosophers, and retroactively seek to locate both the modern philosophical

and scientific method in the ancient past.*

Further, | disagree with Annas who argues that “a philosophical myth should (emphasis is Annas’)
have some rational interpretation.” | believe that such an approach towards Plato’s myths continues
to fall into the trap of finding value in Platonic myth, and myth more generally, only insofar as one
can establish its “rationality.” The underlying assumption remains: myth is irrational, and myth can
only have value if one can salvage some rationality from within. This further emphasises my earlier

point, that modern scholars tend to assume that Plato is a philosopher in the modern sense of the

43 Cf. Johansen (2004): 2.

4 Annas (1982a): 119 states, for example: “"The philosophical myth mixes genres, and so is dislike by
philosophers who want philosophy to be "professional," with its own uniform or distinct medium, preferably
as transparent as possible so that philosophical argument cannot be confused with more literary modes of
persuading. We can find this attitude in Aristotle, who faults the Phaedo myth by reading it literally and then
complaining that its geography and hydraulics are impossible.” See also Collobert, Destrée, and Gonzalez
(20124a): 1, who argue against this standard, philosophical presentation of myth, or literature more generally,
“as something fundamentally other.”

4 See further Bett (1999): 426; Rosen (1999): xlii; Sedley (1999): 309-328; Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 142,
145-146, 148; McPherran (2006): 244. Cf. Ahbel-Rappe (2006): 434-451; Most (2012): 15.

24



word, and so one must find the hidden “rationality” Plato must have included in his myths, as the

“father” of Western philosophy cannot be seen to be “irrational.”*®

Modern philosophy employs a level of specialization absent from ancient philosophy, such that
topics like ethics, logic, ontology, epistemology, and metaphysics are considered distinct areas of
philosophy, kept, for the most part, separate. Moreover, areas once considered part of philosophy in
antiquity, e.g. psychology, theology, cosmology, astrology, and mathematics, no longer enjoy this
designation in modern philosophy. This specialization gives rise to each of these areas developing
their own distinct methods and forms of discourse, such that what is appropriate for one is no longer
appropriate for the other. For example, one who studies mathematics does not employ the same
method as one who studies theology or ethics, and one who studies logic does not employ the same

method as one who studies politics or metaphysics.

This, however, is not true of ancient philosophy. Ancient philosophy, though cognizant of the
existing distinctions between different areas of philosophy, e.g. mathematics, ethics, politics,
psychology, etc., does not conceive of these different areas as being divorced from the greater
whole of philosophy.*” In this way, though one might choose to focus on a particular subject area,
for example ethics, one does not consider ethics in complete isolation from any other subject, there
being an implicit understanding that ethics forms a part of a greater whole. For instance, one’s ethics

is understood to affect one’s politics, one’s psychology to affect one’s ethics, and so on.

46 Annas (1982a): 120. Indeed, during the Enlightenment and post-Enlightenment period, Western European
empires relegated entire cultures and societies whose collective and personal knowledge lay in oral or mythic
form to “irrational” or “primitive,” and thus in need of “enlightenment” from whatever “benevolent” Western
European power sought to justify its colonialism. Thus | think it is important to bear in mind when discussing
myth, philosophy, “rationality” and “irrationality” that our basic usage and understanding of these terms and
concepts ultimately stems from those who preceded us. We should recognize, therefore, that labelling types of
discourse “rational” or “irrational” is not entirely unproblematic, and that these terms can be loaded, so we
should endeavour to understand the ramifications of such labelling and not do so in a flippant manner.

47 For instance, Plato identifies Theodoros as a mathematician (Politikos 257a1ff.; Theaitetos 143d1ff.), whilst
Aristoteles (Ton Meta ta Physika 987b) and Xenophon (Apomnemoneumaton 1.1.11) identify Sokrates as being
more of an ethicist, and yet both are considered equally philosophers. Cf. Clegg (1977): 100-118; White (1979):
2; Morgan (1992): 227; Penner (1992): 137; White (1992): 277-310; Kahn (1996): xv, 317; Fine (1999b): 22; Fine
(1999d): 31; Beversluis (2000): 375-376; Johansen (2004): 2-3, 22; Freeland (2006): 199-213; Kahn (2006): 119-
122.
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Consequently, no specific method or mode of discourse is the reserve of one particular subject

area.”®

From Plato’s perspective, this approach to the study of philosophy is both natural and logical, in
constituting the sum conceptual and methodological framework developed by his predecessors.

Plato thus inherits from his predecessors the following notions:

(i) Subject areas such as ethics, epistemology, psychology, etc., function in a manner akin
to the jigsaw piece. One may study each piece in isolation, and come to know with
certainty the dimensions of the piece, and the proportions of its image. However, in
order to understand fully the contents of its image, and thereby the totality of the piece
(one might even say the ‘true’ nature of the piece), it is no longer sufficient to consider
the piece in isolation, but one must integrate this piece into the greater whole to which
it belongs. Prior to this integration, any account of the piece’s function and position, and
the contents of its image, is mere supposition.

(i) Given the understanding that each subject area forms a piece of a greater whole, then
the methods one uses in order to study each individual part constitute legitimate
approaches to arriving at an understanding of the whole. In the case of ancient
philosophy, Plato conceived of poetics,* rhetoric,>® and music as forming legitimate
parts of the wider philosophical whole.>! This is a belief seemingly shared by his
successor Aristoteles in his Rhetorike and Peri Poietikes, in addition to his predecessors,
e.g. Xenophanes (DK 21A1), Parmenides (DK 28B1), Philolaos (DK 58B4 and 5), and

Empedokles (DK 31A1 and 2). If one considers poetics to be a legitimate ‘piece’ of the

48 E.g. in the Menon Sokrates uses mathematics in order to discuss epistemology (81e-86b); ethics and politics
are inextricably linked in the Politeia; and the cosmology, physics, and biology of the Timaios affect Plato’s
psychology, ethics, politics, and metaphysics (cf. Philebos 28d-30d). Cf. Kraut (1992): 7; Rice (1998): 69; Sayers
(1999): 123, 127; Freeland (2006): 199-213.

4 For instance, the lon is dedicated, for all intents and purposes, to this topic. See also the Politeia 2.376e-
3.394c, 10.595a-608a.

50 See, for instance, the Gorgias and the Phaidros which purport to discuss rhetoric and oratory in its various
guises.

51 For example, the Nomoi 3.700d-701b; Politeia 4.424c-d. See further Bourgault (2012): 59-72.
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philosophical whole, then the methods one uses in order to examine poetics, as well as
the constituents of this ‘piece,’ become equally legitimate parts of philosophy, and

equally legitimate methods for examining philosophy.

In such a system, myth and philosophy will not be understood as being mutually exclusive, but
rather myth, functioning as a part of poetics, becomes a legitimate part of philosophy also.
Consequently, a philosopher such as Parmenides, feels comfortable and able to discuss philosophy
with reference to its various constituent parts, e.g. epistemology and ontology, whilst utilizing those
methods appropriate to these parts, and thus philosophy, e.g. myth. In this way, Plato’s use of myth
should not be understood as being irrational or inappropriate, but as the continuation of a
precedent established by his predecessors.” Plato is by no means obligated to follow this

established precedent without question, (and he does not),* but follow this precedent he does.>*

(b) Myth # False

In modern, contemporary society there is a common belief that myth is inherently false; that a myth

represents a usually fantastical story with little to no basis in fact.>® This is an attitude that

52 Curiously, Annas (1982a): 120 states “thus the frequent appearance in the myths of reincarnation is
explained by Plato's having picked up the idea from some Pythagoreans. Whatever the value of this as a
historical explanation - relevant pre-Platonic evidence being hard to come by - it leaves all the important
questions still open: for why did Plato choose to pick up this idea from the Pythagoreans?” Yet, Annas never
suggests that Plato may be employing mythological precedents established by his predecessors, such as the
Pythagoreans or Empedokles (who also possessed a belief in reincarnation). Rather, Annas appears, to me at
least, to present Plato as a philosophical innovator who transforms traditional usages of myth and
mythological themes, despite recognising the possible impact of prior philosophers on his thought, including
prior philosophers who employed so-called “irrational” discourse such as myth, music, or poetry in a
philosophical manner. For instance, in argugin that myth does not necessarilyl mean false, Annas (1982a): 120-
121 argues that “mythos and cognate words originally mean no more than "speech," and the usage survives in
Plato whereby mythoi and logoi are put together and both are opposed to action.” Thus Annas recognizes that
Plato might be observing a prior societal precedent in his usage of mythos and logos, but never seems to
extend this precedent to his philosophical predecessors, instead presenting Plato as a “trendsetter” befitting
of his status as “father” of Western philospohy. Plato is rightly lauded as a seminal figure in Greek philosophy,
but he did not spontaneously appear from the ether, he was a follower of philosophical precedent as much as
he was a “trendsetter.”

53 For example, e.g. lon passim.; Nomoi 2.659¢9ff., 4.719a6ff., 7.817a2ff.; Politeia 2.376e-3.394c, 10.595a-
608a.

54 Jackson Knight (1970): 93; Irwin (1992): 73-74; Cook (1996): 3-4, 104-105; Bostock (1999): 411; Rosen
(1999): x|, 327; Sayers (1999): 154; Wright (2000): 20n.26; Desjardins (2004): 132; Most (2012): 17-18; Werner
(2012): 1-18; Edmonds Il (2012): 182-183; Rowe (2012): 193.

55 Cf. Woodard (2007): 1-14; Dowden and Livingstone (2011): 3-24.
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permeates many modern objections to the myths of Plato, employing the logical fallacy of
association to argue that since many myths appear to be demonstrably false, and are presented in a
poetic and unscientific manner, so all myth must be false. For such individuals myth is false in both

fact and methodology.

Criticism of myth is not confined only to the modern world, but is evident in antiquity also. Indeed,
Plato appears to engage in criticism of myth,>® as do his rough contemporaries like Herodotos and
Thoukydides, as well as predecessors like Xenophanes. Yet, for all of these individuals, myth is not
understood to be inherently false.>” Rather, these individuals criticize particular details of myths,
believing them to be either false or exaggerated. For example, Thoukydides does not reject myth as
a method, but rather particular details of myth, arguing that the Greek force at Troia could not
possibly have been as large as it is made to be in Homeros. Plato too, in the Politeia, does not
criticize Homeros and Hesiodos because they chose to present their accounts in mythic form, but
because he believes the details they contain to be both fallacious and logically inconsistent.® For
instance, Plato objects to Homeros’ presentation of the gods as being anything other than good and

perfect; this is not a criticism of myth in itself, but of Homeros’ conception of the gods.>®

It is for this reason that | disagree with Annas who claims “the fact that popular stories are mostly
trivial does not prevent the philosopher from using or inventing a story which is not.”®® By “popular
stories” | assume Annas is referring to Homeros and other popular, non-philosophical forms of

mythology. | believe that Plato’s criticism of Homeros and Hesiodos in the Politeia, in concert with

56 See note 48 for examples where this is the case.

57 Morgan (1990): 73; Irwin (1992): 73-74; Janaway (1995): 88, 159n.5; Johansen (2004): 66n.25.

%8 1.334b, 2.363a7ff., 2.363b-c, 2.364c-d, 2.376e-3.394c, 3.404b-c, 5.466b-c, 5.468e9f., 8.545d-e, 8.547a,
10.595a-608a, 10.612a-b.

%9 politeia 1.334b, 2.363b-c, 2.376e-3.394c, 3.404b-c, 8.545d-¢, 10.595a-608a, 10.612a-b; Annas (1982): 12-13;
Nussbaum (1982): 84; Morgan (1990): 57; Janaway (1995): 159; Rutherford (1995): 127, 229-230; Cook (1996):
101; Vlastos (1999b): 56-77; Desjardins (2004): 131.

50 Annas (1982a): 121; see also Most (2012): 13-14, who argues similarly that “For no other Greek thinker
attacked the traditional myths as violently as Plato did; and yet no other ancient philosopher has inserted so
many striking and unforgettable myths into his own works as he did. How is such an apparent contradiction to
be explained?” As in the case of Annas, so in the case of Most, | do not think there is really a contradiction
here, since Plato is not attacking traditional myths per se, but rather the fallacious content he believes they
contain, and the effect that these fallacies may have on the behaviour of the more impressionable parts of
society. See too Gonzalez (2012): 259.
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his own mythopoeia, demonstrates that Plato viewed these “popular stories” as anything but
“trivial.” It is precisely because of the ubiquitous nature of these “popular stories” in Ancient Greek
society, as well as their use as authorities or precedent, that these “popular stories” present a clear
danger to society, in Plato’s view. For instance, Euthyphron in the Euthyphron justifies the entirety of
his actions thorugh these “popular stories,” not to mention that Sokrates in the Apologia blames
some of the prejudice shown towards him on his fallacious (in his view) portrayal in the poetry — the
popular story — of Aristophanes (Apologia, 19b-d). | proffer, therefore, that for Plato the fallacious
content of these “popular stories” are anything but “trivial,” rather they are so important that they

literally may mean the difference between life and death.®!

In short, if myth in the modern world is believed to be false in both fact and methodology, Plato
appears to suggest that some myth is false, and this falsity stems from an incorrect understanding of
something’s ‘true’ nature, on the part of the author. There is nothing inherently wrong in using myth
to present, for example, one’s understanding of the gods, providing that when one removes the
poetic licence of myth, the core of one’s understanding retains its truthfulness.®? Indeed, this notion
forms the basis of Euhemeros’ later attempt to rehabilitate the truthfulness of myth, by removing all

poetic licence, in the belief that this would reveal the underlying truth of the myth.®

51 This is a debate that continues within society to this day. To some, horror films and video games are just
forms of fiction and entertainment; to others they supposedly promote violence in young people. To some, the
Da Vinci Code is simply a piece of popular fiction; to others it is a text that contains falsities about Jesus Christ,
and these people fear that some readers may take these falsities as true. Similarly, to some the film 300 or
Gone with the Wind are merely pieces of historical fiction meant to be taken as entertainment, and not to be
taken seriously. For others, on the other hand, the purported historical nature of the fiction lends greater
authority to the historical inaccuracies they possess, thereby leaving their audiences with a false impression of
historical reality; a false impression that may have serious consequences, e.g. Gone with the Wind may be used
to propagate the mostly white-supremacist belief in the so-called “Lost Cause of the Confederacy,” wheras 300
may be used to propagate the similarly false belief in the so-called “Clash of Civilizations” between west and
east. In all cases, it is not the medium itself that is being criticised, but the content of said medium; similarly, |
think Plato is not criticising the medium of myth per se, but rather the content of certain myths, which he
believes may have a negative effect on particularly impressionable members of society.

62 Rosen (1999): xlviii; Sayers (1999): 42; Johansen (2004): 28-29.

63 Although, of course, Euhemeros (BNJ 63 T1, T4b, T4c, T4e, TAf, T4g, T4i, T6a, F2, F3, F6) operates under the
assumption that all myths possess an underlying truth (whether that be, for instance, that Zeus was really an
ancient human king, rather than a god; hence his supposed ‘atheism’) that has been distorted by poetic
licence; whereas Plato argues that for the majority of myths, even when the poetic licence is removed, they
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(c) Myth and truth value

As argued above, Plato does not criticize the use of myth as a method of didactic discourse, but
rather he criticizes those myths he believes possess demonstrable falsities, even after allowing for
poetic licence, e.g. the presentation of the gods as being immoral.%* Plato does not criticize these
myths because they are myths, but because they are false, i.e. they possess a negative truth value.®®
A myth may become acceptable if one can ensure that its contents possess a positive truth value.
This thesis thus posits that Plato approaches his myths as though they possess positive truth
values.®® In other words, Plato responds to his criticism of Homeros’, and others’, myths by
presenting exemplar myths demonstrating that is possible for a myth to retain elements of poetic

licence whilst holding a positive truth value. In this way, there is no justification for future individuals

to follow Homeros, Hesiodos, etc., and perpetuate the falsities of their myths.%’

One may ask, however, what of the Platonic notion of the ‘noble lie’ (‘aAnBd¢ Yebdog,” Politeia
2.382a4, and ‘yevvoiov Tt év PeuSopévouc,’ Politeia 3.414b8-c1)?%8 In the Nomoi, for example, the
Athenian explicitly makes a connection between the notion of the ‘noble lie’ and the myths he uses
as preludes to the law.%® Can a myth be a ‘noble lie’ and yet retain its positive truth value?”° This
thesis posits that it is indeed possible for the two concepts two co-exist in a Platonic myth. Consider,

for example, the Myth of Er (Politeia 10.614b2-621d2):

(i) There are facets of the myth that according to Plato possess a positive truth value; they

do not say anything necessarily incompatible with a Platonic understanding of what is

still present an incorrect understanding of things. Cf. Irwin (1979): 242; Annas (1982): 23; Rutherford (1995):
34,

4 Euthyphron passim.; Politeia 1.334b, 2.363a7ff., 2.363b-c, 2.364c-d, 2.376e-3.394c, 3.404b-c, 5.466b-c,
5.468e9f., 8.545d-e, 8.547a, 10.595a-608a, 10.612a-b.

65 Annas (1982a): 121; Collobert (2012): 87.

66 Cf. Jackson Knight (1970): 93; Clegg (1977): 43; Rowe (1984): 84n.20, 192; Morgan (1990): 71; Janaway
(1995): 159; Rutherford (1995): 309, 311; Cook (1996): 65, 93; Kahn (1996): 67, 317; Sallis (1996): 80; Rice
(1998): 12; Bostock (1999): 411; Fine (1999b): 10; Levin (2001): 163-164; Desjardins (2004): 131; Johansen
(2004): 29; McCabe (2006): 45; Collobert, Destrée, and Gonzalez (2012a): 1-2.

57 Cf. Cook (1996): 48; Rice (1998): 21; Sayers (1999): 10; Bobonich (2002): 57-58.

58 Cf. Nomoi 4.719¢c-420a, 4.722¢-723d, 6.772e, 9.870d-e; Politeia 2.382a1ff., 3.389b-c, 3.414b-e.

89 E.g. Nomoi 4.719¢c-420a, 4.722¢-723d, 6.772e, 9.870d-e. See further Bobonich (1999): 373-403.

70 Cf. Sayers (1999): 42.
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true. For instance, subsequent to Er’s apparent death, his soul separates from his body
and travels to Hades. Even if one makes an allowance for possible poetic licence, this
episode of the myth presents a dualist understanding of the individual, as constituting
the amalgamation of both body and soul. This is a particular sentiment that Plato
believes he has shown to be true independent of the myth, and through the use of non-
mythic, ‘rational’ discourse, e.g. in the Phaidon (63e8-69e5, 78a10-84b8). Plato’s belief
in the veracity of this idea is further evidenced by his use of it as a basic underlying
assumption throughout the dialogues from the Apologia to the Nomoi.”*
The above is true of other facets of the Myth of Er also, such as his presentation of the
punishment that awaits the unjust soul in Hades, and the categorization of the unjust
souls as being either ‘curable’ or ‘incurable.” Again, if one considers these notions
without any poetic licence, then these conceptions of punishment accord with their non-
mythical presentation and discussion in both prior and subsequent dialogues, e.g. the
Gorgias, the Protagoras, and the Nomoi. This is the case, also, for Plato’s understanding
of the role of the judge.”? Even in the concluding myth of the Gorgias, for example, in
which the gods play a more active role, they accord with a Platonic conception of the
divine as being both good and perfect; in possession of ‘true’ knowledge, and seeking to
re-establish an unchanging and eternal order and harmony in the universe (523al-
527e7).3

(ii) On the other hand, there are aspects of the myth that Plato believes possess a self-
evident negative truth value.”® For example, the existence of Er is, in theory, a fact that
one may deduce to be either true or false through a certain degree of investigation. One
may investigate whether there ever was an individual named Er, who was the son of a

man named Armenios, who came from Pamphylia (10.614b3-4). One may also

71 Cf. Chapter 1.5; Rice (1998): 88.

72 See further Chapters 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, and 2.9.

73 See further Irwin (1979): 242.

74 Cf. Desjardins (2004): 131; Johansen (2004): 35, 41.
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investigate whether it was possible for there to have been a battle in which this Er was a
participant, and ascertain whether this Er died in said battle. These aspects of the myth
are all things that an individual may demonstrate, with certainty, to be false or true. This
is the case for the individual identities of the judges also. One may investigate, and
theoretically determine, whether there ever existed an individual called Minos, one
called Aiakos, and one Rhadamanthos.

Moreover, in the eschatological myth of the Gorgias, Sokrates presents the gods as
engaging in conversation, whereas in the Timaios, Timaios argues the gods have no need
for external appendages such as ears or mouths (33b1-34a7, 40a2-7, cf. 44d3-6). These
are aspects of the myth that one may determine to be false — to possess a negative truth
value —and as such are to some extent lies, since theoretically Plato recognizes these
may be false. Yet, they attain the label of ‘noble lie’ since, despite their falsity, (a) they
do not serve to deceive the reader in a malicious manner by endorsing what is false is to
be true, thereby promulgating a harmful ignorance in the soul. For example, believing Er
to be a real individual does not affect the soul in any particularly harmful manner. (b)
Even if one were to remove these falsities the positive truth value of the remaining myth
stands. In the case of Homeros, for example, if one were to remove all of the parts of the
lliad related to Plato’s criticisms in the Politeia, then there is little to nothing left of the

epic.”®

In the above examples, the status of a particular element’s truth value is known, at least in the first

instance, by Plato alone —the composer of the myth.”® From the perspective of the reader, the truth

value of the myth is indeterminate until such time when the reader comes to a decision. Regardless,

for the majority of the myth one may determine whether a particular element is either true or false,

at least to one’s own self. However, Plato presents certain components of the eschatological myths

75 Cf. Cross and Woozley (1964): 288; Morgan (1990): 74; Rice (1998): 56.
76 Cf. White (1979): 263-4; Janaway (1995): 159.

32



as functioning with indeterminate truth values; the only way in which one may determine their truth

value with any certainty being death itself.””

These components function with a truth value neither positive nor negative, but which Plato
suggests one should approach as though they are true.”® On the one hand, one should approach
them as true as this determination, according to Plato, fits best with the available evidence, and is
the most logically consistent.”® For example, in the Menon, the Phaidon, and the Politeia (see further
Chapters 3.4, 3.5, and 3.6) Plato asks the reader to accept the existence of reincarnation, in the
belief that this is most consistent with the theory of recollection, and the existence of knowledge in

the mortal realm.%°

On the other hand, Plato appears to suggest that one should approach these elements as true in a
manner akin to Pascal’s Wager.8! In this case, however, rather than being an argument concerning
the existence of god, it is an argument concerning the way of life one should lead (i.e. the Sokratic
way of life), that uses the existence of the afterlife as a means to effect said outcome (i.e. the
adoption of the Sokratic way of life).82 | proffer that using Pascal’s Wager in this way serves as a

useful hypothesis against which one can test the eschatological myths of Plato, in order to learn

77 Morgan (1990): 73; Desjardins (2004): 131.

78 White (1979): 52; Cook (1996): 111; Sayers (1999): 161-162; Most (2012): 17-19.

79 Dixsaut (2012): 28; who argues, in reference to the Timaios’ cosmogonical account: “A cosmogonic myth is
'true’ because the existence of the world corroborates it; a myth about the origin of death is true because
man's mortality proves it; and so forth.” Ferrari (2012): 70, referring to the Gorgias eschatological myth, “at
this point, announcing himself [i.e. Sokrates] convinced of the truth of this narrative that he has heard,
Socrates proceeds to 'draw inferences' from it (524b). These inferences are not conclusions so much as they
are statements of what is required by the story if it is to make sense. Death, he reasons, must involve the clean
separation of the soul from the body; otherwise, Zeus' judges could not judge without prejudice, as the story
requires. Furthermore, if the soul is to be judged naked, it must bear judgeable signs that are independent of
the body it once wore. Just as the bodies of the recently deceased retain the marks that they bore or acquired
in life, argues Socrates (notice ara, 524d), so too their souls (524b-d).” See also Ferrari (2012): 71, 79-80, 84-85,
and Collobert (2012): 97.

80 Sayers (1999): 113.

81 Blaise Pascal, Pensées, S680; cf. Elster (2003): 63-74; Tarrant (2012): 56-59.

82 Cf. Annas (1982a): 122, who states that, in the eschatological myths of Plato, “from the Gorgias through the
Phaedo to the Republic we are given different kinds of reason for being virtuous in this life.” In other words,
Annas suggests Plato’s eschatological myths possess a protreptic function, exhorting the individual to be
virtuous; and to be virtuous, one must follow the way of life Plato proscribes — the Sokratic way of life. Though
Annas makes no reference to Pascal’s Wager, | do believe that the Wager serves as a useful analytic tool, that
more or less comes to the same conclusion — that Plato’s eschatological myths endorse the following of the
Sokratic way of life. See also, Annas (1982a): 122-125; Pender (2012): 199.
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what is might tell us about the attitude towards death Plato believes we shoul adopt.s Plato’s

reasoning being thus:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

His conception of the afterlife either is or is not; but one cannot determine with
certainty which of the two alternatives is correct.

Thus, one is forced into a playing a game, in which one must endorse a position before
one’s death, at which point it is too late.

Like Pascal, this wager is not optional — one cannot choose not to participate in the
game.®

If one wagers upon the immortal, believing that Plato’s conception of the afterlife is
true, and so lives the Sokratic way of life, then one will gain the greatest of rewards. If it
is not true, then one has lost relatively little save a small amount of bodily pleasure.®

If, on the other hand, one wagers upon the mortal, believing this conception of the
afterlife is false, or refuses to participate in the game, then one will suffer a loss
comparatively greater than one who wagers on its truthfulness. If this conception of the
afterlife proves to be false, then one neither loses nor gains anything; but if it proves to
be true, then one loses everything.

Probability, or perhaps logic, thus suggests that one should endorse the existence of this
conception of the afterlife.

Like Pascal, Plato appears to argue that some will continue to wager against the
existence of this afterlife, and these individuals should endeavour to convince

themselves that it is worthwhile to wager the contrary.®

83 See Gonzalez (2012): 262, in reference to the Myth of Er, “another significant and related feature of the
myth is the emphasis on choice: souls are not simply sent into a particular form of embodiment and a
particular form of life, but are allowed to choose.” | think Gonzalez’ argument highlights the point that one
cannot choose not to participate in the “game”; the soul cannot escape by deciding not to choose, as the soul
must eventually choose its next life, at which point it must participate in the “game” whether it likes to or not.
See also, Larivée (2012): 235, “Indeed, Socrates' principal goal in relating the myth of Er is the same as in all of
the complex philosophical argumentation deployed up to that point: to demonstrate the choice of a certain
bios is of crucial important for the becoming of the soul.” Cf. Larivée (2012): 238-240.

84 Cf. Rice (1998): 109.
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Taken as a whole, | proffer that Plato’s eschatological myths essentially function as a sort of
“Platonic Wager,” which is itself a more systematic and codified version of Sokrates’ argument in the
Apologia concerning the existence of an afterlife (40e4-41c7).2° Sokrates’ position in the Apologia is
commonly held to be an agnostic view of the afterlife;” however, if we make use of this Platonic
Wager, one may interpret Sokrates as participating in the game like all individuals, and wagering on
the existence of an afterlife. Since he adopts the position that the afterlife may exist, he thus lives
the way of life most in accordance with this conception of the afterlife — the Sokratic way of life. In
this way Sokrates is shown by Plato to lose the least, or at least to believe that he is losing the least,
and thereby confirm his own position — that the Sokratic way of life is justifiable and worthy of
emulation. One should therefore follow Sokrates, adopt this stance towards the wager, and convince
oneself of its veracity, and live the Sokratic way of life;® in this way, one will lose the least and gain

the most (see further Chapter 1.5).%8°

85 Cf. Gorgias 526d-527e; Menon 86b-c; Nomoi 4.719¢c-420a, 4.722¢-723d, 6.772e, 9.870d-e; Phaidon 114c-
1153, Politeia 10.608b-614b.

86 Cf. further Gorgias 526d-527e.

87 Cf. Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 178.

88 Cf. Larivée (2009): 88-89, 91, 96-7, 99, 103; and Larivée (2012): 248-249. Indeed, in general Larivée gets very
close on several occasions to arguing for the existence of a wager, though they do not quite adopt Pascal’s
Wager as a useful analytic tool for tying all of these ideas. For example, “Il s'agit en quelque sorte de faire «
comme si » dans I'esprit du « noble risque ». Ainsi, si I'ame transmigre [pg 99] vraiment, tel que le récit d'Er le
suggere, nous seront préts, et s'il n'existe rien de tel, nous aurons au moins vécu de la meilleure facon
possible” (page 98). Or again in reference to the Myth of Er and reincarnation, “Que se passe-t-il si I'on accepte
de jouer le jeu et de faire comme si notre ame avait vraiment transmigré, comme si nous avions vraiment vécu
plusieurs vies dans d'autres corps, un autre sexe peut-étre, et d'autres conditions?” (page 99). See also Most
(2012): 18 who argues that one of eight common characteristics he indentifies with regards to Platonic myth is
“(6) Platonic myths often have an explicitly asserted psychagogic effect.” This further suggests the existence of
some kind of protreptic essence to Plato’s eschatological myths; see further Most (2012): 21-23, e.g. “Most
likely they [the myths] were intended not only to help to deter people who were making the wrong choice in
life, but also to attract people who might yet make the right one” (page 23). See also Tarrant (2012): 56-57
who argues “what seems certain is that 'Socrates' is meant to feel that tales of judgement [in the Gorgias] do
reflect an actual truth, and that the story he offers at the close of the dialogue (regardless of details) does have
some point when taken literally, since the story follows immediately after claiming that the greatest evil is to
arrive in Hades with a soul infected by a plurality of crimes (522e3-4). The myth is immediately followed by a
declaration of trust (524a8-b1), and a reference to 'these logoi.' 'Socrates' comes to various conclusions about
the nature of death and the way we should live as a result of it. to ignore this context is to pretend that Plato
can be something other [pg 57] than a Platonist.” Collobert (2012): 101-102; “A myth like an eschatological
myth is protreptic not only in the sense that it delivers the message that we should philosophize, but also in
the sense that it invites and provokes us to philosophize. Socrates shows us the way by providing us with a
piece of exegesis at the end of the myth or even during its telling” (page 106). See also Collobert (2012): 107,
“A myth like the myth of Er is like an incantation; this is why it could save us. It validates the philosopher's
choice and introduces the philosophical life as the most rewarding of any life in a highly vivid way.” Destrée
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(i) Myths as supplementary addenda to the textual arguments

In the Phaidros, Sokrates proffers the notion that one must tailor one’s argument to appeal to the

differing psychic natures of one’s audience.® To put it another way, when composing an argument,

(2012): 111: “For the aim of Plato [in composing his myths], as some interpreters have rightly noticed, is also,
and maybe primarily, protreptic. This argument Destrée continues on page 112: “being part and parcel of such
a protreptic enterprise, | therefore submit, Plato's myths, and also 'images,' are to be conceived not only as
intellectual tools in a purely intellectual argumentation, but as emotionally loaded, protreptical ways to
motivate his audience, mainly through Glaucon, who is the main interlocutor of Socrates, to adopt a
philosophical life, and also (but both things are the two faces of the same coin) to pursues a morally good life.”
This, | believe, is consistent with the Platonic Wager | am proposing. See also Edmonds Il (2012): 166, who
argues in reference to the Gorgias eschatological myth: “l argue, to the contrary, that the details of the myth
help clarify the ways in which Plato tries to prove that Socrates' way of life really is better than Callicles', not
just'in the end,' after the afterlife judgement, but right now, at any given moment.”

89 50 Reeve (1989): 70, 181 claims that ‘Sokrates is willing, then, to obey [the] divine commands and
prohibitions [of his daimonion] simply on the basis of the elenctically established goodness of the gods’ (page
70). In light of the Platonic Wager, one may argue that Sokrates accepts the commands of his daimonion
because he has wagered on the existence of an afterlife (cf. Sallis (1996): 62-63; Beversluis (2000): 366-367).
Therefore, he must convince himself of the veracity of his belief; one way in which he is able to do so is to
justify further his belief by recourse to his daimonion, apparently treated by Sokrates as though a source of
divine revelation (cf. Irwin (1979): 248, 250; Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 216n.7, 237, 241, 253; Asmis (1992):
342; Morgan (1992): 232; Kahn (1996): 97; Weiss (1998): 16-17; Strange (1999): 402; Blondell (2002): 39-40,
86). In this way, Sokrates appeals to both the exoteric and the esoteric, in order to justify his belief in an
afterlife, and thus completes his apologia of the Sokratic way of life (see further Cross and Woozley (1964):
288; Nussbaum (1982): 107; Arieti (1991): 242; Kahn (1996): 116; Weiss (1998): 23; Brickhouse and Smith
(2004): 210; Kraut (2008): 71). Cf. Pascal’s Wager; Pascal, as a Catholic, already believes in the existence of
God, and attempts to use the Wager to justify his belief in God to those who do not accept revelation and
esoteric sources of knowledge. Likewise, Sokrates already believes in an afterlife (cf. Irwin (1979): 243, 248;
Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 238; Rice (1998): 88; Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 178, 180-181, 253), but he
must convince those who do not accept revelation and the esoteric as justifiable evidence of his belief, thereby
precipitating his appeal to logic and probability. Sokrates’ belief in revelation and the divine nature of his
daimonion (Apologia 31c8ff., 40a-c, 41d; Euthydemos 272e; Euthyphron 3b; Phaidros 242b; Politeia 6.496c;
Theaitetos 150e-151a; cf. Symposion 202d-203a) is further supported by Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 106,
106n.100; Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 173-174. Sokrates believes his daimonion to be divine, and so, in
accordance with the nature of the divine, it is good. If the daimonion is good, then it always acts in accordance
with the good, and so Sokrates believes his daimonion is incapable of evil, e.g. deceiving him. Moreover, if the
daimonion is divine, then, for Sokrates, it must be in possession of ‘true’ knowledge. In this case, Sokrates feels
confident that the daimonion is to be trusted as a divine source of true knowledge, and to act otherwise,
would be tantamount to rejecting the omniscience and infallibility of the gods, i.e. it would entail acting in an
impious manner (Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 245; Vlastos (1999b): 56-77; see contra Brickhouse and Smith
(1989): 240-241); Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 179. As argued above, the daimonion may be acceptable for
Sokrates (cf. Weis (1998): 19), but not for everyone, and so he must codify the information he receives from
his daimonion in a manner more acceptable to a sceptical audience (cf. Weiss (1998): 32; Bobonich (2003): 78).
For Sokrates, this means the use of mathematics, probability, and logic, i.e. the use of mathematical proofs, in
order to reconceptualise the daimonion in manner he believes more acceptable to sceptics, and more resistant
to refutation. Indeed, even if one were to reject Sokrates’ postulate, reconceptualising the daimonion in a
mathematical proof, forces an individual to examine the postulate, and devise a reasoned refutation of said
postulate, rather than just rejecting it out of hand as esoteric nonsense (cf. Fine (1992): 211; Cook (1996): 66;
Rice (1998): 30, 66; Beversluis (2000): 5; Blondell (2002): 21; Dorion (2012): 432.

%0 pPhaidros 246a-254e, 259e7ff., 271a1ff., 273d2ff., 276a-278b; Nussbaum (1982): 79; Rosen (1999): liii-lvii;
Bobonich (2003): 78; cf. Irwin (1977): 71. See also Collobert, Destrée, and Gonzalez (2012a): 2, who argue: “If a
myth is in some cases more persuasive than a reasoned discourse this apparently would not be the case for an
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one must take into account the composition of one’s audience. In the case of the Platonic dialogues,
each individual approaches them in possession of different information, different conceptual and
analytic tools, and different preconceptions and assumptions. For example, does Plato assume his
audience to know how to read? Does he believe that some of his audience will hear his work orally?
Does he expect his audience to be comprised of philosophers and other intellectuals, or a mixture of

specialists and non-specialists?

Sokrates’ decision to associate with individuals in the agora (Apologia 17c7-d1); his philosophical
discussion with Menon’s slave (Menon 81e3-86b5); his association with metics (Politeia 1.327b2-3);
individuals from poleis hostile to Athens (e.g. the Thebans Simmias and Kebes, Phaidon 59c1-2);
women (e.g. Aspasia, Menexenos 235e3-9), and his use of humble occupations and everyday objects
as examples (e.g. Sophistes 226e1-227c9), suggest the potential for a wider audience than just the
educated elite.?! If such is the case, then Plato must utilize all of the tools at his disposal in order to

promote the pursuit of the philosophical life, and the veracity of his arguments. This includes the use

audience of philosophers who place more trust in reason than in imagination and who distrust stories of
guestionable morality. A case in point is precisely the number of scholars who refuse to take into account the
myths in Plato’s dialogues.”

91 Cf. the Platonic Wager above, which suggests that all individuals participate in the Wager, since all
individuals are in possession of a soul, hence their animateness. See also Rice (1998): 2. Larivée (2009): 94
argues, in reference to the choice of lives in the Myth of Er: “Pour l'instant, je dési re me concentrer sur le fait
qgue le mythe d'Er cherche a nous imputer la responsabilité de toutes ces conditions de notre vie généralement
considérées comme purement contingentes et totalement (ou partielle ment) hors de notre portée. Notre
sexe, notre origine sociale, le type de corps qui est le n6tre, nos capacités intellectuelles, la richesse ou la
pauvreté, tout cela, le mythe nous invite a le considérer comme le résultat d'une décision ayant été notre.” In
some way, therefore, the choice of lives in the Myth of Er serves to remind audience members that one may
find themselves in the body of a slave or a woman now, but this may change in the next life. Conversely, one
may be in the body of an elite, male now, but this too is subject to change. See further Larivée (2009): 104, and
Larivée (2012): 240, 255. See also Most (2012): 21-24, who argues for example: “we might say that exoteric
philosophical writings must compete in the literary market-place not only with other philosophical writings for
the attention philosophically trained readers, but also with other literary texts of all sorts for the attention of a
philosophically untrained public. But the most important kinds of literary works that could be found at the
Greek market-place at that time were drama (tragedy and comedy) and epic poetry (above all Homer and
Hesiod), both kinds characterized above all by myth and dialogue. If this was so, then a shrewd author who
wanted to make sure that his writings would seem interesting and attractive not only to philosophers but also
to non-philosophical readers will have ensured that they prominently displayed the same kinds of textual
features that the unprofessional readers expected from the books they set out to buy. Esoteric writings, by
contrast, possess a high degree of monopoly within a limited discursive space and can restrict themselves to
few addressees without having to worry too much about competitors. In short, exoteric writings are directed
to a broader and more heterogeneous audience including non-specialist readers, esoteric ones to a smaller
and more homogenous audience comprising fewer readers but better trained ones” (page 21).
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of modes of discourse, e.g. myth, that possess a reputation of being in some way ‘irrational’ in
comparison with the increasing use of prose by contemporary of intellectuals to delineate the

‘rational’ from the ‘irrational.’

As scholars have noted, the philosophical content of the myths tend to supplement the main
argument(s) of a particular dialogue, either through restating the same arguments in a different
form, or through combining various arguments in order to show how they relate to one another.*?
For example, the eschatological myth of the Gorgias emphasizes the judgement and punishment of
the soul in a manner similar to the main body of the dialogue, which presents the same information
albeit in a poetical manner.”®> Meanwhile, the Myth of Er combines different arguments of the
Politeia relating to the nature of the soul, knowledge, and the ideal polis into one coherent account,
demonstrating the interrelated nature of these positions.® The use of myth thus introduces a level
of universality to Plato’s arguments, in the sense that unlike his criticism of Protagoras’ impenetrable
texts (cf. Theaitetos 152c8-10, 170e4-171c7), his texts are available to all alike who seek to learn like
Sokrates in the agora. Indeed, what use is the possession of ‘true’ knowledge, if one cannot
communicate this knowledge to another, and so persuade the reticent to accept the veracity of the
Platonic Wager, and live one’s life accordingly? This is of particular importance, given that Sokrates

famously fails to justify the Sokratic way of life to his jurors in the Apologia, hence his execution.

(ii) Myths as appeals to the spirited and appetitive parts of the soul

Related to the above consideration of the composition of one’s audience, one should also appeal to
the different components of the soul itself. This consideration applies to conceptions of the soul that

are either tripartite or bipartite; so long as the reasoning part is a separate distinct part, it does not

92 Cf. Rowe (1984): 165; Morgan (1990): 57, 150-151; Janaway (1995): 160; Rutherford (1995): 176, 237,
276n.12; Cook (1996): 3, 51, 65, 69, 108; Rice (1998): 88, 117; Rosen (1999): xlviii; Sayers (1999): 42; Strange
(1999): 401-406; Beversluis (2000):5; Morgan (2000); Levin (2001): 92, 92n.31.

%3 rwin (1979): 242, 248, 250; see also Saunder (1973): 233.

9 Cf. Irwin (1977): 3; Kraut (1984): 218-228; Irwin (1986): 410-414; Reeve (1989): 103n.44; Johansen (2004): 3.
See also the Kriton, in which the character of Kriton attempts to provide Sokrates with just such an account of
the ideal polis, by virtue of an account of Atlantis; though Kriton locates this polis in the mythical, distant past.
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matter whether there is a separate or combined spirited and appetitive part. For Plato, it should be
enough for one to grasp the veracity of his arguments using the reasoning part of the soul alone;
however, it is not always the case that individuals use only this part to determine an argument’s
veracity (Timaios 42a3-b1, 42e5-44c2, 69a6-92¢9). Accordingly, Plato must present his argument
further in a manner that appeals to the spirited and appetitive parts of the soul.®® In the
eschatological myths, for example, Plato utilizes more emotive language, e.g. in the description of
the soul returning from Tartaros in the Meadow (‘év t® Aewudvy,” Politeia 10.616b2), or the dragging
away of the incurable soul. This allows Plato to appeal to the unreasoning parts of the soul, through
describing the effects of living an unjust life in terms of the body, presenting an image of great pain

and suffering, unable to satisfy one’s desire for respite.

An unconvinced soul, for Plato, is one ruled by the spirited and/or appetitive parts, rather than that
of reason, and so in convincing these governing parts of the veracity of one’s argument, an
individual’s soul will be directed towards the performance of the ‘correct’ course of action, i.e. it
functions as a form of habituation.’® Nonetheless, if such an individual becomes convinced of an
argument’s truth and acts accordingly, they will have done so through the direction of the
unreasoning parts of the soul, i.e. they will be performing the ‘correct’ actions but not necessarily
with a knowledge of ‘why’ these actions are correct. In the Politeia, it is the duty of the ideal polis to
effect the greatest amount of virtue for the greatest number of individuals in the community, the
attainment of this end being guided by the philosopher-king.’” The Athenian further reinforces this
sentiment with regards to a civic context in the Nomoi,?® whilst Timaios extrapolates this objective to
the cosmic level in reference to the Demiourgos’ creation of the universe.*® Taking into account

these particular sentiments, it suggests a utilization of myth as a means of effecting this particular

9 See also Nussbaum (1982): 85; Janaway (1995): 160, 168; Rutherford (1995): 175, 178; Strange (1999): 415;
Bobonich (2002): 299, 301; Pender (2012): 203.

% Cf. Nussbaum (1982): 79; Kahn (1996): 68; Rice (1998): 29.

97 E.g. Politeia 4.427e, 4.433a-e, 6.485a-487e, 7.518d-520d; cf. Politeia 7. 514a—520a and Bobonich (2003): 78.
%8 E.g. Nomoi 1.630a-d, 1.631b-632d, 2.653a-c, 3.688a-d, 3.693b, 5.730e-731a, 6.770b-771a, 7.807c-d, 8.835b-
¢, 12.962c-d, 12.965c-e.

%2 Timaios 28b3ff., 39d7ff.
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outcome, through a universal appeal to all parts of the soul, rather than a restrictive appeal to the

reasoning part alone.®

(iii) Myths as reflections of the divine, incorporeal realm

A further criticism commonly levelled at Plato’s use of myth, is the general criticism of poetry he
tends to express throughout the dialogues, but particularly in the Politeia.*** One may reduce Plato’s
criticisms of the composition of poetry to two basic convictions: (1) the poets fail to embody the
truth in their poetry, e.g. they portray the gods as being immoral.’%2 (2) The product of the poet —
the poetry itself — is an imitation of an imitation, representing reflections of the corporeal world,
which itself is an imitation of true reality.’®® The eschatological myths of Plato, on the other hand,
embody what he believes to be true (see (c) myth and truth value above). Moreover, though they
continue to function as reflections, removed from an initial true reality, they do not present
imitations of the corporeal world but of the incorporeal world. In the Phaidon, for example (78a10-
84b8) incorporeality is a characteristic belonging only to that which is divine, closer to ‘truth,” and

more ‘real’ in nature; and as such, it is a characteristic that belongs to the soul.

Plato’s eschatological myths involve the presentation of an image of the incorporeal and truer world
intrinsic to the divine soul, and as such, Plato suggests they present a truer image of reality than that

of the poets.1® This is not to say that Plato suggests his accounts are definitive, or true beyond

100 cf,, for example, the preludes to the laws in Nomoi 4.719¢c-420a, 4.722¢-723d, 6.772e, 9.870d-e; and the
individual who returns to the cave in the Politeia 7.514a-520a. White (1979): 52, 265-266; Morgan (1990): 150-
151; Kraut (1992): 6; Rutherford (1995): 127; Cook (1996): 12, 104; Rosen (1999): liii-lvii.

101 politeia 2.376e-3.394c, 10.595a-608a.

102 1.334b, 2.363a7ff., 2.363b-c, 2.364c-d, 2.376e-3.394c, 3.404b-c, 5.466b-c, 5.468e9f., 8.545d-e, 8.547a,
10.595a-608a, 10.612a-b.

103 E o, Politeia 3.392d1ff., 397a1ff., 6.509d-511c, 10.595a1ff.; Sophistes 234a-235c, 265a-268d; Timaios
29b1ff.

104 Cf. Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 106n.100; Reeve (1989): 70; Collobert (2012): 100: “myth consists of
linking two types of reality: the visible/sensible and the intelligible/invisible. The link amounts to a transfer by
which a sketch of the intelligible is transported into the world of experience. The myth allows us to experience
in a specific way the intelligible, that is, to have a sensible access to a representation of the truth. Myth
operates as a visible and perceptible expression of the intelligible skhema insofar as the Form is visible in its
skhema.” Trabattoni (2012): 313, in reference to the myth of the charioteer in the Phaidros, argues “so, what
urges Plato to make use of the myth (the counter-example of the Republic shows that Plato could avail himself
of dialectics to achieve the same purpose) is not the psychological theory outlined above but the
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doubt, since they are images and retain the nature that belongs to the imitative; but rather, they are

truer than the accounts of the poets. The accounts of the poets present:

(i)
(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

an image;

this image is of the deceptive corporeal world; itself an image of the incorporeal world,
and true reality;%

in order to create this image, the poet relies upon the body — particularly the bodily
senses;

this reliance on the bodily senses ensures the poets embody a false understanding of

things in their image.1%®

On the other hand, Plato’s eschatological accounts present:

(i)
(i)

(iii)

(iv)

an image;

this image, however, is of the incorporeal world. Though the incorporeal world is also an
image of true reality, it is truer than that of the corporeal world, being more akin to true
reality in nature.

In order to create this image, Plato cannot rely on the body or the bodily senses; rather
he must rely upon the soul (and possibly the soul’s recollections of its initial state of
existence).

From a Platonic perspective, the reliance on the soul alone to create this image,
theoretically ensures the image emanates from the reasoning part of the soul, and as

such, embodies a truer understanding of things than that of the poets.1%’

transcendence of the object he seeks to talk about, as well as the fundamentally metaphysical nature of the
link which necessarily exists between said object and the human soul.” See also Trabattoni (2012): 216; and
Gonzalez (2012): 276.

105 Nehamas (1999): 171-191.

106 Cf. Irwin (1979): 243.

107 Cf. Clegg (1977): 114; Nussbaum (1982): 79; Morgan (1990): 74-75; Janaway (1995): 159; Cook (1996): 91-
92; Rice (1998): 69, 109; Bobonich (1999): 373-403; Rosen (1999): 1-2, 29; Johansen (2004): 41, 67; Clark

(2010): 175.
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(iv) Myth and orality

In reference to the possible function of myth in the Platonic dialogues, the final aspect this thesis
shall discuss is the relationship between myth and orality. In the Phaidros, Plato famously criticizes
the practice of communicating one’s arguments through writing, although, of course, this did not
stop him from doing so. According to Sokrates, writing down one’s argument in effect enshrines it in

108 1t in effect, transforms

stone, capturing the argument in a static form, at a specific point in time.
whatever is written into changeless knowledge, a status Plato reserves for the Forms alone,
regardless of whether it deserves this status or not. Consequently, if one who reads this argument
disagrees with it, they are afforded the opportunity to refute it without little to no opposition. In
other words, in writing down one’s arguments the possibility to engage in effective dialectic is
disrupted, as the reciprocal aspect of dialectic is removed, and one essentially participates in a form

of self-aggrandisement, since one cannot help but always be correct. The written argument is left

‘orphaned,’' losing its adaptability and being forever at the mercy of the reader.!°

Myth, at least in the time of Plato, is usually an oral story passed from person to person, speaker to
listener.!! It possesses, therefore, both an inherent oral and reciprocal aspect. As the speaker of the
myth speaks, the hearer hears. A hearer may show their displeasure at the speaker’s words through

ridicule and mockery, or their assent through applause and praise. The praise positively reinforces

108 Cf. Phaidros 258d, 274b-275b, 276¢-d, 277e-278b. One might argue that an author might issue a revised
edition of their text once it has been published, but Plato in the Phaidros clearly presents a text as being akin
to a painting “Twypadia” (275d) once it has been published (Phaidros, 275d-276a, cf. 276e-277a); there seems
to be no conception of a text being revised and reissued. The only way to defend the “painting” or change
one’s mind is to produce another text; this is the essential function of a palinode for instance. Moreover, even
in the contemporary period, revised editions of a text are usually used as a way of making minor orthographic
corrections, and discussing new material unavailable at the time of composition, and this usually takes place in
a preface or introduction. Revised editions are not generally used to revise whole arguments or defend one’s
positions, cf. Ludwig Wittgenstein, or altered his philosophical positions after compising the Tractacus, but he
did not issue a revised edition, he wrote a different text altogether — the Philosophical Investigations, since his
argument underwent what he felt was a dramatic alteration, such that it was not the same argument
anymore.

109 Cf, Phaidros 258d, 274b-275b, 276c-d, 277e-278b.

110 see, for instance, Nomoi 6.770b-771a, and the modern notion of originalism, for example, which debates
whether the US Constitution, in particular, should or should not be interpreted in light of the original intent of
the authors (see e.g. Calabresi (2007)). Kraut (1992): 21; Rosen (1999): xliii.

111 ¢f. Solon’s role in the transmission of Atlantis — Kritias 108d; Timaios 20d7ff.
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the speaker’s words, increasing the probability the myth will remain fixed in its present structure,
and be passed on to others via the assenting audience. Conversely, the ridicule negatively reinforces
the speaker’s words, increasing the probability the myth will change and adapt, lest the myth be
forgotten completely. In this sense, myth is a form of discourse that preserves elements of the

notion of dialectic, which likewise possess an inherent oral and reciprocal aspect.!?

Collobert, Destrée, and Gonzalez (2012a) argue in their Introduction that “reflection on the uses and
role of myth in Platonic thought is indeed essential not only for understanding Plato's conception of
philosophy and its methods, but also for understanding more broadly the relation between
philosophy and literature, given that myth is in the first place a poetic discourse.”*3 | agree with
them that myth is primarily a poetic discourse during this period, since our earliest, and most
famous examples of myth, are preserved in epic poetry, e.g. the lliad, and we can safely assume that
this mythic discourse poetry was performed orally, in a poetic form, long before its being written
down. However, Collobert, Destrée, and Gonzalez appear in their assertion to classify poetic
discourse as “literature.” | understand literature as possessing an inherent written dimension, and
thus | cannot agree that myth is “in the first place” a literary discourse. Though in a literary work,

such as the Theogony, the author

(a) makes deliberate decisions regarding composition, style, and structure;

(b) may present unique versions of myths by combining, or omitting, particular mythic elements
in order to create a consistent narrative; and

(c) may create a “standard” presentation and/or understanding of a myth, by virtue of them

having been written down, that may supercede competing oral forms of a myth

it remains true, nonetheless, that the “essence” of these literary presentations of myth stem from

pre-existing oral versions. In other words, these literary representations of a particular myth could

112 See LSJ s.v. ‘Slaiéyw.” Cf. Morgan (1990): 170; Kraut (1992): 21-24, 27; Cook (1996): 3, 3n.6, 4-5, 69; Rice
(1998): 69.
113 Collobert, Destrée, and Gonzalez (2012a): 1.
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not have existed without the prior existence of their corresponding oral versions; oral versions that
reach the author who commits them to writing via oral transmission. This is why, when talking about
myth, | believe myth is “in the first place” an oral discourse, rather than a literary one, and that it is

this oral aspect to myth that Plato finds appealing, as discussed below.'*

Plato, however, wrote down his myths, which would appear to remove these oral aspects of myth. It
is possible, of course, that Plato expected his written myths to be read aloud, thereby preserving the
oral and aural elements of myth. Regardless, even if these conversational aspects of myth do not
become manifest in a literal sense, the authority contemporary society invested in its oral nature
remains.!’> A contemporary hearer or reader is likely to have assumed a traditional method of
transmission for the myths Plato presents in written form. In this case, that the myths Plato presents
in written form were ones he once heard from another individual, who in turn heard them from
another, and so on up to a theoretical primordial narrator. There is no indication that a
contemporary would have approached the myths as being entirely novel inventions of Plato, though
he may have been the first to write down a particular arrangement of a myth.!® This preserves the
myth’s ability to appeal to both antiquity and authority.'!” It sustains an appeal to antiquity since
one may assume the myth’s transmission over a long period; and this long-term transmission allows
for an appeal to authority through naming an antique figure one believes to be authoritative as

sharing in its transmission, e.g. Solon for the myth of Atlantis.**®

114 See also Most (2012): 16-19, who identifies eight characteristics common to Platonic myths. Among these
are: “(2) Platonic myths are probably always recounted by an older speaker (my emphasis) to younger
listeners”; and “(3) Platonic myths go back to older, explicitly indicated or implied, real or fictional oral (my
emphasis) sources,” suggesting that the oral nature of myth places at least some role in Plato’s decision to
utilize the mythic form. See further Tarrant (2012): 51, “the social dynamics of myth, then, are such that one
expects to be able to classify tales told by the old to the young as myths. Myths must travel from generation to
generation, and require the storytellers should ordinarily be older than their listeners.”

115 Cf. McCabe (2006): 45.

116 Cf. Ploutarkhos, Solon, 32.1-2, and Strabon, Geographika, 2.6 which intimate that Plato was the first to
record the myth of Atlantis.

17 Rice (1998): 56-57.

118 Cf. Rice (1998): 21; Bobonich (2002): 57-58.
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It is not always necessary, however, to name a particular individual authority. For example, if one
ascribes to a belief in a past Golden Age when human beings were perfect and dwelt closer to the
gods, this may be enough to satisfy both an appeal to authority, through locating a myth’s origin in
the distant past of the Golden Age human.*® This appears to form a part of the Xenos’ account of
the myth in the Politikos.*?® Here, the Xenos begins with the assumption that there was once a past
Golden Age of Kronos. During this Golden Age, human beings were perfect, knowledgeable, and
lived close to the gods.??! The Xenos suggests that contemporary myths form the remnants of
accounts of this past produced by individuals who lived through these events, and transmitted these
accounts orally through the generations.'? However, these accounts, according to the Xenos,
became distorted over time so that some events were artificially dislocated, others were forgotten,
and still others were transformed into poetical embellishments.??® The Xenos then suggests that an
understanding of these distortions enables one to reconstruct the original ‘truer’ account, thereby

precipitating his myth of the Golden Age of Kronos.*?*

Yet, it is not necessary to assume a Platonic belief in a literal Golden Age of Kronos to derive such an
understanding of myth. Several aspects of Platonic psychology, metaphysics, and epistemology,
allow one to infer the existence of a similar approach. For instance, Plato posits that the soul is
divine, and as such it shares in the characteristics that belong to the divine, e.g. incorporeality,'?®
and establishes the ‘true’ home of the soul as being nearer to that which is like in nature, i.e. the
divine. The Phaidros and the Timaios, in particular, outline an understanding of the initial incarnation
of the soul, i.e. how the soul came to be incarnate in body at all (see further Chapters 3.7 and 3.8).

Both dialogues agree that, not only is the soul’s ‘true’” home with the divine, but that prior to

incarnation each soul did dwell with the divine; the souls of each individual dwelling with the divine,

119 Cf. Rowe (1984): 192; Cook (1996): 6; Blondell (2002): 40-41, 43.
120 politikos 268e-274e.
121 politikos 268e-274e.
122 politikos 268e-274e.
123 politikos 268e-274e.
124 politikos 268e-274e.
125 Cf. Phaidon 78a-84b.
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and sharing in divine nature. Given the soul’s pre-incarnate existence with the divine, and their
capacity to manifest the divine properties of which they partake, the addition of the theory of
recollection then allows one to infer the possibility of the soul possessing a level of knowledge akin

to that of the divine.!?®

In short, one may understand the Xenos’ Golden Age of Kronos as being an analogous
representation of the above description. The Golden Age reflects the soul’s original, pre-incarnate
state of existence — with the divine, perfect, and in the possession of knowledge. As the Golden Age
passes, humans no longer dwell near the divine, nor do they retain their former perfection or state
of knowledge. Similarly, as the soul ‘fall’s and becomes incarnate in a mortal, corporeal body, so it
no longer dwells near the divine, and loses its prior state of knowledge. The Xenos then posits that
contemporary myth reflects an understanding of the past that has become distorted and

disconnected over time, resulting in their present tendency towards having a negative truth value.

Myth, in this sense, functions as an oral account of past events passed down through the
generations. In light of the notion of the soul’s initial incarnation, these myths may be understood as
possessing the potential to reflect a ‘truer’ understanding of things, since their initial narrator
inhabits a time closer to the soul’s initial incarnation, prior to the negative effects of time on the
soul’s ability to recollect its pre-incarnate knowledge. The old myths the Xenos refers to may have
been the ‘recollections’ of a philosophically-minded individual who, by virtue of their proximity to
the soul’s initial incarnation, was able to take advantage of this fact, and recollect a truer

understanding of things.?’

Nevertheless, myth’s ability to function in a dialectical matter adapting to meet the differing

criticisms of different individuals, at different points in time and space, can lead to different versions,

126 See further Chapters 3.7, 3.8, and 3.9; Phaidon 78a-84b, and Theaitetos 176a-b.
127 Rosen (1999):1-3; cf. Kahn (1996): 392.
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and distortions of the initial truths they once embodied.!?® From a Platonic perspective, this situation
may have arisen as the criticisms that led to the myth changing did not aim at refining its truth, but
at making it more aesthetically pleasing. It must also be said that even if the initial narrator of the
myth sought to embody a positive a truth value within it, this does not mean that what they
embodied is true. It may be that the initial narrator possessed an incorrect understanding and so
embodied within the myth a negative truth value.?®® Hence, Sokrates’ rejection of several passage of

Homeros and Hesiodos in the Politeia, the Euthyphron, and other dialogues (see further above).

In the Kratylos, Sokrates appears to conclude that an examination of names may reveal a thing’s true
nature, if the initial name-giver themselves possessed a true knowledge of that thing’s nature,
thereby allowing them to embody a correct understanding in their name for that thing. Similarly,
concerning myth, its examination may reveal a true account of what it purports to describe, if the
initial narrator themselves possessed a true understanding of what they were describing. One,
however, is unable to determine this until one has examined the myth and determined whether it
possesses a positive or negative truth value.’® In the Politeia, Sokrates presents several cases in
which he determines the truth value of a particular myth to be negative, and so he suggests their

rejection.'®!

Plato thus composes his eschatological myths in the belief that he is embodying within them a
positive truth value. Truth, he posits, exists external to our everyday reality, and as such it cannot be
discovered through empirical methods; through the embodiment of the corporeal like the accounts
of the poets. In order to present an understanding of what is true, one must present an image of the

incorporeal reality that belongs to truth. What is true is immortal and unchanging, so what was true

128 A contemporary of Plato, for example, would not be averse to hearing different, sometimes contradictory,
versions of particular myths, e.g. the various contradictory myths surrounding Herakles, which [Apollodoros]
(Bibliotheke 2.61-180) attempts to manipulate into a unitary whole.

129 Cf. Kratylos 436b-e. See also Sedley (2003): 98.

130 Annas (1982): 20.

131 For instance, Politeia 1.334b, 2.363a7ff., 2.363b-c, 2.364c-d, 2.376e-3.394c, 3.404b-c, 5.466b-c, 5.468e9f.,
8.545d-e, 8.547a, 10.595a-608a, 10.612a-b.
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in the past, is true in the present, and will be true in the future.!® This is not the case for the
corporeal world, as Herodotos and other historians demonstrate that what was true in the past no
longer holds for the present, and so one cannot extrapolate that they will hold in the future. Plato,
therefore, looks to understand the true reality of the present through an examination of its past, and
looks to myth, understood to be a collection of oral stories passed through the generations
originating in a time closer to the soul’s initial incarnation, in order to determine what was in the

past, what is in the present, and so what will be in the future.'?3

(D) Parameters

Before relating the plan of this thesis, it is useful to relate what this thesis is not:

(1) This thesis is not an investigation into the relationship between the Platonic afterlife and
Presokratic conceptions of the afterlife, e.g. Pythagoreanism or Empedokles. Nevertheless,
at certain points of the thesis, particularly Chapter 3 on reincarnation, a consideration of
certain Presokratics will be necessary; namely, Protagoras, Gorgias, and Herakleitos.

(2) This thesis is not an investigation into the relationship between Platonic notions of the
afterlife and mystery cult, e.g. the Eleusinian mysteries, the Dionysian mysteries, or so-called
‘Orphism.’13*

(3) This thesis is not an investigation into the relationship between the Platonic conception of
the afterlife and the poets, e.g. Homeros, Pindaros, or Euripides.

(4) This thesis is not an investigation into the relationship between Platonic notions of the

afterlife and medicine/medical literature.

132 Cook (1996): 112; cf. Moravcsik (1992): 32-33.

133 f. Rutherford (1995): 172; Sallis (1996): 320; Rice (1998): 51; Johansen (2004): 35, 41.

134 For such an examination, see for example Bremmer (2002): 90-93; Edmonds llI, (2004); and Edmonds Ill,
(2011).
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(5) This thesis does not aim to establish the relationship between Sokratic and Platonic
philosophy, or to consider the so-called ‘Sokratic problem.’!3

(6) Finally, this thesis is not an examination of the relationship between the Platonic conception
of the afterlife and post-Platonic authors, e.g. Aristoteles, the Early Church Fathers, the

Neoplatonists, Medieval theologians, or modern philosophers and scientists.

Consequently, this thesis will adhere to the following structure (see each individual chapter for more

details on the aims and methods of each respective chapter, as well as the Introduction above):

(i) Chapter 1: An examination of the Platonic definition of the terms ‘life’ and ‘death.’

(ii) Chapter 2: An examination of the judgement of the soul, and its subsequent punishment or

reward.

(iii) Chapter 3: An examination of the Platonic conception of reincarnation.

(iv) Conclusion.

This particular structure was chosen in order to reflect the apparent life-cycle of the individual, as

per Plato’s conception of the afterlife (see further the conclusion in Chapter 4):

Reincarnation

Punishment Judgement of
or Reward the soul

135 Cf. Weiss (1998): 3n.1; Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 3-4.
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Finally, throughout this thesis | have made use of the LOEB English translations, accessed via:
cambridge.org. Moreover, | make use of summaries, break-downs, and paraphrases of Plato’s
arguments, in order to present what | believe Plato’s arguments to say, and how | believe he arrived
at such arguments. | do not mean for these to be taken as literal translations of Platonic text, but

rather as guides to my interpretation of Plato’s words.
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Chapter 1 — The Definition of “Life” and “Death”

(1.1) Aims

This thesis seeks to consider the notion of ‘the afterlife’ as it pertains to the works of Plato.’3® When
one uses this particular noun — afterlife — in modern English, it generally refers to the notion of ‘a life
after death’;'*” of some kind of continued existence associated with the recently deceased entity,
whether this be via a heaven and hell or reincarnation. This ‘afterlife,” however, never denotes the
continuation of the same life, in the same manner. Reincarnation, for example, is generally
understood to entail the living of another mortal life, distinct from that previous, but still connected
to it in some way. Likewise, the concept of heaven and hell consists of a continued existence, though
one altogether different to any experienced by a living individual. This continued existence usually
represents some notion of ‘true’ existence, and is connected to its prior existence through some
metaphysical entity — most commonly the soul. Regardless, such an understanding of the term

‘afterlife’ proffers the following connection between life and death®®;

Death (the end of

Life A)

The term ‘afterlife’ is a compound noun consisting of the combination of a preposition — ‘after’ — and
a noun —‘life.” An etymological examination of the term, in itself, reveals a less certain

understanding of both ‘life’ and ‘death.” According to this understanding:

136 See the general Introduction for more on the study’s aims, in addition to both Chapters 2.1 and 3.1. For a
general and contemporary philosophical study of the afterlife see Paterson (1995).

137 Collins English Dictionary (CED) s.v. ‘afterlife.’

138 Of course, in the case of reincarnation, the process continues ad infinitum, or until one achieves the
purported telos of that particular system of reincarnation, e.g. Nirvana in the Theravada tradition of Buddhism.
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(a) Death is a finite process that comprises the cessation of life, or at least that which is
commonly understood to be life. Life, in this case, must come to an end in order for there to
be something after.

(b) What exists after death, if anything, is uncertain.

(c) Whatever occurs, this post-death existence cannot be characterized as life, as generally

understood.

There is no exact equivalent to the term, ‘afterlife,” in the Attic Greek of Plato,**® but this does not
mean that Greek altogether lacks such a term. On the contrary, Ailios Theon, a rhetorician during the
15t century AD, suggests that the orator should be aware of ‘t& peta Odvartov’ (Progymnasmata,
78.26), i.e. those things that occur after death. Likewise, the fourth century AD church historian,
Eusebios, refers in his account on the Theophaneia (Peri Theophaneias, 8.55-56) to ‘Tfig peta
Bavatov {wiic’ — ‘of the life after death.” This particular phrase — petd 8dvatov {wr — forms the basis

of the standard Modern Greek synonym for the English term ‘afterlife.’

Unlike the English term, the Greek embodies a slightly different set of presuppositions regarding the
relationship between life and death. Namely, it assumes, from the outset, the certain existence of
life after death; whether this constitutes a continuity of one’s previous life through the power of
some metaphysical entity (e.g. a soul), or a different mode of life altogether inconceivable to the
human being. Although one should note that the English term ‘afterlife’ may also presuppose a ‘life

after,’ i.e. a life after that of the present.

Regardless, both terms — ‘afterlife’ and ‘peta Bavatov {wr’ — rely upon a tacit understanding of the
two related terms of ‘life’ and ‘death.” Whenever an individual utilizes the term ‘afterlife,” they do so
in the knowledge that their understanding of ‘life’ and ‘death’ is understood implicitly by their

respondent. This occurs, of course, only if the participants understand the pre-existing ‘rules’ of the

139 perhaps ‘uetaolry’ (Apologia, 40c7), ‘uetoiknotg Th Yuxh’ (Apologia, 40c8), or [in reference to Er’s soul]
‘v Puxnv mopeleaBal petd MoANGY, Kal ddikveloBal oddg gic tomov Tiva Saipdviov,” (Politeia, 614b8-c1)
might be the closest approximations of a specific term or phrase corresponding to the modern term ‘afterlife.’
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‘language game’ (Sprachspiele),** such that participants are aware of the implicit contextual aspects
of a particular terms’ usage, e.g. syntax, grammar, idioms, and definitions. For example, two
individuals who originate from the same religious context will converse on the afterlife, with an
implicit knowledge of the others’ basic definition of such terms as ‘life” and ‘death.” Conversely, were
one of these individuals to converse on the afterlife, with an individual originating from an external
religious context, it would be necessary for both participants to define their understanding of terms

like ‘life’ and ‘death,” since neither individual is aware of the ‘rules’ of the other’s ‘language game.’**

This process, however, is not normative, since additional factors, e.g. education, may also affect the
extent to which two individuals possess knowledge of the other’s ‘language game.’ For example, an
atheist might not possess an implicit knowledge of a Christian’s understanding of ‘life’ and ‘death,’
but if the atheist and the Christian originate from the same culture, or possess a similar educational
background (e.g. one in which religious education and science both form a part of the educational
curriculum), then it would be possible for the one to understand the basic tenets of the other’s
‘language game.’ It is possible, therefore, for an individual to acquire knowledge of the ‘rules’ of this

‘language game’ through learning.}*?

The above examples demonstrate that one cannot speak of ‘the afterlife’ without a knowledge of
the related notions of ‘life’ and ‘death.’ In order to examine the Platonic understanding of the
afterlife, one must necessarily possess at least a basic understanding of the way in which Plato
utilizes the terms ‘life’ and ‘death.’ Plato participated in a ‘language game,” whose rules differed
from those of our own ‘language game,’ to varying degrees. Thus, one should not assume the

existence of a continuity or similarity between Plato’s definition of these terms and contemporary

140 Wwittgenstein, Philosophische Untersuchungen (=Philosophical Investigations), 7, 23-24, 41-42, 44, 49, 55,
57, and 65; Philosophie der Psychologie — ein Fragment (=Philosophy of Psychology — a Fragment), 31, and 161.
141 Wittgenstein, Philosophische Untersuchungen (=Philosophical Investigations), 7, 23-24, 41-42, 44, 49, 55,
57, and 65; Philosophie der Psychologie — ein Fragment (=Philosophy of Psychology — a Fragment), 31, and 161.
142 Indeed, this appears to conform to Plato’s portrayal of Sokrates in the dialogues — as investigating the
‘rules’ of the language game in order to derive some essence from them (cf. Wittgenstein ahow argues there is
no essence, Philosophical Investigations, 65-66).
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definitions of these two terms. Consequently, this chapter concerns itself with two main questions:

(1) ‘What is life?’ and (2) ‘What is death?’

Prior to an examination of the Platonic definition of particular terms, it is useful to consider what
Plato understands the task of the definition to constitute, i.e. what is the purpose of a definition?
(1.2). A consideration of this question serves to establish the conceptual framework underpinning
Plato’s definitions of ‘life’ and ‘death.” It seems improbable for an individual to obtain a secure
Platonic definition of ‘life’ and ‘death’ without some prior knowledge of what a Platonic definition is,
and what it aims to achieve. This short examination of the Platonic definition, will focus mainly on
the understanding of the correctness of names proffered in the Kratylos (1.2.1).2*3 The subject of
definition is not confined to the Kratylos alone, for instance the Xenos introduces the notion of
diairesis in the Sophistes, but it is the Kratylos that acquired the subordinate title of ‘On Names’ in
antiquity (Diogenes Laertios, 3.58); a reputation that continues to dominate modern scholarship on
the Kratylos. For this reason, in addition to that of word constraint, this thesis has chosen to focus on

the Kratylos alone.

Subsequent to the above discussion regarding the Platonic definition (1.2), the chapter proceeds to
discuss the questions: ‘What is life?’ (1.3), and ‘What is death?’ (1.4). Prior to discussion of these
guestions it is important to note the existence of the following suppositions, which Plato appears to

take for granted:

(i) Plato’s definitions of ‘life’ and ‘death’ assume the existence of a soul-body dichotomy
(roughly equivalent to the modern notion of mind-body dualism). This dichotomy posits
that the living being possesses two basic constituents — body and soul. Each of these

constituents is an independent entity in its own right, possessing their own unique

143 Moreover, since the main subject of this thesis is the Platonic conception of the afterlife, though a
discussion of various Platonic methods of definition possesses utility, its relevance is tangential to the main
concern of this thesis — to investigate what the afterlife is, rather than Plato’s underlying conception of the
interrogative, “What?” or “T(;”.
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natures and sets of properties, which, when combined, create the amalgam known as
the living being.1*

(ii) This chapter, likewise, assumes a Platonic belief in the existence of the soul, a
metaphysical (or otherwise) entity of which no ancient philosopher denied the
existence.'®

(iii) Given the existence of the present thesis, this chapter assumes that Plato posits a
positive afterlife — positive in the sense that there is something after ‘death,’ rather than
nothing — requiring the continued existence of some aspect of the individual, an aspect

understood to lie within the soul.!#

(1.1.2) A Brief Note on Method

The above suppositions serve to outline for the reader the parameters governing discussion in this
chapter, and in the thesis more generally. These suppositions, however, form only a part of the
overarching framework. In order that a reader might possess a complete understanding of these
parameters, with regards to the present discussion on life, death, and the soul, it is necessary to
provide a brief excursus on method, prior to any discussion, in the hope that this will both ease the
reading of the author’s argument, and facilitate exchange between reader and author, on equal

terms. ¥

144 See Chapter 1.3.1-1.3.11.

145 See Appendix 1, and Aristoteles, Peri Psykhes, passim (esp. his doxographical survey of Presocratic views on
the soul, 403b20-405b30, and that of Plato’s, 406b26-407b13). Although an individual philosopher may have
denied whether the soul is indeed a metaphysical entity, as opposed to a physical entity, none appears to have
denied the existence of an entity called ‘a soul,” that in some way represents the essence of the individual
being.

146 Rice (1998): 88.

147 For further discussion on the parameters of the thesis as a whole, please see the general introduction,
section (D), on the parameters of the present thesis.
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Accordingly, this chapter does not seek to provide an in-depth, comprehensive account of Platonic
psychology in the manner of Robinson;**® nor does it seek to enumerate the various properties and
faculties of the soul, or demonstrate the myriad usages of the term ‘Yuxr)’ (usually translated into

English as ‘soul’) by Plato in relation to his contemporaries.’* Such an undertaking, although useful

and worthwhile, does not lie within the purview of this study.°

Supposition (iii) above (1.1), assumes the existence of a positive afterlife, in which some aspect of
the individual, believed to lie within the soul, survives ‘death.” Such an argument inevitably invites a
review of the well-worn issue of psychic immortality — whether the soul is understood to be
immortal or not.*>! In order to avoid an unnecessary rehashing of old arguments (as old as
Aristoteles),’? the issue of psychic immortality will be dealt with on an ad hoc, case-by-case basis,
and only insofar as it pertains to the stated purpose of arriving at Platonic definitions of ‘life’ and
‘death.’’>3 Both questions, moreover, proceed according to the arrangement order outlined in the
Introduction, section (B), regarding the Chronology/Arrangement of the Dialogues; and the position
established in the Introduction, section (A), regarding this thesis’ position on the debate between

developmentalism and unitarianism.

(1.2) Plato and Definition

(1.2.1) The Kratylos on Names

148 7M. Robinson (1995, 2"¢ edition), Plato’s Psychology. Toronto and London: University of Toronto Press.

149 See Claus (1981): passim.

150 Although an expanded version of this study would seek to establish the faculties of the soul, and consider in
more depth the arguments for psychic immortality.

151 See Robinson (1995).

152 Aristoteles, Peri Psykhes, passim., but especially 406b26-407b13.

153 Again, an expanded version of this study would seek to consider the issue of psychic immortality in and of
itself, as a faculty of the soul.
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The Kratylos undertakes a discussion of names (évouatoc, 383a4-5), with particular emphasis on the
issue of ‘the correctness of names’ (6p8dtnta, 383a4-5).1>* On the one hand, Hermogenes proposes
to Sokrates that there is no such thing as the correctness of names, and names are given by
convention, i.e. they are relative to the culture that produces them.®> Kratylos, on the other hand,
vehemently protests Hermogenes’ theory, and argues for the existence of a correctness to names,
whereby names embody the true nature, or essence, of whatever is being named.**® In this way, the

157

Kratylos serves as a microcosm of a larger debate between the positions of relativism,™’ as

expressed by Hermogenes, and a type of Kratylean idealism.

Regarding the issue of the correctness of names, Sokrates refutes both Hermogenes and Kratylos,
suggesting a synthesis of the two approaches provides a more accurate understanding of the nature
of names, at least as they pertain to the mortal world.'*® Names, it seems, do possess some kind of
natural correctness, but the nomothetai — the primordial name givers!® — were not philosophers,
and possessed an incomplete understanding of the true nature of reality (i.e. they were ignorant of
the Forms). Rather, the names given by the nomothetai reflect an understanding of a particular
entity’s true nature, which may or may not accord with its ‘actual’ true nature, as determined by the
Forms. Nevertheless, although names give the appearance of being arbitrarily determined; the
original nomothetai always sought to embody the true nature of a particular thing in its name, even

if they were not consistently successful in this respect.

In order to resolve the dispute between Hermogenes and Kratylos, Sokrates considers the following

hypothesis: ‘what is the purpose of a name?’ (387e1-388a9). The name, according to this hypothesis,

154 Diogenes Laertios, 3.58.

155 Cf. Wittgenstein, Philosophische Untersuchungen (=Philosophical Investigations), 7, 23-24, 41-42, 44, 49, 55,
57, and 65; Philosophie der Psychologie — ein Fragment (=Philosophy of Psychology — a Fragment), 31, and 161.
156 For further on the interplay between names and essences in Plato’s Kratylos, see Ackrill (1999): 125-142.

157 plato, Kratylos, 385e4-386d2. Here, Sokrates specifically relates Hermogenes understanding of names to
Protagorean relativism; Hermogenes apparently being unaware of this connection.

158 Baxter (1992): 99. See further 1.3.11 and 1.4.9, wherein Plato appears to draw a distinction between the
‘real’ definitions of the terms ‘life’ and ‘death’ that belong to the immortal and the divine — read soul —and the
‘less real’ definitions of these terms that belong to the mortal being.

159 plato, Kratylos, 388d12-389a9, 389d4-390a8, 390d4-390e4.
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is a created entity, manufactured in order to serve a particular function. Sokrates, in other words,
assumes that the name possesses an extrinsic telos — the name was created in order to serve a
particular function for the human being, and cannot exist independently of the human being.
Understanding the function of a name — ‘what is it for’ and what does it do’ — forms one approach of

responding to a larger fundamental question, ‘what is a name?’ through relating a lexical definition

in which the name is related to a particular working description.*®°

What is a name? (387e1-388a9)

‘Twkpatng: Kal 6 £€6eL &n ovopalely, £6eL Tw OVOUALELY;

‘Epuoyévng:“EotL tadta.

TwKPATNG: Ti 8¢ AV €ketvo M ESeL TPUTMAY;

‘Epuoyévng: Tpumavov.

SWKPATNG: Ti 8¢ B Kepkilew;

Epuoyévng: Kepkig.

TWKPATNG: Ti 8¢ ) Ovopdlewy;

‘Epuoyévng:“Ovopa.

TwKpATNG: EL Aéyelc. Gpyavov dpa Tl £0TL Kol TO dvopa.

‘Epuoyévng: Navu ye.’

(i) A name ‘is” (387e1-2; cf. 388a8): a name is an entity that exists. If a name did not exist then to
speak of such would be meaningless, and any investigation would entail an investigation into

nothing.'®! Though a name may constitute an entity that exists, this does not necessarily mean that

160 See Robinson (1950) for a modern philosophical investigation on the issue of definition.

161 Cf, Parmenides’ advice in the Sophistes, 237a7-8, 258d1-2 (=Parmenides, fr. 7, 1.1-2): ‘o0 y&p prjmote tolto
Sapfi, pnotv, elvat pn £6vra’ GAAG oU tHod’ dd’ 6800 SIApEVOS ipye vonpa.’ See further Wittgenstein,
Philosophische Untersuchungen, 50. Although Sokrates and Wittgenstein possess somewhat different
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this name corresponds to something that ‘is.” For example, in Aristophanes’ Ornithai, Aristophanes
uses the term ‘Cloud-cuckoo-land’ (‘Nedpelokokkuyiav.” Aristophanes, Ornithes, 819) to describe the
place where the birds live; yet, this does not mean that ‘Cloud-cuckoo-land’ exists in everyday

reality.

(ii) A name is used for the purpose of naming (388a6-8): despite the rather circular reasoning, a

name is that which one has need of in order to engage in the act of naming.

(iii) A name is a tool (388a8): as one uses a drill (tpunavov, 388a3) to drill (tpundyv, 388a2), a
weaver’s shuttle (kepkig, 388a5) to weave (kepkilelv, 388a4), so a name (6voua, 388a7) is used to
name (6voudlelv, 388a6). Sokrates appears to suggests that the drill and the weaver’s shuttle are
both entities with extrinsic final causes; such that the drill is a tool created for the purpose of drilling,
and a weaver’s shuttle for the purpose of weaving; each serving no other purpose in and of
themselves. Since Sokrates understands the name as possessing (a) an extrinsic final cause, and (b) a
relationship with its associated expertise analogous to that of the drill and the weaver’s shuttle, so it

must share in the nature of these objects, and be a tool (‘6pyavov,” 388a8).162

interpretations of language, a name, for both, retains its status as an instrument. For further bibliography on
Wittgenstein and his approach to names see further W. Child (2011), Wittgenstein, Routledge: London and
New York.

162 Sedley (2003): 4. Indeed, among modern discussions concerning the philosophy of language, Hermogenes’
suggestion that names are basically decided by convention has proven to be long-standing, outlasting Kratylos’
notion of a natural correctness to names. Intrinsic to modern versions of Hermogenes’ theory, is the notion
that a name, (or language more generally), is a tool like any other developed for the benefit of human beings,
and as such it changes and adapts to the differing needs of the individual at specific moments in time. Wagner
(2011): 86, discusses the work of German philosopher Rudolf Carnap, arguing that for Carnap ‘language is a
tool, not a natural phenomenon that one should merely study, or a sacred entity that one should leave
untouched,” before quoting Carnap’s own words in saying that language ‘is an instrument that may be
replaced or modified according to our needs, like any other instrument.” Furthermore, Longworth (2011): 106,
whilst analyzing the main arguments of British philosopher J.L. Austin, quotes Austin as stating that ‘words are
our tools’ before attesting to the adaptability of language stating that ‘our common stock of words embodies
all the distinctions men have found worth drawing, and the connexions they have found worth making, in the
lifetimes of many generations: these surely are likely to be more sound, since they have stood up to the long
test of the survival of the fittest.” The description of language as a tool, continues in one of the twentieth
century’s most influential philosophers — Ludwig Wittgenstein. In the Philosophical Investigations
(Philosophische Untersuchungen, 2009 4th ed.), 11, Wittgenstein argues that one should ‘Denk an die
Werkzeuge in einem Werkzeugkasten: es ist da ein Hammer, eine Zange, eine Sage, ein Schraubenzieher, ein
MaRstab, ein Leimtopf, Leim, Nagel und Schrauben. — So verschieden die Funktionen dieser Gegenstédnde, so
verschieden sind die Funktionen der Wérter. (Und es gibt Ahnlichkeiten hier und dort).” In this example,
Wittgenstein uses the word-tool analogy in order to emphasize the diverse function of different words, but
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What is the purpose of a name? (388b1-388c2)

Twkpatng: Kepkilovteg 6¢€ Ti SpOPEV; OU TV KPOKNV KAl TOUG OTIHOVAS
OUYKEXUUEVOUG SLaKplvouey;

‘Epuoyévng: Nad.

Zwkpatng: Oukolv kal Tepl Tpumavou £€etg oUTwG elmely Kal mepl TGV
GA\WV;

‘Epuoyévng: Mavu ye.

JwKPATNG:"EXELS 6N Kal epl dvOpATOC oUTWC ElMEelV; Opyavw OVTL TR
ovopaTtL 6vopalovteg ti moloUpey;

Eppoyevng: O0K Exw AEyELv.

TWKPATNG: Ap’ 00 S18AoKOpEV TL AAAAAOUG KAl T TIPAYHLOTA SLaKPIVOUEV N
£xeL

‘Epuoyévng Navu ye.

TwKpATNG:"Ovopa Gpa SL600KAALKOV Ti £0TLV OpyavoV Kal SLaKPLTLKOV TG
oUolag Womep kepki¢ UPACUATOG.

‘Epuoyévng: Nad.

Thus far, Sokrates has established that a name: (i) is something; (ii) is used for the purpose of

naming; and (iii) is a tool. Furthermore, the relationship between a name and the process of naming

despite this diversity they share similarities, in this case, the over-arching classification of words as the tools of
language. A hammer, pliers, a screwdriver, etc, all belong to the class of ‘tools,” and are used by individuals in
order to improve the daily circumstances of their lives (e.g. through the construction of houses), thus enabling
an individual to develop larger, more complex structures, e.g. a city. Likewise, different words all belong to the
same over-arching classification —‘tools of language’ — that serve as the tools by which the individual
constructs the simplicities of everyday communication, thus enabling the individual to develop, eventually,
larger more complex, linguistic structures, e.g. ideas and concepts. See also, Philosophische Untersuchungen,
14, 16, 17, 23, 304, 569, and 570; indeed Witttgenstein concludes in 569 that ‘die Sprache ist ein Instrument.
Ihre Begriffe sind Instrumente,” and that ‘begriffe leiten uns zu Untersuchungen. Sind der Ausdruck unseres
Interesses, und lenken unser Interesse’ (570). The purpose of these modern philosophical examples, is not to
suggest that Plato thought of language in the same way, but rather the notion of names, language, or words
serving as tools or instruments for the human being, is a concept Plato introduced in the Kratylos that
continues to contribute to current philosophical debates regarding the definition and purpose of ‘language’
(albeit in a form by no means Platonic). Nevertheless, Rijlaarsdam (1978: 85): argues that Plato, and the above
philosophers, are not necessarily describing the use of a word in ordinary usage, but rather that word’s use in
philosophy.

60



is taken, by Sokrates, to be equivalent to that of the drill and drilling, and the weaver’s shuttle and
weaving. Henceforth, Sokrates is able to refer to ‘the drill’ and ‘the weaver’s shuttle’ as analogues of
the ‘name,’ serving to normalize his conception of the name through their utilization as comparative
examples, grounding the abstract notion of the name in the larger class of physical objects (‘tools’

Spyava, 388a8) to which the name is assigned.!®

Here (388b1-c2), Sokrates resumes his discussion with Hermogenes seeking to define further the
function of the tool within its respective expertise. First, Sokrates utilizes the example of the
weaver’s shuttle, identified as being for the purpose of weaving. This expertise — weaving —is

subsequently defined further as the division of woof and warp. If,

(a) The weaver’s shuttle is for weaving.
(b) Weaving is the division of woof and warp.

(c) Then, the weaver’s shuttle is used in order to divide the woof from the warp.

Sokrates presents the weaver’s shuttle and weaving, and the drill and drilling as analogous examples
of the same phenomenon. This allows the above conclusion to be translated into a normative
statement applicable to all tools (388b13-388c1), such that the purpose of all tools, according to
Sokrates, is division; in particular, the division of two or more things into their respective natures. As
both Sokrates and Hermogenes have come to the agreement that a name is a tool, and all tools are
used to divide something from something else, then a name must also serve the same function with

regards to naming (388b13-388c¢1).1%4

What is it that a name divides? (388b13-388c2)

163 Cf, Baxter (1992): 40-41, 46. Here, Baxter argues that a name is a tool that human beings use in order to
help them understand reality, and as such, the names must correspond to reality, and not vice versa. Thus,
Sokrates here betrays his conclusion that the names we use do not correctly correspond to reality, since the
original name-givers possessed an incorrect understanding of reality.

164 Baxter (1992): 41.
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The main use of the name, according to Sokrates, is as a tool of instruction (‘6voua dpa
S18aokaALkov Tl éotiv Opyavov,” 388b13). Instruction (St6aokalikdv, 388b13), in this case, is defined

further as the division of being (‘lakpttikov tfic ovciag 388cl). So,

(a) Anameis atool used for naming.
(b) Naming is the expertise of giving instruction.
(c) Instruction is the division of being.

(d) Therefore, a name is a tool used for the division of being.

The name is a tool by which an individual is able to divide things according to their natures, allowing
for the individuation of particular entities, and the subsequent separation and categorization of
different things into classes and kinds. This comes to form the basis of the method of diairesis,
outlined in the Sophistes (218b5-221c4); whereby the division of entities into their separate natures,

constitutes the basis of definition.®®

In the Kratylos, 435d4-436e5, Sokrates relates to Kratylos that although a name is a tool of
instruction, and is used for the purpose of dividing being, the above theory makes one important
assumption: that the nomothetes (the name-giver) knew the true nature of things he was naming. If,
however, the nomothetes possessed an inaccurate understanding of the nature of these things, he
will manifest these inaccuracies in the names he gives (436¢7-436d4). According to Sokrates, any
natural correctness of names becomes distorted as it is filtered through the nomothetes’
understanding of the true nature of a particular entity. Regardless of whether one believes that
names do possess an inherent correctness, one should not assume that all individuals embody the

same conception of a particular thing, when using a given name. Consequently, the remainder of the

165 See further [Plato] Oroi, which provides Platonist definitions utilizing the method of diairesis; in addition to
the various definitions of the sophist and the statesman proffered by the Xenos in the Sophistes and the
Politikos respectively.
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chapter seeks to examine the two terms, ‘life’ and ‘death,’ in order to understand how the specific

usage of these terms reflects Plato’s conception of these two states of existence.'®®

(1.3) The Definition of ‘Life’

(1.3.1) The Apologia

The Apologia consists of a stylized defence speech (the eponymous apologia), in which Sokrates

responds to the accusations made against him by Meletos, Anytos and Lykon.®” Sokrates is adjudged

168

guilty and is sentenced to death,'® after he fails to persuade the jury that the ‘punishment’ he truly

deserves is to be fed in the Prytaneion, as would befit an Olympic victor (Apologia, 36d1-37a1).1%° He

166 Baxter (1992): 84); Sedley (2003): 4, 9, 60-61. One must be cautious that one does not assume that what
the human being calls ‘life’ and ‘death’ corresponds to reality, i.e. to the ‘true’ understanding of ‘life’ and
‘death’ that belongs to the immortal soul.

167 Meletos: Euthyphron 2b9-10, 2d12-3a2, 5a4-9, 5¢6, 12e2; Apologia, 19a8-c8, 23e3-24a1, 24b6-27b5, 27e3-
28b2, 30c8-d1, 31d2, 34a8-b5, 36a7, 37b5-6; Anytos: 23e3-24al, 25b6, 28a6, 29c1-d1, 30b8-c9, 31a5, 34a8-b1,
36a9-b2, Menon, 89e9-95a8; Lykon: 23e3-24a1l, 36a9-b2.

168 Apologia, 38c1-39b8.

169 ‘E{ ov 8T pe katd TO Sikalov Thc dfiag Tudobal, TouTtou TI@MuaAL, £V mputaveiw otioewce,’ Apologia,
36el1-37al. Although, it is possible that Sokrates never meant for this particular assessment of a punishment to
be taken seriously, but rather to function as “Sokratic irony”; juxtaposing the way in which the polis treats an
Olympic victory — a champion of the body — with the way in which the polis treats a champion of the soul —in
this case, Sokrates. For example, Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 40, argue that “numerous passages in the
Apology itself might be taken as evidence that the defence was, at least in some places, not intended to be
taken seriously and literally”; this may be one of those places. Rosen (1999): 21, on the other hand posits that
Sokratic irony may function as a means for Sokrates to protect against a potential charge of hubris; though not
hubris in a legal sense of the term, but in a religious one. Here, hubris constitutes a transgression punishable
by the gods as a form of impiety, since to be hubristic implies that one —a mortal — believes that they are
somehow greater than, or equal to, a god, whether this be in knowledge, strength, chastity, or aulos-playing;
see for example, Euripides, Bellerophontes, and Hippolytos; Homer, Odyssey, 11.593-600 on Sisyphos; or
[Apollodorus], Bibliotheke, 1.24 on Apollo and Marsyas. In this way, therefore, Sokrates ‘protects’ against
hubris by claiming to possess no secure knowledge, nor even that he is wise. Whilst Rosen’s argument
possesses merit, and may apply to other passages of the dialogues, it is unlikely to underlie any Sokratic irony
employed in this particular context. Here, Sokrates claims directly that he should be honoured by the polis, and
is the equal of any Olympic victor, which would appear to undermine any attempt to guard against claims of
hubris. It seems, therefore, that the former interpretation is more likely to be the case, since it appears that
Sokrates juxtaposes the polis’ willingness to praise and honour champions of the body, but condemn
champions of the soul —i.e. him — to death, as evidence that the people of Athens do not possess any ‘true’
knowledge; for if they did they would honour the soul above the body, and not the contrary.
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then proceeds to reassure his companions, and justify his invitation of death, by explaining how
death, contrary to popular opinion, is nothing to fear, and those who believe death is an evil (kakov,

40c1) are surely mistaken.1’®

Although Sokrates refers to earlier proofs, for example that of his daimonion*’* or the oracle at
Delphi,”? this section will focus on the latter part of the Apologia, wherein Sokrates proffers the

existence of two alternative possibilities with regards to the afterlife.}”® According to Sokrates, either

(a) the dead are nothing, and possess no perception of anything whatsoever,*’* or

(b) in accordance with that which is said, it [i.e. death] happens to be a transition and migration for

the soul, from this place to another.”®

In other words, either death consists of the continuation of the soul, in which case the general
conception of life is lacking in some respect, as it fails to take into account the soul’s continued
existence, subsequent to the cessation of what is generally termed ‘life.” Or, death constitutes a

terminal end, in which all life ceases to exist, in accordance with the common definition of ‘life.’t’®

For Sokrates, these two alternatives, alone, can conceivably be thought to exist; as positive proof of

which Sokrates turns, once more, to his daimonion.

170 *Eygy UtV €pG- KvSUVEUEL yap potL T cupBeBnkodg Tolito dyabdv yeyovéval, kal ouk £00’ BTwg AKETS
0pBMG UoAapPdvopey, dool oldpeBa Kakov givatl To teBvdvay,’ Apologia, 40b6-c1. See further Brickhouse
and Smith (1989): 242 on the use of Sokrates’ ‘great proof’ (Apologia 40c1) as a conciliatory measure, intended
to both reassure and calm his companions. Although | agree that Sokrates’ ‘great proof’ does possess a
conciliatory aspect, this does not necessarily mean that this proof is ‘false,” or constrcuted specifically to serve
this purpose. On the contrary, Sokrates’ ‘great proof’ serves foremost to justify the Sokratic way of life as
befits an apologia (defence speech), and the conciliatory nature of Sokrates’ ‘great proof’ results as a
secondary by-product of this justification.

171 For example, Apologia 31c7-32a3.

172 For example, Apologia 22e6-23c1.

173 For a detailed commentary on these passages see further Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 174-181.

174 “4 yap olov Pndeév elvat Pndé aiodnowv undepiav undevoc £xewv tov tebvedita,’ Apologia 40c5-7.

175 “H kartd T AeyOpEeva LETABOA TLC TUYXAVEL 000 Kol HETOLKNGLS T YuXFi Tol Tomou tod évBévde eic GAlov
tonov,” Apologia 40c7-9.

178 |n this case, the common definition of an animate being corresponds to the amalgam that results from the
combination of body and soul (see further 1.5, and Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 263-264). Consequently,
when the body dies the animate being ceases to be, since at least one of its constituent parts ceases to be.
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(40b8) kal oUk €00’ 6nwg AUELG 6PORIC UTIOAAUPAVOLEY,

(c) dooL oldpeBa KakOV ElvaL TO TEBVAVAL. Péya oL TEKURPLOV

TOUTOU yéyovev: oU yap €06’ Omwc oUK Avavtiwdn dv oL o

elwBO¢ onuelov, el pun T Epedlov éyw ayabov mpateLv.
Evvorjowpev &€ kal Tfide wg moAAn EATtic éotv dyabov

alTo elvalt.

[LOEB translation]: “...and those of us who think that death is a bad thing cannot be
making a right assumption. I've had significant proof of this, for there’s no way my
usual sign would not have opposed me, unless | was about to do something good.
And let’s look at it this way too: that there is much hope that it is a good thing.”

His daimonion, which acts as a sign from god (16 tol 800 onpelov, 40b1 cf. 40c3), has consistently
failed to oppose him throughout his trial (o0 yap €08’ 0nw¢ oUK AvavTtwBn av pot, 40c2). This
Sokrates’ interprets as a ‘great proof’ (uéya... Tekunplov, 40cl) that his actions thus far have been in
accordance with the good, and most importantly, of benefit to him (gt un T €ueAov éyw dyabov
nipagewv, 40c3). His daimonion being understood as possessing a divine origin, and as such, it is
wholly knowledgeable and perfect as are the gods. Indeed, Sokrates appears to reason thus with

regards to his daimonion:

(i) Sokrates has a daimonion.

(i) This daimonion he interprets as constituting a personal communication with the divine
(31c-d).*””

(iii) The divine is perfect, and always acts in accordance with the good (Symposion 202a-
d).'’®

177 “81L pot BeTdV TL Kal Sapdviov yiyvetal” ([LOEB translation: “that something god-inspired and spirit-like

comes to me”). Sokrates refers to his daimonion as being both (a) divinely sourced, and (b) something that
“comes to me,” i.e. it is a personal sign that comes to Sokrates.

178 |n this particular passage, Sokrates is relating to his interlocutors a “true” account of Eros. In order to do
this, he recounts to them a prior discussion he had with Diotima. Here, Diotima’s and Sokrates’ discussion runs
as follows: “[Diotima:] Kai fj, Padiwg, €dn. Aéye ydp Lot oL mavtag Beovc dRc evSaipovac eival Kol KaAoUg; i
ToAAoaLC v Twa pf pavat KaAov Te Kal ebSaipova Bedv ivat; [Sokrates:] Ma Al oUk &ywy’, Ednv.
[Diotima:] E0Saipovag 6£ 81 Aéyelc oU Tol¢ Tdyabd Kat td Ko KekTnévouc; [Sokrates:] Mavu ye. [Diotima:]
AMA AV EpWTA ye WROASYNKOC SU EvBeLav ThV Ayadiv Kat KaAGV EMBUHETY alTGV TOUTWV WV EVBENC £0TLY.
[Sokrates:] QuoAdynka ydp. [Diotima:] M®C &v odv Bedc €in 8 ye AV KOGV Kal dyabdv dpotpog; [Sokrates:]
OUSaukg, gy €owkev.” [LOEB Translation:] “[Diotima:] ‘Easily,” said she;’ tell me, do you not say that all gods
are happy and beautiful? Or will you dare to deny that any god is beautiful and happy?’ [Sokrates:] “/Bless me!’
| exclaimed, ‘not I.” [Diotima:] “/And do you not call those happy who possess good and beautiful things?’
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(iv) Therefore, the daimonion, as a representative of the divine, likewise acts, invariably, in
accordance with the good.

(v) The daimonion always intervenes in order to deter Sokrates from his intended course of

action.'”®

(vi) Consequently, the daimonion’s non-interference with regards to his present trial,

suggests to Sokrates his actions must be in accordance with the good.'®

The dead are nothing, and possess no perception of anything whatsoever (40c5-7, 40c9-e4)

(c) Suotv yap Batepov €otiv TO TeBvaval: 1 yap
olov pndev givat pnde aloBnotv pndepiav pndevog €xetv Tov

TeBvedTO

kal elte 6 pnbepia aicdnoic éotv GAN’

(d) otlov Omvoc €meldav Ti¢ kaBeUSwV Und’ dvap pundev opd, Bau-
Haotov képSoc av €ln 6 BAvatoc—Eéyw yap v olpa, €l Tva
gkAe€dpevoV 8£0L TAUTNV THV VUKTA &V 1] oUTw KaTéSapBev

wote Unbd& dvap i6ely, kal T AAaG VUKTAG TE KOl NUEPAS

Ta¢ To0 Biovu tol £outol avtinapadévta TalTh Tf VUKTL 8oL

oKkePapevov einelv mooag Gpewvov kal fdlov NUEPAG Kal

[Sokrates:] “/Certainly | do.” [Diotima:] “/‘But you have admitted that Love, from lack of good and beautiful
things, desires these very things that he lacks.” [Sokrates:] “‘Yes, | have.’ [Diotima:] ““How then can he be a
god, if he is devoid of things beautiful and good?’ [Sokrates:] “‘By no means, it appears.”” From this passage |
believe one can conclude that the divine is conceived of as being perfect, since to be divine qua divine, the
divine can lack for nothing. | concede that this particular understanding of the divine comes from the
Symposion and so one could argue that it might not apply to the Apologia, however, | believe one can assume
the same understanding of the divine in the Apologia based on the following (40c): “o0 yap €06’ 6mw¢ oUK
Avavtuwn Gv polL To elwBog onuetov, el un TLEuelov éyw dyabov npaewv” ([LOEB translation:] “for there’s
no way my usual sign would not have opposed me, unless | was about to do something good.” In this passage, |
believe Sokrates presents his daimonion as possesses a knowledge of what-is-good and what-is-bad; what-is-
just and what-is-unjust. Thus, | believe it appropriate to conclude that the divine are being described as no-
lacking in knowledge, in goodness, and in justness; hence, my assumption that the understanding of the divine
as perfect, and always acting in concert with “the good” is applicable to the Apologia also.

179 Cf. Phaidros 242b9; and Symposion 198a3-199b5, in which Sokrates is spurred to perform palinodes (in the
sense of a recantation) in order to atone for the ignorance shown by both himself and his interlocutors.

180 Apologia 31c8ff., 40a-c, 41d; Euthydemos 272e; Euthyphron 3b; Phaidros 242b; Politeia 6.496c; Theaitetos
150e-151a; cf. Symposion 202d-203a.
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okeapevov einelv moéoag Gpelvov kal fidlov NUEPAG Kal
VOKTAC TAUTNG TS VUKTOC BEPiwKeV v TX £autod Biw, otpoaL
Qv PN OTL LwTNV TWva, A TOV péyav Bachéa sbaplBun-
(e) Toug Gv eUpelv aUTOV TAUTAG POG TAG AAAAC NUEPOC Kal
VOKTOG—EL 00V TOLoUTOV & BAVaTOC £0TLY, KEPSOC EVwyE
Aéyw:- kal yap o0&V mMAeiwv 6 MG xpovog daivetatl olTw

& glvat A pia vOE.

[LOEB translation]: “You see death is one of two things, for either it’s as if the dead
person has no existence, and has no perception of anything

And if there’s no sensation, but as in sleep, when someone while sleeping sees
nothing, not even in a dream, then death would be a wonderful benefit. For | would
think, if someone had to choose that night during which he slept so deeply as not
even to dream, and compare all the rest of the days and nights of his life with this
night and then after consideration say how many days and nights he had spent
during his lifetime better and more pleasantly than this night, | think that not just a
private citizen, but the Great King of Persia himself would find these easy to count
up when set against the rest of his days and nights. If then this is what death is like, |
say it is a benefit, for in that case the whole of time seems to be nothing more than
a single night.”

According to this possibility, death consists of a complete lack of perception (undeuia aiobnoig,
40c9), and is like that kind of sleep, when someone sleeping sees nothing, not even a dream (AN
olov UTvog £netday Tig kaBeuSwv und’ dvap undev opd, 40c9-40d1). Death, therefore, would be an
advantage (képdog, 40e2), as all of time appears (0 dg xpoévoc paivetal, 40e3) to be no more than a
single night (oU&&v mAsgiwv... i pia vOE, 40e3-4). Such a conception of the afterlife relies on the

following understanding:

(i) When life is present, so is the capacity for perception (by “capacity for pereception” |

mean “the potential for perception”).18!

181 One can make the valid argument that Sokrates’ description of a dreamless sleep is an example of life
without perception, as during a dreamless sleep one does not seem to possess any perception or awareness,
and it is obvious that one who has a dreamless sleep is not dead. It is for this reason, | argue that it is the
capacity for perception that is necessary for the presence of life. Whilst it is may be that an individual who
experiences a dreamless sleep does not necessarily perceive (though thanks to modern science we know this is
not true), this individual still possesses the capacity for perception. At any point in the future they may
activiate their capacity for perception, which usually occurs immediately once they wake-up from the
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(ii) When life is absent, so is the capacity for perception.

(iii) Death consists of the absence of the capacity for perception, and thus the absence of life.

Thus, perception (or the capacity for perception) and life are intimately related — life is necessary in
order for perception to exist, and the existence of perception is symptomatic of life. For instance, in
the second conception of the afterlife proffered by Sokrates (discussed below), the soul (tfj Yuxij,
40c8) retains its ability to perceive upon arrival in Hades (41b5-7). Here, Sokrates appears to present
the soul as still being alive in the afterlife: “kal f6n tov Aoutodv xpovov aBavartoi eiowv” — [LOEB
translation:] “not to mention that from then on they’re [i.e. the souls of the dead] immortal for the

I”

rest of time”).182 Sokrates’ use of “immortal” to describe the souls in Hades, suggests they do not die
but live for ever. In such a case, life and perception would appear to be intrinsic faculties of the soul
(41c).® Only when the soul is present in the individual, is the individual considered alive and

capable of perception. When the soul subsequently departs the individual, so does their ability to

perceive, and hence live.

Sokrates prefaces the two alternative conceptions of the afterlife with the clause: ‘6uolv yap
Batepdv oty 1O TeBvaval’ (40c5). The use of ‘Odtepov’ serves to juxtapose the two possibilities,

suggesting they form two binary views of death.!® Death as an endless, perceptionless sleep is, in

dreamless sleep. This capacity for perception remains up to the point at which that individual dies. At the point
of death, the individual loses the capacity for perception, since at no point in the future will perception ever
belong to them again; this is why | argue that the capacity for perecepton is necessary for life, rather than
perception per se. This receives further support from Sokrates’ second conception of the afterlife, in which he
seems to present that the soul as still possessing life, and one of the signs of this life is the capacity for
perception, since the soul is described as conversing with other souls in the afterlife (see further below).

182 Indeed, if the soul retains its ability to perceive in the afterlife, thereby allowing Sokrates to continue to
examine the souls of the dead, so the gods, the judges, and other divine entities must retain their ability to
perceive in order to examine the soul and possess knowledge.

183 Timaios 69a6-92c9; see also Robinson (1995).

184 Brickhouse and Smith (1989: 257) argue that Sokrates does not ‘say that the two alternatives he imagines
are the only possible ones...and nothing he says should encourage us to assume that the two alternatives he
outlines exhaust, in his view, all the possibilities’ i.e. Sokrates does not establish an either/or dichotomy in the
presentation of his two alternate conceptions of the afterlife. However, in prefacing his speech with
‘Kwvbuvevel’ (40b7), suggestive of probability (LSJ s.v. ‘kivbuveUw’) and using the term ‘Guoiv’ (40c5), Sokrates
appears to be establishing an either/or dichotomy between the continued existence of the soul, or its total
destruction upon death. It is the creation of this dichotomy that allows the Platonic Wager (see Introduction
(C) and Conclusion) to exist; and in such a case, Sokrates, as Brickhouse and Smith argue, is not necessarily
saying that these are the only two possibilities concerning the afterlife, but rather we should believe that this
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some sense, meant to represent the contrary of an understanding of death whereby the soul
continues to exist. The idea of these two conceptions of death being contraries, serves to provide,
roughly, both prevalent views concerning death in contemporary society.’®> On the one hand, the
idea of death as a perceptionless sleep, conforms to a materialist approach to the soul, whereby the
soul is a created entity, subject to death and dissolution in the same way as the body.'®® The idea of
death as a transferral from one place to another, on the other hand, presupposes the immateriality
of the soul, or at least that the soul possesses particular properties which allow it to survive the
death of the body. As a result, the two conceptions of the afterlife Sokrates proffers represent the
two most prevalent, and alternative, approaches to the soul: one in which the soul is mortal, and

one in which the soul is immortal.

One might argue that the first description of death offers nothing to suggest the existence of a soul
at all. Indeed, the application of the principle of Ockham’s Razor, would suggest it is unnecessary, in
such a situation, to posit the existence of a separate, superfluous entity — the soul —in order to
account for the presence of life and perception. Yet such an argument would fail to take into
account both the context, and conceptual framework, of these arguments. Today, the notion of the
non-existence of the soul is not an unusual one, as advancement in scientific inquiry has led to the
proliferation of physicalist theories of mind, in which consciousness arises from purely biological
factors, rendering the existence of a soul superfluous.’®” However, at that time, the existence of the

soul was a basic underlying assumption, at least in philosophy; and no individual ever argued for the

is the case. In order to secure this belief, the initial either/or dichotomy Sokrates utilizes is not ‘either death is
like a dreamless sleep, or it is a relocation to another place,” but rather ‘either the soul continues to exist after
death, or it does not.” Sokrates may not be exhausting every possible afterlife, but he simplifies these
alternatives into two categories — those that assume the soul continues to exist, and those that do not;
reminiscent of the method of diaresis employed by the Xenos in the Sophistes and the Politikos. Indeed,
Brickhouse and Smith (1989: 258-259) later contradict their prior statement by stating that ‘it is typical for
Socrates to view opposites as exhausting the possible outcomes in a given issue.” This contradiction they
continue later in Brickhouse and Smith (2004: 178), wherein they argue that ‘Socrates sees no reason to
consider any conception of the afterlife other than one that is like an endless sleep, or one in which the souls
of good men like Socrates are given proper rewards for having lives as they should.” As mentioned previously, |
believe the reason for this decision on Sokrates’ part, is the construction of the Platonic Wager.

185 See note 165 above.

186 This is a common juxtaposition utilized by Plato, see for example the Xenos in the Sophistes 245e6-248a3.
187 Cf. J. Bremmer (1983). The Early Greek Concept of the Soul: 3.
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strict non-existence of the soul. Even the so-called atheists, physicists, and natural scientists did not
challenge the belief that the soul exists.'®® What served to differentiate them was their belief that
the soul ceased to exist upon the death of the individual.’®® The notion that the soul does not exist is
one an ancient philosopher would have considered absurd.’® Hence, it is likely that the two
accounts represent the opposite binary: mortal and immortal; whereby one account posits the death
of the soul, and the other the immortality of the soul, rather than the binary: soul is and soul is-

not 191

Death consists of a transition and migration for the soul, from this place to another (40c7-9, 40e4-

41c7)

| KT T& AeyOpEVO LETABOAN TLG TUYXAVEL
ovoa Kol HeToiknots Tf Yuxfi Tod Tomou tol évBévde eig

GAAov tomov.

el 8 ad otov anodnpijcai éotv 6

Bavatog €vBévde eic GANov tomov, kal AAnBf éotv Ta
Aeyopueva, wg apa kel elolL TAVTeC ol TeBve®TEC, Ti Pellov
&yaBov Toutou £in dv, G dvdpeg Sikaotai; i ydp Tig

41.

(a) ddkdpevog eigAdou, AmaAlayeilg TOUTWVL TWV GAOKOVTWV
SKAOTGV €lvat, eVPAOEL TOUC WC AANBGIC SIKAOTAC, oimep

kol Aéyovral ékel Sikalev, Mivwg te kal Padapavoug kal

188 Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 64-65. For example, in Aristophanes’ Nephelai 245-428, the character of
Sokrates does not argue that entities such as the soul or the gods do not exist, but rather that they were (a)
knowable entities, and (b) subject to the laws of nature, thereby removing their immortality for instance.

189 See Appendix 2 — Presokratic views on the soul.

190 Aristoteles, Peri Psykhes, 402a6-7 — the soul is, in a sense the principle of animal life (‘¢otL yap olov dpxn
v lwwv’).

191 Kahn (1996: 89), for example, argues that the Apologia is the dialogue most able to proffer an insight into
the philosophy of Sokrates. Given that Sokrates is presented by Plato as being pious: he takes Khairephon’s
visit to the Delphic oracle seriously, and visits several craftsmen in order to obey said oracle (Apologia 20e6ff.),
and possesses a daimonion — a personal link to the divine; it is unlikely that he would seriously believe in the
non-existence of a divine entity such as the soul. Whether this truly represents the philosophy of Sokrates or
not is not the issue; Plato, at least, presents Sokrates as possessing these beliefs, and as such he utilizes the
character of Sokrates to direct us towards opting for the continued existence of the soul in the Platonic Wager.
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Alakoc kal TpumtoAepog kat dAAoL 6ool TV NUBEWV Sikatot
£y€vovTo £v T® €aut@v Biw, dpa davAn &v ein f anodnuio;

A a0 Opdel cuyyevéabal kat Mouoaiw kat Holosw Kal
OunNpw Eni moow Gv Tig SEEQLT’ GV UUQIV; Eyw HEV Yap
TOAAGKLG €AW TeBvaval el Talt’ £otiv AANOH. énel

(b) Epotye kal avT® Bavpaoth av €in f Statppn adtdbL, onote
évtuyotpt MaAapundet kat Alavtl T@ TeAapdvog kal €l Tig
GAAoG TGV maAal®v S Kplowv adikov TEBvnkey, Aviutapa-
BAANOVTL TA £ULOUTOU TIAON TIPOC T EKEIVWV—WC £y OLUAL,
oUK av And&c ein—kat 61 1O péylotov, Toug ékel €stdlovta
Kalt épsuv@vta worep touc evtadBa Siayety, Tig auTiv 00dOG
£0TLV KAl Tig oleTal pév, £otiv &’ 00. éni moow &’ v TLg,

® GvSpec Sikaotal, S&€atto é€eTdoal Tov émt Tpolav dyaydvia
(c) Thv moAAfv otpatiav f'OSuoccéa R Zioudov fj AAAOUG
puptouc &v Tic eimot kat BvSpag kal yuvaikag, olg EKel
SlahéyeoBal kal ocuvelval kal £€etalely aunyavov v gin
gudatpoviog; mavtwe ol SOV TOUTOU YE EVEKA Ol EKET
amnokteivouol: ta te yop aMa evdalpovéotepol eloLv ol £Kel
TV €vBade, kal A6N TOV Aowmov xpovov abavartol siowy, elnep
V€ T Agyopeva AAnO#.

[LOEB translation:] “...or according to what we’re told, it’s actually a change and
removal of the soul from its place here to another place

But if death is a kind of migration from here to another place, and what they say is
true, that indeed all the dead are there, what greater good could there be than this,
members of the jury? For if someone, after getting to Hades, having rid himself of
these self-proclaimed jurors, will find real jurors, who also are said to judge cases
there, Minos and Rhadamanthus and Aeacus and Triptolemus and others of the
demigods who were just in their lives, would this be a bad transfer? Or again, to
meet up with Orpheus and Musaeus and Hesiod and Homer, what price would any
of you pay for that? You see I'm willing to die many times over if this is the truth,
since for myself spending time there would be wonderful, when | could meet
Palamedes and Aias, Telemon’s son, and any others of olden times who died as a
result of an unjust judgment, and compare my experiences with theirs—in my view
it would not be unpleasant—and what’s more, the most important thing, | could go
round, examine and inquire, just as | did here, who is wise and who thinks he is, but
isn’t. What price, members of the jury, would one pay to examine the leader of the
great army against Troy, or Odysseus, or Sisyphus, or the countless others one could
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mention, men and women, to converse with whom there, and meet and examine
them would be utmost happiness? At any rate, | don’t suppose they put people to
death there for doing this: in fact there are other reasons why they are more blessed
there than those down here, not to mention that from then on they’re immortal for
the rest of time, if, that is, what is said is true.”

This account differs from the previous, in several significant respects:

(i) A transition occurs and the soul (tfj Yuxfi) migrates from here to another place (40c8).1%2

(i) Some kind of judgement occurs (40e7-41a5), based on some notion of ‘true’ justice (tolg
AAnO&¢ dikaotag, 41a2).

(iii) The soul meets (ouyyevéaBat, 41a5) other souls there in Hades (gigAldou, 41a1).

(iv) These souls retain both their former renown and memory, i.e. their conception of self (40e7-
41c7).

(v) The soul retains its ability to perceive (40e7-41c7).

(vi) The souls in Hades are immortal (dB8avartol iowv, 41c6).

This particular conception of the afterlife is discussed further in Chapters 2 and 3. Suffice it for now,
these differences serve to enumerate various attributes and faculties Sokrates assigns to the soul —
life, memory, motion, and perception.?® As these attributes appear psychically intrinsic, then
regardless of time and space, the soul will always be in possession of these attributes, and the ability
to manifest them in some form. Hence, if a living being possesses the ability to perceive, to
remember, or to live, it does so by way of their possession of soul. As a result, just as the living being

possesses a dual aspect, virtue of its existence as an amalgam of body and soul, so these attributes

192 ‘MetaBolr TL TUYXAVEL oboa Kal MeToiknote Tf Yuxii Tod tdmou tol £vBévse eic BAov témov,’” (Apologia,
40c7-9).

193 |n particular, Sokrates distinguishes: Minos (Mivwg, 41a3), Rhadamanthus (Pasdauaveug, 41a3), Aiakos
(Alakog, 41a4), Triptolemos (TpuntoAepoc, 41a4), Orpheus (Opdel, 41a6), Mousaios (Moucaiw, 41a6),
Hesiodos (How6éw, 41a6), Homeros (Ounpw, 41a7), Palamedes (MaAaurdet, 41b2), Aias (Alag, 41b2),
Agamemnon (tov €ni Tpolav ayayovta, 41b8), Odysseus (Oduocéa, 41cl), Sisyphos (Zicudov, 41cl). Given the
lack of accurate images of these individuals, the large gulf in time between them and Sokrates, and their
legendary status, it is likely that in order to recognize such individuals, one requires sense perception
(especially sight, hearing, and speech) in order to learn who these individuals are, and the continued
possession of memory in order to associate the identified soul with their image, and form a new, more
complete discernment of their identity.

194 See also Robinson (1995).
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must be understood in light of this dual aspect. Thus, what the individual considers ‘life’ is, in

actuality, the manifestation of a psychic attribute by way of the mortal body.**

From the Apologia, the following conclusions can be drawn, which serve to ground all subsequent

discussion regarding the definition of ‘life,” but also that of ‘death’:

(a)

(b)

(d)

Sokrates’ accounts of the afterlife, demonstrate a dualist understanding of the individual,
whereby the individual is an amalgam of two distinct entities — body and soul — each of
which possess their own independent natures, and attributes.

One should, therefore, analyse properties such as ‘life,” ‘death,” ‘memory,” ‘perception,’ etc.,
in light of this duality.

Taking this duality into account, ‘life,” according to Sokrates, is an intrinsic faculty of the soul.
Soul cannot exist apart from life, and life apart from soul; hence, its apparent immortality.1%
This creates a disconnect between the definition of ‘life’ as it pertains to everyday, mortal
experience, and ‘life’ as it pertains to a divine, immortal entity. Yet, given the soul’s affinity
to the divine and the immaterial, this psychic understanding of death should relate most to
that understanding of life and death that pertains to true reality.

On the other hand, what the individual calls ‘life,” is analogous to an understanding of life as
it pertains to the mortal body. This form of ‘life’ is made possible only through the presence
of soul in the body, which then bestows the ‘appearance’ of life (or a particular form of life)
upon the body, and by extension, the individual.

As ‘life’ is not an intrinsic property of the body, it is subject to death. When death occurs, the
soul departs from the body, resulting in the appearance of death, since the soul is no longer

present to manifest life. This precipitates the body’s reversion to its natural state of

existence — its ‘true’ reality — as an inanimate entity.

195 Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 263-264.
196 Cf. Phaidon 70c4-72el.
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(f) Consequently, the two alternative forms of the afterlife presented here in the Apologia do
not have to be mutually exclusive, if read as referring to the dual aspect of the individual. In
this way, the first idea of the afterlife — the perceptionless sleep — represents the afterlife of
the body upon the soul’s departure. Here, the body has lost those attributes it once
possessed virtue of the soul’s presence, e.g. life and perception, and reassumes its natural
state of existence — that of inanimate entity. The soul, on the other hand, continues to
possess those attributes intrinsic to it, e.g. ‘life’ and experiences an altogether different
afterlife. Just as the body reassumes its natural state of existence, so does the soul, such that
‘death’ from the soul’s perspective involves the resumption and remanifestation of that

form of ‘life’ most natural to it.*¥’

(1.3.2) The Gorgias

The Gorgias, according to Diogenes Laertios, 3.59-60, deliberates the value of rhetoric, and
rhetoric’s relationship with the notion of justice.'®® During the discussion, Sokrates proffers the

argument that it is better for one to suffer injustice, than for one to be unjust.’® As a final

197 Johansen (2004: 19), and Fine (1999d): 33.

198 Dijogenes Laertios, 3.59-60, records the dialogue as ‘Fopylag f ept pnTopikfic, dvatpemtikdg,” or rather this
is the double-title given to the dialogue by Thrasyllos (3.56-58), who ‘SumAaig te xpftal Tais émypadaic kad’
£kAoTou TV BLBALwY, T HéV and tol dvopatog, th 6€ ano told npayuartog, 3.57-58). This suggests that by the
time Thrasyllos came to edit the dialogues, it was commonplace among the scholars of Alexandria to refer to
this particular dialogue with the title ‘Gorgias,” after Gorgias; but also ‘On Rhetoric,” after the accepted subject
of the dialogue —rhetoric. This dialogue, moreover, was held to be refutative, i.e. rather than being a manual
of rhetoric, it was a refutation of rhetoric’s supposed worth. This double-title, and Thrasyllos’ arrangement of
the dialogues, is accepted by Diogenes as being definitive, since the only other arrangement of the dialogues
he mentions is that of Aristophanes the grammarian, whom he criticizes for ‘€i¢ tpiloyioag EAkovot Tolg
Sltaloyoud’ (3.61-62) — for dragging the dialogues into trilogies. Diogenes appears to suggest that Aristophanes
unnaturally forced the dialogues into trilogies, thereby affirming his preference for Thrasyllos.

199 Gorgias, 469b-469c¢: wKPATNG: OUTWC, WC UEYLOTOV TWV KOKDV TUYXAVEL BV TO dSIKETV.

NwAoc:’H yap tolto péytotov; ol td dSikeloBal peilov;

JWKPATNC: “HKLOTA YE.

MwAoc: 2U dpa Bouholo Gv adikeioBat paAlov f aSIKeLY;

SwKpATNG: Bouholpunv pév av éywye o0detepa- €l &’ avaykalov ein adikelv fj adikelioBat, EAoiunv av udAiov
adikelodat fj adikelv. (cf. 479c, 511b-511c, 522¢-522¢, 527b-527c, 527¢).
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demonstration of the veracity of this position, Sokrates embarks on an eschatological excursus
(Gorgias, 522c4-e6).2%° This excursus includes a description of what Sokrates believes happens to the

soul upon its separation from the body,?*

with a particular focus on the soul’s judgement and its
subsequent consequences. For the purposes of this chapter, the account may be divided into three

stages:

(1) The first stage (523a1-524a7)
The first stage relates the origins of the contemporary process of psychic judgement, and the
consequences of said judgement (in this case, to be sent either to the Isles of the Blessed or
Tartaros).?%? Sokrates locates these origins in the distant past, more specifically to a law
issued during the time of Kronos (“fv oOv vopog 8¢ mept dvBpwnwv €mt Kpovou,” 523a5-6).
This law is subsequently revised by Zeus (“gtnev o0v 6 Zeuc: “ANN’ £yw,” €dn, “Nalow ToUTo
ylyvopevov. vOv pév yap kak®¢ at Sikatl dwkalovtal,” i.e. “Then Zeus spoke thus: “But I,” he
said, “will put a stop to these proceedings. For now the cases are being judged badly,””
523c1-3), who rectifies the issues that come to exist in the law, after complaints from
Plouton and ‘ol £€mpeAntal oi €k pokapwv viowv' (“the overseers from the Isles of the
Blest,” 523b7-8) of flawed judgements apportioning the wrong destination to the wrong
souls (“kak®¢ o0V ai Sikal ékpivovto,” i.e. “and thus the cases were being judged badly,”
523b6-7). These events are assigned to the distant past, a time closer to the point of

creation, but after the age of Kronos (‘kal €tt vewotl To0 Alog thv dpxryv,’ i.e. “and when

Zeus had newly begun his rule,” 523b4-5), wherein the human being has become more

200 ‘NoAAGV yap ddiknudtwy yépovto thv Puxnv ic’Adou ddikéoBat mdvtwy éoxatov Kak®v €otw. Ei 6¢
BoUAel, ool éyw, wg Tolto oUTwG £XeL, €AW Adyov Aé€al’ (Gorgias, 522e).

201 Sokrates’ description of the afterlife here presupposes the idea that the individual is a composite being,
consisting of the union between one entity — the soul — and another entity — the body. Death, according to this
supposition, occurs when these two entities separate from one another, so that they exist, once more, apart
from each other, thereby necessitating the termination of the composite entity — the individual. This
supposition is one that governs all of the dialogues — the idea that the individual is something other than a
composite of body and soul being inconceivable. Indeed, referring to an animate being by the term ‘€uguxog,’
and the inanimate being by ‘Gduxog,’ further supports this claim, since ‘€uuxoq’ qua ‘€uuxoc’ indicates an
ensouled body, whereas ‘auxoc’ qua ‘aduyxoc’ suggests a body lacking in soul — hence its inanimateness.

202 The terms Sokrates uses being ‘Tdptapoc¢” and ‘pakdpwv viiooug': Gorgias, 523b-523c¢, 524a, 526b-526c.
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corrupt in nature (as per the Hesiodos, Erga kai Hemerai, 106-201). Sokrates’ names several
of the traditional gods (e.g. “0 ZeUg kat 6 Moosd®v kat 6 MAoltwv,” i.e. “Zeus, Poseidon,
and Plouton,” 523a4), and utilizes them, in particular Kronos and Zeus, as direct causation
for the contemporary state of affairs (523c1-2: “einev o0Ov 6 Zelg: “ANN yw,” €dn, “navow
toUTo yyvopevoy,” i.e. “But I,” he said, “will put a stop to these proceedings”).?%

The second stage (524a8-526d1)

The second stage relates briefly an outline of the afterlife, in light of Zeus’ revisions to the
‘law of Kronos’ elucidated in the previous stage. Here, Sokrates outlines how the judgement
of the soul actually occurs, in addition to the divergent fortunes that await the just and
unjust soul.2%* For instance, Sokrates concludes this part with the following summation:

(526b4) dmep o0V Eleyov, EMeLSAV O PadApavOuC EKEVOC
T0100TOV Twva AGBn, GANO pév Tiept alitod oUK oldev oUSEY,
000’ BoTig 0B’ WVTWVWY, BTL 8& TovnNPAG TIC: Kal TodTo
KoTdwy anénepPev i Taptapov, EMONUNVALEVOG, EAVTE
LAOLHOC £AVTE AViaTog oK elvaL 6 8¢ EKEToE ADIKOUEVOCS
(c) Ta mpoonkovta acyel. £viote &’ GAANV €lobWV O0LWG
BeBlwkulav kal pet’” aAnBeiag, avdpog idlwtou f GAAoU TWVOC,
paALoTa pév, Eywyé dnut, & KaAlikAelg, dthocodou ta
autol mpagavtog kal o0 moAumpaypovioavtog v T PBiw,
nyaoBn te kail €¢ pakdpwv vijooug anenepe. Talta 6&
talta kal O AlaKOG—EKATEPOG TOUTWY PARSov Exwy SL-
Kalel—0 6& Mivwg €mokon@v Kadntat, Lovog Exwv xpuooliv
(d) okfijrrpov.

[LOEB translation:] “So, as | was saying, whenever the judge Rhadamanthus has to deal with
such an one, he knows nothing else of him at all, neither who he is nor of what descent, but
only that he is a wicked person; and on perceiving this he sends him away to Tartarus, first
setting a mark on him to show whether he deems it a curable or an incurable case; and
when the man arrives there he suffers what is fitting. Sometimes, when he discerns another
soul that has lived a holy life in company with truth, a private man’s or any other’'s—
especially, as | claim, Callicles, a philosopher’s who has minded his own business and not

203 | utilizing these gods as the direct causation for contemporary events, Sokrates points to their institution
by a divine authority, both good and knowledgeable in nature. Consequently, Sokrates may present the
afterlife — which is immaterial, incorporeal, and immortal like the gods — as being part of a perfect and divine
cosmic order. Given that the afterlife shares in the immortal and incorporeal nature of the gods, Sokrates may
now suggest to his interlocutors that what was true in the past, will be true in the present, and must continue
to be true in the future. Were this not the case, then one would be adopting the position that the gods
instituted an imperfect and unjust system of disorder and disharmony — a position Sokrates considers to be
both impious and incompatible with the nature of the gods (For example, e.g. lon passim.; Nomoi 2.659¢9ff.,
4.719a6ff., 7.817a2ff.; Politeia 2.376e-3.394c, 10.595a-608a).

204 For further discussion see Chapter 2.2.
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been a busybody in his lifetime—he is struck with admiration and sends it off to the Isles of
the Blest. And exactly the same is the procedure of Aeacus: each of these two holds a rod in
his hand as he gives judgement; but Minos sits as supervisor, distinguished by the golden
sceptre that he holds.”

(3) The final stage (526d2-527e7)
Whereas the first stage dealt with events in the past, and the second stage dealt mostly with
events in the future; the final stage (526d2-527e7) deals exclusively with the present. In

particular, Sokrates applies the conclusions from the previous two stages in order to exhort

one to live a just life, so as to avoid the terrible fate of the unjust soul in Tartaros:?%

(527¢5) épot olv

nel@opEVOC dkohoUBnoov évtaldta, ol AdkOpEVOC eVSALUO-
vioelg kat IOV Kal teAeutnoag, wg 6 Adyog onuaivel. katl
£000V TIva oou katadpovijoal W AvonTtou Kal mpomnnAakioal,
£av BouAntal, kat vat pd Ala o ye Bapp®v matdaal Thv

(d) Gtipov tavTnv MANynAv- oUSEV yap Sewvov meion, éav T OvtL
AC KAAOG KAYaBAC, AOKGV APETAV.

(e1) womep

00V NYEROVL TG AOyw Xpnowpeda T¢) viv mapadavévtt, 8¢
AUV onpaivet 8tL olToC O TPdMOC dpLotog Tod Bilou, Kal TV
Swkatoouvny Kal Thv GAANv dpetnv dokolvtag kat Zfijv kal
TEBVAVAL TOUTW 00V EMwueDQ, Kal TOUC GAAOUG TIapaKaL-
AGHEVY, ) EKEVW, M oU TLOTEV WV EPE TIAPOKOAETS: £0TL yAp
008eVOC BELOC M KaAMKAELC.

[LOEB translation:] “Take my advice, therefore, and follow me where, if you once arrive, you
will be happy both in life and after life’s end, as this account declares. And allow anyone to
contemn you as a fool and foully maltreat you if he chooses; yes, by Heaven, and suffer
undaunted the shock of that ignominious cuff; for you will come to no harm if you be really a
good and upright man, practising virtue.

Let us therefore take as our guide the doctrine now disclosed, which indicates to us that this
way of life is best—to live and die in the practice alike of justice and of all other virtue. This
then let us follow, and to this invite every one else; not that to which you trust yourself and
invite me, for it is nothing worth, Kallikles.”

205 This allows Sokrates to conclude that ‘év tocoUTtolg AOyoLg TivV GAAWY EAEYXOHEVWV HOVOC 0UTOC APEMET O
AOyog, wg eVAABNTEOV £0TLV TO ASIKETV LAV f TO GdikeloBal’ (527b), thereby demonstrating the veracity of
his prefatory hypothesis that ‘ToA\&Vv yap adiknuatwyv yépovta thv Yuxnv ic’Aldou adikécbal maviwv
£oxatov Kak®v €otv’ (522e).
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In stage one, Sokrates identifies the dispensing of false judgements as the cause of the failure of
Kronos’ law, and the catalyst for Zeus’ institution of a new law intended to govern the judgement of
the soul henceforth (523c1-d5).2% Sokrates’ identifies two underlying causes of these false

judgements:

(i) those being judged possess prior knowledge of the date of their death, and by
extension, their judgement, allowing them to prepare (523d5-e1); and
(ii) both the judges and the individuals remain in possession of their bodies when

judgement takes place (523c1-d5, 523e1-2).

In order to prevent human foresight of death — which allows the individual to present false witnesses
to their justness (523c1-523d) — Prometheus is sent to remove this knowledge from humankind
(523d5-e1).2%” The solution Zeus devises for the second cause adds the stipulation that the individual
(as well as the judge) must both be dead when judgement takes place. Death strips the soul of the
body, which fools the judges by equating the health and beauty of the body with that of the soul
(523c1-d5, 523e2-6). Moreover, it strips the soul of association to mortal conventions, such as

family, fame, or honour. In so doing, the soul loses the ability to influence the judge through the

206 This raises the question of whether the laws of Kronos failed because the god was deficient, which seems
unlikely given Plato’s conception of the gods, or because these laws were made specifically to govern the more
perfect human beings of the Kronian Age. This, of course, assumes that Hesiod’s Ages of Man are, to some
extent, accurate in describing the present age as comprising of lesser human beings, thereby necessitating the
institution of different laws reflective of the more corrupt, and less perfect nature of the contemporary human
being. Indeed, in the later Nomoi the Athenian argues that it is not necessary for the just individual to have
laws, since the just individual will act consistently in accordance with justice regardless (9.853a1ff, 9.880d-e). If
one assumes the humans of the Golden Age are just, then it may be that there were no laws, as such, in the
Kronian Age, since they would be superfluous if all the human beings acted in a just manner regardless. This
may be why it is necessary for Zeus to institute laws, since human beings are no longer just, and therefore, one
cannot assume the contemporary human being will consistently act in accordance with justice, in the absence
of laws.

207 Cf. Politikos, 268e-274e in which the Xenos argues that the human beings of the Kronian Age possessed
knowledge of the date of their death, as time, in this period, ran in reverse to the contemporary age.
Consequently, these human beings were ‘earth-born,” being born old from the corpses of the dead, and dying
young, giving these human beings a rough estimate of the date of their apparent death. Just as Zeus in the
Gorgias removes from human beings foreknowledge of their death, so the Xenos describes how
foreknowledge of one’s death disappeared once time came to flow in its present direction. Nonetheless, all
human beings continue to possess some foresight of the death, since all know that death must come at some
time, though the exact moment of death remains unknown. See also [Aiskhylos], Prometheus Desmotes, 247-
250, 622-628, 698-699 (cf. Politikos, 274c-d).
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exercise of fallacious argument; in particular, through the exercise of rhetoric, and rhetorical
devices. All that remains for the soul, are those attributes inherent to its nature, which it previously
manifested in the individual, upon its coming into union with the body. Given that Sokrates
describes the soul as continuing to exist following ‘death’ (i.e. the dissolution of the individual), so
the soul must retain its ability to live. From the perspective of the soul, the consistent presence of

life establishes it as an intrinsic psychic attribute, thereby ensuring its immortality.

The individual, on the other hand, possesses a different kind of life; one that is transient. Death for
the individual consists of ‘0086£&v GANo 1) Suolv mpaypatowv Staluolg, T Puxic kal Tod cwpaTog,
ar’ aMnAowv’ (524b2-4). This dissolution (StdAuatg, 524b3) results in these two constituent parts
resuming their original natures — the soul its divine immortality and the body its inanimateness.?® In
this strict sense, the individual ceases to be upon death; life for the individual consisting of the soul’s
ability to manifest its inherent attributes through the body, thus, the absence of soul from body
equates to the absence of life for the individual. In this way, life does not strictly ‘belong’ to the
individual, but acts as a time sensitive ‘loan’ from the soul; one which the soul may ‘retract’ at any

point.

(1.3.3) The Menon

If life is an intrinsic property of the soul, and the soul is immortal, then the soul should be capable of
inducing life in all bodies, for all time. So, when soul A inhabits body A, this results in the creation of
living being A. Given that life is inherent to the soul, and the soul is immortal, i.e. life cannot exist

apart from soul, then were soul A to inhabit body B, this too should result in the creation of a living

208 This establishes a divergence between the common understanding of life, which considers death from the
perspective of the mortal — whether the individual or the body; and the ‘true’ understanding of life that relates
to the immortal, incorporeal, and immaterial, i.e. to the gods and the soul.
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being. The process whereby the soul induces life in a body, subsequent to its separation from

another, is more commonly referred to as ‘reincarnation,” or ‘metempsychosis’.2%®

Reincarnation is first introduced in the Menon, a dialogue in which Sokrates and Menon discuss
whether virtue is something that is taught, results from practice, is allocated by nature at birth, or
arises in some other way. During their discussion, Sokrates raises the so-called Menon’s Paradox,
which he appears to respond to with the exposition of the theory of recollection, before attempting
to prove the validity of this theory through practical application on a slave of Menon’s.?%° In order to
offer the theory of recollection as a viable response to Menon’s paradox, it is necessary for Sokrates
to establish that souls exist prior to embodiment. This does not necessarily require the existence of
reincarnation, since Sokrates need only establish the pre-existence of the soul, but he introduces the

notion of reincarnation nonetheless (81a5-81e2).%!

For Sokrates, the veracity of the notion of reincarnation appears never to be in doubt — ‘aAn6#,
éuoLye Sokely, kal koAov,” 81a8.212 Nevertheless, he challenges Menon ‘@AA& okomel €l ool SokoDoLy
AANnBA Aéyewv’ (81b2-3).222 The inclusion of this challenge serves a twofold purpose: firstly, within the
narrative of the dialogue it allows Sokrates to engage in a reasoned discussion with Menon, in order
to demonstrate to him the validity, or the logical consistency, of his claim. Secondly, on an extrinsic

level, Sokrates and Menon act as surrogates for the author and audience, respectively, thus

209 See further Chapter 3.

210 See further Chapter 3.3.

211 The issue of the soul’s pre-existence was acknowledged by the earlier theory of reincarnation as suggested
by the Pythagoreans (KRS 260, 261, 262 (=DK36B2; 15), 263 (=DK 14, 1), 281 (=DK 58C2), 282 (=DK 58C2), 283
(=DK 58C1), 284) and Empedokles (KRS 399, 400 (=DK 1B18), 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 409, 410).
Plato’s introduction of his own understanding of reincarnation suggests his rejection of these earlier
elucidations of reincarnation.

212 Indeed, the Platonic Wager necessitates that one must believe this formulation of the afterlife to be true;
even if one has doubts, one must convince oneself of its veracity. Cf. Menon 86b6-c2 wherein Sokrates tells
Menon that one must believe this (i.e. recollection and reincarnation) is so, in order that one should not cease
to search for the truth.

213 This accords with the Platonic Wager that compels each individual to participate, and convince themselves
of the veracity of life after death. In this scenario Menon’s debater’s argument acts as an attempt to evade
playing the game, but Sokrates’ challenge forces Menon to participate and convince himself of its truthfulness;
cf. Apologia 38a5-6 — the unexamined life is not worth living.
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affording Plato the same opportunity for explanation and examination with regards to his

audience.?*

For the purposes of this chapter, this examination of reincarnation can be divided into three parts, of
which the first part is considered below: (1) the first part (81a10-b7) consists of a synthesis of what
Sokrates has heard from the priests, priestesses, Pindaros, and ‘GAAot toAAol TV otV 6ool
Betlol elow’ (“and many another poets of heavenly gifts,” 81b1-2). (2) The second part (81b7-c3)
utilizes a Pindaric fragment in order to supplement the interpretation given in the first part, in
particular the addition of a moral element to reincarnation. (3) The final part (81c4-d2) applies the
conclusions drawn above in order to show the role reincarnation plays within the context of

recollection, before demonstrating recollection on Menon’s slave (82a5-86b5).2*°

The First Part (81a10-b7)

(81a10) 2Q. Ol pév Aéyovtég eioL TOV lepwy Te KAl TOV Lepel@V
b0o0L¢ HEpEANKE Tepl WV peTayelpilovtal Adyov ololg T givat

(b) 6186vaL: Aéyel 8¢ kal Miveapoc katl aAAot toAAotl TGV moLnTev
0ool B¢lol elow. a & Aéyouoly, TAUTL €0TLV- AAAQ OKOTEL

£l ool Sokololv AANOR Aéyewv. (1) daot yap thv Yuxrv tod
avBpwrou lvat ABdvatov, (2) Kal Tote Pev TEAEUTAV—0 8h
anoBvrjokelv kaAdoUol— (3) Toteé 6& maAwv yiyveobay, (4) dnmoAAucBat
&’ oudEmote: (5) 6€lv 61 Sl Talta wg dowwTata StopLidval Tov

Blov-

[LOEB translation:] “Soc.: They were certain priests and priestesses who have studied so as to be
able to give a reasoned account of their ministry; and Pindar also and many another poet of
heavenly gifts. As to their words, they are these: mark now, if you judge them to be true. They say
that the soul of man is immortal, and at one time comes to an end, which is called dying, and at
another is born again, but never perishes. Consequently one ought to live all one’s life in the utmost
holiness.”

| believe the first part, which is of interest for this chapter, may be organised thus:

(1) The human soul is immortal (tiiv Yuxnv 100 dvBpwou givat dBdvatov, 81b3-4).

214 Sharples (1985): 144.
215 See further Chapter 3.3.
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(2) Attimes it comes to an end, which they call dying (kal toté pév teAeutdv—o 61
amoBvrjokewv kaholol, 81b4-5).28

(3) At other times it is reborn — or born again (toté 6& maAwv yiyveoBali, 81b5).

(4) Butitis never destroyed (drmoAAucBat &' o06£mnote, 81b5-6).

(5) Therefore, one must live one’s life as piously as possible (6€tv 6n 61& Talita wW¢ dolwTATA

SapLval tov Blov, 81b6-7).

From this account of reincarnation, it is possible to conclude that the human being participates in
‘life’ through the presence of the soul alone, since Sokrates states that “at times it comes to an end,
which they call dying (kal toté pév tedevtdv—o0 61 dmoBvrokelv kalolial, 81b4-5.” What can “it” be
other than the human being, since Sokrates has just said that the soul of the human being is
immortal (81b3-4), and so cannot die; whereas we know, from human experience, that the human
being most certainly does. Thus, only through the presence of soul in the body can a human being
participate in ‘life.” Prior to the soul’s presence in the body, the body is capable of exhibiting only
that nature inherent to it, i.e. inanimateness. Life, on the other hand, cannot be separated from the
soul, thereby bestowing immortality upon this entity. The soul, in this way, is freed of the finiteness
of death, such that wherever the soul may be so there will be life; thus, when the soul enters any
inanimate body, the ‘life’ that is inherent to the soul, manifests itself in the body also, and creates a
living being. What a human being understands ‘life’ to be is that of mortal life, i.e. that life exhibited

by soul’s presence in a formerly inanimate body.

‘True’ life, it seems, belongs to the soul alone, such that the death of the individual does not
constitute the end of its life, but rather the cessation of one particular form of existence (that of
mortal, corporeal existence), and the resumption of that kind of life inherent to the soul (i.e. that of
the immortal and incorporeal).?!8 This establishes the soul as being the ‘source’ of life within the

corporeal and physical universe, such that all entities considered to be alive, whether human,

216 Cf, Phaidros 246a: ‘€€ Avaykng Ayévntov te kai dBdvatov Puyr av €in.’
218 Miller Jr (2006): 280-286.
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animal, or plant, must possess soul.?® The further possibility arises that the kind of life experienced
by the mortal being is not ‘true’ life but merely the semblance of life (a reflection of the ‘true’ life
that belongs to the soul), since the soul continues to experience life apart from the body and the

individual, but neither the individual nor the body, is capable of experiencing life apart from the

soul.??°

(1.3.4) The Euthydemos

(302a) Kayw (fi6n yap 0Tt €€ alTWV KAAOV Tt GvakUPoLTo TV
£pWTNUATWY, Kal Gua Boulduevocg OtL taylot akoloal)

Névu pév olv, édnv, oltwe Exel: Ta TOLADTA 0TIV HOVA

ua. — T 6¢; Lhda, £dn, o0 tadta KaAelg & Gv Yuxnv &xn;

(b) — Nai, édnv. — OpoAoyelc o0V TV Lwwv Tadta pova glvat
od, mept & dv oot é€oucia fj mavta Tadta moLelv & vuvdh

£€yw &leyov; — Opoloy®.

[LOEB translation:] “Hereupon, since | knew that some brilliant result was sure to
bob up from the mere turn of the questions, and as | also wanted to hear it as
quickly as possible, | said: It is precisely as you say; only such things as mine. Well
now, he went on; you call those things animals which have life? Yes, | said. And you
admit that only those animals are yours which you are at liberty to deal with in
those various ways that | mentioned just now? | admit that.”

The Euthydemos presents an understanding of ‘life’ from the point of view of the mortal, animate
being, effectively equating life with the soul, such that ‘life equates to the soul.”??! This conclusion

appears predicated on the observation that all living beings, everything that is animate (Euduxov),

219°E o, Aristoteles, Peri Psykhes, 412a-413a.

220 |1f one looks forward to the conception of true reality as being the Forms (e.g. Phaidon 78a-84b), i.e. the
immaterial, incorporeal, and changeless, then the kind of life that belongs to the soul is more akin to this true
reality, than that life that belongs to the human being. Irwin (1979): 244.

2211t is not entirely clear at this point whether the soul exactly equals life, such that the soul is Life, as maybe
the later Phaidon suggests (cf. 70c4-72e1), or whether life and the soul are two separate entities, but two
separate entities that may appear only in conjunction with one another (cf. Chapters 1.3.8 and 1.4.8). In this
case, wherever there is soul there is life, and wherever there is life there is soul; though they may be separate
entities, they act, for all intents and purposes, as though they are the same. A helpful comparison may be the
common conception of the relationship between water and life, which posits that wherever there is water
there is life, and wherever there is life there is water, though the two are separate entities.
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possess soul, whereas all that is contrary (i.e. inanimate, Guyov) differs in one respect alone —the
absence of soul; life being inseparable from soul.??2 Accordingly, Euthydemos suggests a definition of
the living being predicated on the presence of soul: ‘TGa oU tabta kaAelg a av Ppuxnv €xn;’ (“you call
those things animals which have life?” Indeed, the LOEB translator appears to equate soul, uxnyv,
with life, using the two interchangeably) to which Sokrates responds in the affirmative, ‘vai’ (“yes,”
302a8-b1). This establishes a firm distinction between those entities that do not possess soul —the

inanimate, & uyov — and those that do possess soul — the animate, éuuyov.??

Nonetheless, although an entity that does not possess a soul, e.g. a rock, is considered inanimate, or
not-alive, it still participates in being in some way, since it evidently exists — the rock may not be
alive, but it exists. Thus, although the presence of soul appears to be the source of life in mortal
beings, the presence of soul does not determine whether a particular entity participates in existence
—in being. Returning to the example of the human being, although the body ceases to be animate

upon death, it still participates in being, as it continues to exist:

(a) A body per se is inanimate;

(b) Asoulisanimate.

(c) When soul inhabits body; body becomes animate.
(d) This animate body is known as a living being.

(e) Since living beings exist, then so soul and body exists.

222 This of course may be a supposition arrived at through an etymological examination of the terms ‘#uguxov’
and ‘a@uyov’ in themselves. Yet, as Sokrates argues in the Kratylos (see Chapter 1.2) an etymological
examination of these terms can only tell us what the original namegiver had in mind when giving these
particular names, namely that all bodies with soul are animate (alive and capable of self-motion), and all
bodies without soul are inanimate (dead and incapable of self-motion).

223 The definition of the animate mortal being as being that body which possesses soul is reinforced further in
302e, wherein Euthydemos and Sokrates reiterate the definition of a living being as something that possesses
soul (OpoAGYNKag yap doa Puxnv éxel Ida etval). In this particular case, Euthydemos attempts to use this
definition in order to trick Sokrates into admitting the impious notion that one has the right to treat the gods
as one would any other living creature, as they too must possess soul if they are to be considered alive, thus
enumerating them amongst the same class of ‘living beings’ as animals and slaves (302e-303a). Although
Sokrates does not succumb to Euthydemos’ eristic, he nevertheless admits that the gods do number amongst
living beings, i.e. {®a (302e), as they do indeed possess soul. Even the gods, therefore, are alive virtue of their
possession of soul. Cf. Phaidros 246b-246e people think a soul must possess a body to be considered alive;
hence the belief that the gods must possess a body.
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(f) When soul departs body; body becomes inanimate.

(g) The departure of the soul from an animate body is known as death.

(h) Since both entities existed prior to this union, and continue to exist subsequent to this
union, existence (or being) is a property of both body and soul.??*

(i) Animation, on the other hand, belonged only to the soul prior to this union, and so,
according to Sokrates, only the soul will continue to possess this property subsequent to this

union.

(1.3.5) The Phaidon

In the Phaidon, Sokrates returns to a consideration of ‘life’ from the perspective of the soul, re-
employing the notion of reincarnation from the Menon (1.3.3), but also introducing a new argument
— the Cyclical Argument — as a further proof of both reincarnation and psychic immortality. This
reaffirms the triangular relationship, established in the Menon,?* between psychic immortality,
recollection, and reincarnation; each component functioning both to substantiate and advocate for

the existence of the other.?%¢

224 Indeed, even when the body has decomposed back into its constituent elements, it is not entirely clear
whether Plato conceives of these elements as decomposing further, ad infinitum, until they too cease to exist.
For instance, the atomists (and later the Epikoureans), would argue that the body decomposes up to that point
in which it reaches some component that can no longer be dissolved (in this specific case, the ‘atom’). Cf.
Leukippos: KRS 555 (=DK 67A6), 557 (=DK 67A14), 558 (=DK 67A13), 584 (=DK 67A14); Demokritos: KRS 556
(=DK 68A37), 561 (=DK 68A43), 583 (=DK 68A37); Epikoureanism: 1G |-2.40-41, 1-3.116, 1-14.18, 1-15.18, 22-25,
46-48, 1-17.69, 1-28, 1-29, 1-31, I1-77, |-84, 1-85, 1-86.

225 See further, Chapters 3.4 and 3.5.

226 Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 253-254. Kahn (1996): 314. Kahn, however, argues that recollection is used in
order to demonstrate the existence of the Forms. This, however, only establishes the existence of some
transcendental knowledge separate from the mortal realm (cf. Parmenides 133a-134e). In order for this
knowledge to become known to the soul it must, according to Plato, come to learn of the Forms separate from
its existence in the mortal realm, i.e. it must come to learn of the Forms in its disembodied state; a state that is
immortal, incorporeal, and immaterial like the Forms themselves. The soul then experiences embodiment, and
which point it must rely upon recollection to communicate knowledge of the Forms to others. In this way,
Plato preserves the belief that (a) knowledge exists; (b) this knowledge may be known; and (c) this knowledge
may be communicated to others.
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The Cyclical Argument (70c4-72e2)

Throughout, it is important to note that the basic premise of the argument is that an opposite comes
to be from its opposite. For instance, what is small comes to be because of what is large, as in order
to say that Human A is ‘small,” one must necessarily make reference to the large, such that Human A
can only be thought of as ‘small’ in relation to Human B, who is ‘larger.’ Yet, although Human A may
be ‘small’ in comparison with Human B, Human A may be ‘large’ in relation to Human C. Therefore,
Human A partakes of both ‘small’ and its opposite, ‘large.” Similarly, an individual is considered

‘dead’ only in relation to other individuals who are ‘alive.” Hence, for example, 70d6-71b11:

(70d6) M toivuv Kot avBpwnwy, i & 3¢, OKAMEL povov ToUTo,
el BoUAeL pdov paBeilv, A& Kal Katd {Wwv TAvVTwV Kal
duthv, Kal cUANRBENV doarmep EXEL YEVEDLY TIEPL TAVTWY

(e) (bwuev ap’ oUTwO yiyvetat mavta, oUK GANOBEV A €K TGV
gvavtiwy T évavtio, 600Lg TUYXAVEL OV TOLOUTOV TL, OLoV TO
KOAOV TM aioxp® évavtiov mou Kal dikalov adikw, kol GAAa
81 pupia oUTwg £xeL. TolUTo o0V okePWHED, dpa AvayKaiov
000L¢ £0TL TL évavtiov, undapobev aAloBev alTo yiyveobal
A €k ToD aUT® évavtiou. otov dtav Pellov T yiyvntay,
Avaykn mou €€ EAATTovog GVToC MPOTEPOV EMELTa UEL(OV
viyveoOay;

Nad.

OUKkoOv kav €lattov yiyvntal, €k peilovog 6vtog mpotepov
71.

(a) botepov ElatTov yevioetal,

“Eotwv oUtw, £on.

Kal punv €€ loxupotépou ye 10 doBevéatepov Kal £k Bpa-
Sutépou 10 Battov;

Mavu ye.

Ti 8¢; v T Xelpov yiyvntal, o0k €€ Gueivovog, Katl av
Skadtepov, £€ ASIKWTEPOU;

Na&ce yap ol;
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IkavGIC oLV, Edn, EXOMEV TOUTO, &TL tdvTa oUTw yiyvetay,

£€ évavTiwv Ta évavtia mpayuota;

Mavu ye.

Ti &' al; 0TLTL KOL TOLOVSE €V AUTOLC, OlOV METAEY
Apdotépwy mavTwy TV évavtiwv duolv dvtolv U0 yevéoelg,
(b) &mo pév Tol €Tépou Emi o Etepov, &nd & al tol £Tépou
TLAALY €TTL TO £TEPOV- HEL{OVOC HEV TIPAYHULOTOG Kol EAATTOVOG
peta€l abénolg kai ¢pBiolg, kai kaholpev oUtw TO pEV aUEA-
veoBal, 10 6£ $Oively;

Nai, £¢n.

OUkoOv Kkal SlakpiveoBal katl cuykpiveoBal, kat PUxecOal
kol BeppaivecBal, kal mavra oUtw, KAV i P xpwpeba ToTg
ovopaaty éviayol, AAN Epyw yoUv mavtaxol oUTwg XLV
avaykaiov, yiyveoBai te alTd £€ AAAAWY Yéveaiv Te elvat
£KATEPOU €i¢ AAANAQ;

Névu peév olv, n &’ 8.

[LOEB translation:] ““Well then, don’t look at this,” he said, “only from the human
angle, if you want to understand it more easily, but from that of all animals and
plants, and by looking collectively at all things that come into being let’s see whether
everything comes into being in this way, from nowhere but opposites from their
opposite, where they happen to have this kind of characteristic, for example: the
beautiful is opposite to the ugly, | suppose, the just to the unjust; and indeed there
are countless others like this. So let’s consider whether for those things that have an
opposite, it must follow that a particular thing comes into being from nowhere else
but what is opposite to it. For example, when something larger comes into being it
must, | suppose, be from something that was previously smaller and that then
became larger, mustn’t it?”

“Yes.”

“Likewise, if something comes to be smaller, will it then come to be smaller from
something that was previously larger?”

“That’s right,” he said.
“And furthermore, the weaker from the stronger and the quicker from the slower.”
“Yes indeed.”

“And what about if something worse comes into being, isn’t it from something
better, and the more just from the more unjust?”

“Of course.”
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“Then we’re satisfied on this point then,” he said, “that all things come into being in
this way: opposite things from their opposites?”

“Very much so.”

“But what about this? Is there also something like this in them: two kinds of
generation between all the pairs of opposites, as they occur in pairs, from one to the
other and conversely from the second to the first? You see, between a larger object
and a smaller one isn’t there a process of growing and diminishing, and so we refer
to the one as increasing and the other as decreasing?”

“Yes,” he said.

“And so too, we have separation and combination, cooling and warming and
everything like this; even if sometimes we don’t use these terms, in actual fact it
must apply in all instances that their coming into existence from each other is the
process of coming-to-be into each other?”

“Very much so,” he agreed.”

Despite an opposite appearing to come from its opposite, it cannot, in itself, admit of its opposite.
For instance, although Human A partakes of both ‘large’ and ‘small,’ large, in itself, cannot admit of
the small, otherwise, there can be no such thing as ‘large.” If ‘large’ admitted of the small, then this
would mean it is ‘smaller’ than something else, and lead to an infinite regress. Thus, Sokrates posits
that there is something as ‘the large’ (the Form of Large), an abstract universal that particulars
partake of in order to manifest that particular property, i.e. to be large, but Large itself is unchanging
and constant. Large must be unchanging, if one understands Large in this case to be a so-called
Platonic Form, otherwise nothing can ever be said to be ‘large’; and it must be constant, in order

that particulars can partake of the Large, as long as the corporeal universe exists.

Similarly, Sokrates posits the existence of a Form of Life, which particulars may partake of, in
addition to Death;??’ but Life itself cannot participate in Death, as it is constant and unchaining. In

order for Sokrates to prove the immortality of the soul, he appears to equate the ‘Form of Life’ to

227 Though in practicality, the only entity that may participate in Life is the soul, and it is through the presence
of soul that other entities may participate in Life. In this way, only the soul participates directly in Life, whereas
other living beings participate in a type of life mediated by the presence of soul. This may be why ‘true’ life
belongs only to the soul, whereas the human being, for example, participates only in a reflection of this ‘true’
life; cf. Phaidros 246b-e.
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the soul; hence it should be incapable of admitting death, and is immortal.2? The above is a

summation of the following, 71c1-72e1l:

71 (c) Tt o0v; €dn, T® Tijv €oTi TL évavtiov, Gomep T6)
£€ypnyopeval 1o KaBeUdeLy;

Névu pév odv, £én.

T(;

To teBvaval, £on.

OUkoUv €€ AAANAwWV Te yiyvetal Talta, elmep évavria

£0TLY, Kal ai yevéoelg eloiv autolv petafu SVo duolv Bvtowy;
Na&c yap ol;

TRV pév Toivuv Etépav ouluyiav Ov vuvsh EAeyov éyw

oot, £¢n, £p®, 0 TWKPATNC, KAl alTAV Kal TAC YEVEDELS OU
6€ poL v €tépav. Aéyw O£ TO pev KaBelbeLy, TO £ éypn-
vopévay, kol £k tol kaBeubelv To éypnyopeval yiyveobat kal
(d) €k Tol éypnyopéval T KaBelSELY, Kal TAC YEVEDELG OUTOV
TV pév katadapBavewy eivay, THv &’ dveyeipecBat. ikavag
ool, £€dn, f o0;

Névu pév olv.

Néye &n pot kat ov, €dn, oltw nepl Lwiig kal Bavdtou.

oUK évavtiov pev G T v TO TeBvaval elvay;

"Eywye.

MyveoOal &€ £€ AAANAWY;

Nad.

’E€ 00V T0U {GIVTOG TL TO YLYVOUEVOVY;

To tebvnkog, Edn.

Ti 8¢, n &' B¢, €k ToU TEBVEDTOC;

Avaykaiov, £dn, OpoAoyEeV OTL TO {Mv.

Ex TV TeBvewTwy dpa, @ KERNC, T {®VTd Te Kal ot

{vteg yiyvovtay

(e) Daivetay, €dn.

228 Cf, Kratylos, 396a-b, 339d-400b, 403c, which suggest life is bestowed upon the individual by a divine,
immortal entity; and Aristoteles, Peri Psykhes 412a-413a.
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Mavu ye.
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€UBETA TG £(n 1) Yéveolg €k ToD €Tépou pbvov €i¢ TO Katav-
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(e) elva.

[LOEB translation:] ““And what does that imply?” he [Sokrates] asked. “That there’s
an opposite to living, just being awake is to sleeping?”

“Indeed there is.”
“What?”
“Being dead,” he [Kebes] said.

“So do these things come into being from each other, if indeed they are opposites
and are the processes of their coming into being two, as they are in pairs?”

“Of course.”

“Right then, I'll give you the first pair that | was telling you about just now,” said
Socrates, “both itself and its processes, and you give the other one. | mean sleeping
and being awake, and that being awake comes about from sleeping dand sleeping
from being awake and their processes are first going to sleep and second waking up.
Is that enough for you,” he asked, “or not?”
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“Perfectly.” “Good. Now you tell me in this way,” he said, “about life and death.
Aren’t you saying that being dead is the opposite of being alive?”

“lam.”

“And they come about from each other.”

“Yes.”

“So what is it that comes about from that which is living?”
“That which is dead,” he said.

“And what is that comes from that which is dead?”

“It must be agreed,” he said, “that it’s the living.”

“Then living things and beings must come into existence from the dead, Cebes?”
“It looks like it.”

“So then our souls exist in Hades” he said.

“It seems so.”

“Then is the one of the two processes regarding these things actually obvious? Dying
is quite obvious presumably, or isn’t it?”

“Very much so,” he said.

“How shall we deal with this then?” he asked. “Shall we not put forward the
opposite process as a counterbalance, otherwise the nature of things will be
lopsided in this respect? Or should we set some opposite process against dying?”

“Yes | suppose we should,” he said.
“What will this be?”
“Coming back to life.”

“Therefore,” he said, “if there is a return to life, then this process of coming back to
life would be from the dead to the living.”

“Indeed.”

“In that way too we’re agreed then that the living have come into being from the
dead no less than the dead have from the living, and this being the case | presume
that it seemed sufficient proof that the souls of the dead must exist somewhere
from where indeed they come back into being.”

“It seems to me, Socrates,” he said, “from what we’ve agreed this must be how it
is.”

“Then consider it in this way, Cebes,” he said, “and you will see, | think, that we’re
not wrong to have made this agreement. For if things did not always balance out
with their opposites when they come into being, going round in a circle as it were,
but if coming into being were only in a straight line from the opposite to the
opposite and did not bend back to the other side and make the turn, do you realize
that all dying things would have the same pattern and would undergo the same
process and coming into being would cease.”
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“How do you mean?” he said.

“It's not at all difficult to understand what I'm saying,” he said; “after all, for
example, if there was a going to sleep, but waking didn’t balance it up by coming
into being out of sleeping, do you realize that in dying everything would show that
Endymion is insignificant and would nowhere to be seen on account of everything
else being in the same state as he, namely being asleep? And if everything were
combined together and not separated out, then Anaxagoras’ maxim would soon
come true: ‘All things together.” Likewise also, my dear Cebes, if everything that
partakes of life were to die, and when it died the dead were to remain in this form
and not come back to life again, isn’t it absolutely inevitable that all things that are
dying would be dead and nothing would be alive? For if the living came from things
other than the dead and the living died, what means are there to prevent everything
being consumed in death?”

“None whatsoever, it seems to me, Socrates,” said Cebes, “and | think what you're
saying is true in every respect.”

“Yes this is most certainly the case, Cebes, as | see it, and we’re not being misled in
agreeing just these things: there really is coming back to life and the living come into
being from the dead, and the souls of the dead do exist.””

The soul, it would seem, is capable of possessing particular faculties, e.g. intellect, perception,

memory, as these do not represent the contrary form of Death. These faculties do not represent the

Form of these particular things, and so they are subject to change. The kind of life that belongs to

the soul, on the other hand, does appear to represent the Form of Life, thereby being incapable of

change, and admitting its contrary — Death. This argument appears to proceed, in my opinion,

according to the following reasoning:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)
(v)

Sokrates appears to begin with the premise that all living things are alive virtue of the
presence of soul.

The soul, therefore, appears to be the universal of life, since it is through participation in
the soul, that all things come to live.

Yet, all living beings also appear to possess memory and intellect.

Why is the soul, then, the Form of Life, but not of Memory and Intellect too?

All living beings appear to participate in the same type of life, such that the life of which

a dog partakes is the same as that of a human or an oak tree.
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(vi) However, it is evident that all living beings do not partake of the same intellect or
memory, such that both of these properties differ from living being to living being, never
being exactly the same.

(vii) Therefore, Sokrates concludes that the soul is not the Form of Intellect or Memory.

It is unclear, however, whether the term ‘soul’ is therefore used to refer both to the Form of Life,
and to the composite entity within which it dwells, such that it refers to both a part of a whole, and
the whole itself.??® Nevertheless, since life cannot exist apart from soul; life is, for all intents and
purposes, equal to soul. This endorses the notion that soul is the only entity that participates in Life
itself; the body participating in a mediated form of life, by virtue of the presence of soul.?*® Since, the
body participates in life through the presence of a separate entity, the type of life it possesses is
neither constant nor unchanging, permitting the admittance of death at some particular point in the
future. Yet, it is the period of time in which the body partakes of this mediated for of life that is

equivalent to that which human beings understand as ‘life.’s!

The Theory of Recollection (72e3-78a9; see further Chapter 3)

In the immediate context of the passage, Sokrates seeks to respond to Kebes’ objections that some
people find it difficult to believe that the soul continues to exist after death; despite both Kebes and
Simmias being Pythagoreans, and thus aware of the existence of reincarnation as a theory.?*? Thus,
just as Sokrates utilized reincarnation in the Menon (1.3.3) in order to assert the existence of
recollection, so in the Phaidon, he employs reincarnation in order to demonstrate further the
existence of psychic immortality.?3® The use of reincarnation in this way creates a triangular
relationship between the three notions: (i) recollection; (ii) reincarnation; and (iii) psychic

immortality. According to this relationship, the existence of the one necessitates the existence of the

229 Cf. Chapters 1.3.8 and 1.4.8.

230 |rwin (1979): 244.

231 See further Bostock (1999): 422-424.

232 phgidon 61d-e: ‘OoAGw ouyyeyovoteg (61d7).
233 Cf. Politeia 10.614b-621d.
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others, such that Sokrates cannot conceive of recollection, for example, existing apart from

reincarnation or psychic immortality, and vice versa:

Recollection

Psychic Immortality Reincarnation

(1.3.6) The Politeia

The Politeia opens with a discussion between Sokrates, Kephalos (the orator Lysias’ father) and
Polemarkhos (Kephalos’ son) regarding the topic of justice; in particular, they attempt to arrive at a
suitable definition of the term.?** The conviviality of their discussion, however, is shattered by the
sophist — Thrasymakhos. Thrasymakhos takes issue with the convivial nature of the discussion,
criticizing Polemarkhos for allowing Sokrates to refute him so easily, and condemning Sokrates for
persistently refuting other people’s understanding of justice, whilst never contributing positively to
the discussion, i.e. never proffering his own conception of justice (1.337a3-338b4). The discussion
then proceeds in a more hostile manner, Thrasymakhos adopting an eristic manner of discourse —a

characteristic Plato commonly assigns to sophists.?®

234 This may be an example of dramatic irony, depending on the extent to which the reader possessed
knowledge of Polemarkhos’ fate (cf. Lysias 12, Kata Eratosthenous, passim.), who is murdered by the Thirty
Tyrants, and has his wealth and property confiscated.

235 See for example, Euthydemos, passim but esp. 272a-b; Phaidon, 101e; Philebos, 16e-17a; Politeia, 5.454a,
6.498d-499a, 7.539a-b; Sophistes, 216b, 225d-e; Theaitetos, 167e.
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Thrasymakhos begins with the positive assertion that justice is equivalent to the advantage of the
stronger (1.338c2-339b8). As part of his refutation of this definition of justice, Sokrates considers

briefly the relationship between life and the soul (1.353d3-10), proceeding in the following manner:

ZwKkpatng: 161 61, peta talta 168 okeéPat. Puxiic Eotv TL €pyov O GAAW TGV OVTwv
008" Av £vi MpAfalg; olov TO Tolovde: TO £mueAeloBat Kail dpyxetv kail BouleVeoBal
kol Ta tolalta mavra, €00’ Otw AMw A YPuxi Sikaiwg av aluTtd Amodoiluev Kal
doipev Sta xeivne elvay;

Opacupaxog: OUudevi GA\W.

TwKkpATNG: TL & ad 10 Lfjv; ov Yuxiic dricopev Epyov glvay;

Opacupayog: MdaAlota y[e].

[LOEB translation:] ““All right then, next consider this: take the soul: does it have a
function which you could perform with nothing else in the world, as for example:
caring, ruling, deliberating and all things like that: is there anything else other than
the soul to which we could rightly entrust these, and say that they were its particular
province?”
“No, no other.”
“But what about living, then? Shall we not say that it is a function of the soul?”
“Very definitely,” he replied.”
Sokrates makes it clear that life is, indeed, to be understood as an inherent function of the soul
(Epyov, 1.353d3), along with other things, such as the ability to take care of things, to rule, to
deliberate, and everything else of comparable nature. These functions, according to Sokrates, are
most appropriately assigned to the soul alone of all the things that are (GAAw T&V Gvtwy,
1.353d4).2%¢ Accordingly, no other entity that exists in the present universe is capable of possessing
these functions, including life; and indeed, even Thrasymakhos concurs (1.353d10). If life is a
function that belongs to the soul alone, then it confirms the thesis (see 1.3.1-1.3.5) that all living

beings are alive, virtue of the presence of soul; life being inseparable from soul.?®”

Life, therefore, is dependent on the location of the soul, such that if the soul finds itself in a
corporeal body, this body exhibits the life that is intrinsic to the soul, since it is superior to the body

in nature. Once the soul leaves the body, on the other hand, the body ceases to live, whereas the

236 See further Chapter 1.3.5.
237 Cf. Sophistes, 245e-249d.
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soul continues to exhibit life, but that form of life appropriate to its nature. There are two forms of
life, according to such an understanding: one which belongs to the body, and is akin to it in nature,
being transient; and another which belongs to the soul, and corresponds to the immortal nature of

the soul, such that this life is both constant and unchanging (‘true’ life).?3®

The above conclusion regarding the two kinds of life — one belonging to the body, and one to the
soul (that of the soul being ‘true’ life) — serves as the underlying assumption of the Myth of Er
(10.614a5-621d2). In the Myth of Er one finds not just an account of the afterlife, but, as far as
Sokrates is concerned, a justification for why an individual must live in accordance with justice, in
order that they might achieve the greatest of rewards (10.614a5-8).23° The afterlife is incorporeal,
immaterial, immortal, and relatively devoid of change; this makes the afterlife akin, in nature, to the
Forms —the true nature of reality. Thus, the rewards of the afterlife correspond most closely to the

Forms, thereby elevating them above the ephemeral rewards of the mortal world.

Sokrates begins his account of Er’s journey to Hades and back again, with a short introduction in

which he presents the circumstances under which Er ‘dies’ and comes back to life (614b1-7):

(b) Aéyolg av, €bn, wg o TOAAA GAN' 11SLov AKoUOVTL.

AAN’ o0 pévtot ool, NV & £yw, AAkivou ye droAoyov £pd,

QAN dAKipou pév dvopoc, Hpog Tol Appeviou, TO YEVOG
MNapduUAou- O¢ oTe €V MOAEUW TeAEUTNOAG, AvalpeBEVTWY
Sekataiwv v vekp®v 6N SlepBappévwy, LYING LEV Avn-
P€On, kouLoBeig & olkade pEMwyY BanteoBal dwdekatalog i
T Tupd Keipevog avePiw, avaPloug & Eleyev A kel (Sol.

[LOEB translation:] ““Please tell us,” he said, “as there are not many other things |
would more gladly hear.”

238 Cf. Politeia 10.617d-618a.

239 ‘Taijto Tolvuv, Av & £yw [i.e. Sokrates], oUSEv oL MARBEL 0UBE PeyEBEL TPOC EKEVA & TEAEUTH VT
EKATEPOV TEPLUEVEL XpN & altd dkoloal, iva TEAEwG EKATEPOC AUTWV AmeAndn Td UTO Tol Adyou
ode\opeva akolioat,” 10.614a5-8.
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“Mind you, I'm not going to give you an Alcinous’ tale,” | said, “but the story of a
brave man, Armenius’ son Er, by race from Pamphylia. nce upon a time he was killed
in battle, and when the bodies of those who had already decayed were collected up
ten days later, his was found to be sound, and when he’d been taken home for
burial, on the twelfth day, as he lay on the pyre, he came to. Having done so, he
described what he had seen on the other side.”

This introduction, or prologue, can be deconstructed thus:

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

(5)

(6)

Er once died in battle (‘mote év moAéuw teAeutnoag,” 614b4).

The dead were taken up for burial after ten days, and already they were decomposing
(‘@vaipebéviwy Sekataiwv Tv vekpv iON StedpBapuévwy,” 614b4-5).

Yet, Er’s body was taken up in good condition (‘Oytig uév avnpédn,’614b 5-6).
Nonetheless, Er was taken home to be buried (‘koptoBeic & oikade péMwv Bamntecbal,’
614b6).

On the twelfth day, lying dead upon the funeral pyre, Er came to life again
(‘6wdekartalog £mi T mMupd Kelpevog avepiw,” 614b6-7).

Having come back to life, Er recounted what he had observed in that place [i.e. in Hades]

(‘avaBrolic &’ Eleyev G £kel ibol,’ 614b7).

Although this introduction is short, one may draw the following conclusions regarding the definition

of life:

(a)

Death is defined as the separation of the soul from the body, i.e. the dissolution of the
union that initially resulted in the creation of the individual. In this particular case,
Sokrates clearly states that Er died, as his soul left his body (“Edn [i.e. Er] 8¢, émeldn o0
£kBRvat, TV Yuxnv mopelecBal petd oAA®V,” 614b8-c1). Accordingly, Er comes back
to life only when his soul departs from Hades and reunites with his temporarily

uninhabited body.?*°

240 Cf, 10.614d1-2: the need for Er to be an emissary to human beings — he must, like the prisoner who returns
to the cave (7.514a-520a) communicate the knowledge he has learnt of Hades, in order to convince others of
the veracity of the Platonic Wager (see also Nomoi 5.730e-1a).
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(b) Once the soul no longer inhabits the body, all natural biological functions, such as
breathing, cease, and the body begins to revert to its natural state of inanimate
existence. Although the body comes to live through the presence of soul, it is not
through the presence of soul alone. The soul applies the initial ‘spark of life,” inciting in
the body the beginning of certain natural bodily functions, e.g. breathing, which serve to
preserve the body’s living status, up until that time when the soul departs. Consider, for
example, an individual with a serious illness, who requires the use of a life support
machine. The life support machine, in this context, acts as a ‘source’ of life for that
individual, allowing for the natural bodily processes, e.g. breathing, to continue to
function, thereby preserving the life of that individual. Yet, were the life support
machine to be removed, then these natural bodily processes would cease to function,
and the individual would experience death.

(c) Er’'s body, however, remains in a good condition, suggesting the continuation of those
natural bodily processes, which are meant to keep the individual alive when soul is
present (foretelling the soul’s return). This is in contrast to the bodies of Er’s comrades
which had already begun to decompose. For these bodies, all the natural process meant
to sustain the life of the individual whilst soul is present have ceased to function. Thus,
they begin to reacquire their natural state of inanimation, wherein these processes are

inapplicable.

(1.3.7) The Phaidros

The Allegory of the Chariot (246a3-255a1)
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In the Phaidros, Plato continues the identification of two different forms of life: one that belongs to
the soul, and might be considered ‘true’ life; and one that belongs to the body, being a reflected
image of this ‘true’ life.2*! This dichotomy exists, necessarily, and must be taken into account when
considering the nature of ‘life.” Accordingly, Sokrates proffers the following argument serving to
demonstrate the illusory nature of the ‘life’ that belongs to the human being, in contrast to the ‘real’

life that belongs to the soul (246b5-d2):

(246b) (1) Ttii 8 o0V BvNTOV Te Kal ABdvatov KoV EKARON MelpaTéoy
elnelv. (2) Yuyn ndoa navrog EmpeAsttal tod dPoyou, mavra 6
oUpavov neplmoAel, AAAOT’ év AAAoLG €ldeat yyvouEévn. (3) teAéa
(c) pév o0V oo KAl EMTEPWHEVN HETEWPOTIOPET TE KAl TTAVTAL
TOV KOOV SLoIKeL, (4) 1) 6€ mrepoppuroaca dEpeTal EwG av
otepeol Twoc Avtihdpntat, ol KatolkloBeioa, odpa yiivov
AaBolica, autd autd Sokolv KLVETV S1a TV €kelvng SUvVaLy,

(5) Twov T6 cupumav €kAnRBn, Yuxn katl c®pa mayév, Bvntov T
£oyev énwvupiav: (6) aBdavatov 6& 008’ &€ £vog AGyou AsloylL-
OUévou, (7) AMA mAdTTopev oUte 166vTeG 0UTE LKAVG VO OAVTEG
(d) Beodv, aBavatov T {kov, £xov uev Puxnv, Exov 6&€ oua, TOV
ael 6£ xpovov talta cupnedukota. AANNAG tadta pév 6,

omn t® Be® dbilov, TalTn EXETW Te Kal Aeyéobw-

[LOEB translation:] “Now we must try to tell why a living being is called mortal or
immortal. Soul, considered collectively, has the care of all that which is soulless, and
it traverses the whole heaven, appearing sometimes in one form and sometimes in
another; now when it is perfect and fully winged, it mounts upward and governs the
whole world; but the soul which has lost its wings is borne along until it gets hold of
something solid, when it settles down, taking upon itself an earthly body, which
seems to be self-moving, because of the power of the soul within it; and the whole,
compounded of soul and body, is called a living being, and is further designated as
mortal. It is not immortal by any reasonable supposition, but we, though we have
never seen or rightly conceived a god, imagine an immortal being which has both a
soul and a body which are united for all time. Let that, however, and our words
concerning it, be as is pleasing to God.”

241 |rwin (1979): 244.

100



This, | believe may be presented in the following manner:

(1)

(6)

‘N &1y 0OV BvNTOV Te Kal aBdvatov {Gov EKARON melpatéov elnelv’ (‘Now, then, one must
attempt to recount in what way a living being is called both mortal and immortal,’ 246b5-6).
‘Wuyn ndoa mavtog EntpeAsttal tod apoyou’ (‘All soul takes care of all of inanimate being,’
246b6), ‘tavta 6¢€ oUpavov TeputoAel, GAAOT v GAAoLG (6ol ylyvouévn’ (‘and it traverses
all heaven becoming different forms at one time and then another,” 246b6-7).

‘Tehéa pév o0V 00OA KOl EMTEPWHEV LETEWPOTIOPET TE KOl TIAVTA TOV KOGHOV SLOKET (‘So,
when it is perfect and fully-winged, it both travels high and governs the whole universe,’
246b7-c2).

‘H &€ mtepoppunoaca pépetat Ewg Gv atepeol Tvog avtihapntal’ (‘But the soul that sheds
its wings is borne along until it lays hold of something solid,” 246¢2-3), ‘00 katowioBeioq,
o®ua ynivov Aapolicd’ (‘wherein it settles, occupying an earthly body,” 246¢3-4), ‘a0t aUTO
SokoDv KLvelv 81 v ékelvng Suvauy’ (‘it seeming to move of its own accord because of
her [i.e. the soul’s] power,’ 246c4).

‘ZMov 10 cupumav €kANBn’ (‘As a whole, it is called a living being,” 246¢5), ‘Quxn kot cOua
nayeV’ (‘fastening together soul and body,” 246¢5), ‘Ovntov T £oyev énwvupiav’ (‘and it
possesses the designation mortal,” 246¢5-6).

“ABavatov 6& 008’ €€ Evog Adyou Asloyilopévou’ (‘But on no account can it be considered
immortal,” 246¢6-7).

“AM\Q A GTTOpEV 0UTE 180VTEG 0UTE iKavG voroavieg Beov, aBdavatdv TL {ov, EXoV HEV
Puxnv, Exov 8¢ cua, Tov dcl 6€ xpovov talta cupnepukota’ (‘Yet, having neither seen nor
sufficiently considered god, we form an image of an immortal living being, possessing soul

and possessing body, these being united for eternity,” 246¢7-d2).

Sokrates’ account reaffirms the definition of the living being as the union of body and soul (cf.

Chapter 1.3.4 on the Euthydemos), in addition to the dichotomy that exists between that life that
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belongs to the soul, and that life that belongs to the individual. In the case of the latter, this is done
with the presentation of an account of incarnation (cf. 1.3.9 for another account of the soul’s
incarnation), i.e. how the soul comes to be embodied, using as its starting point the Chariot
Allegory.?*? According to this allegory, meant to relate the structure of the soul, the soul is akin to a
winged chariot, consisting of two horses and a charioteer. One of the horses embodies all that is
‘good,” whereas the other embodies all that is contrary. Their charioteer, meanwhile, represents
intelligence, who attempts to keep control of the horses, allowing the good horse to lead, so that the
soul always travels upwards. However, if intelligence is unable to keep control of the horses, and lets
the bad horse lead, the soul metaphorically ‘sheds its wings’ and descends from its home in heaven

to the corporeal world (246¢2-6).

Once the soul can no longer support itself and begins to ‘fall,” it does so until it comes across
something solid, i.e. corporeal body (246c). Thereupon the soul inhabits the body, retaining only
those properties inherent to it, e.g. life and motion. Nevertheless, the soul possesses the capacity to
manifest these intrinsic properties, through the body it inhabits, such that they exhibit themselves in
the corporeal world. Sokrates, in this context, provides the example of motion, arguing that upon
the soul’s embodiment, the body it inhabits appears to move as though of its own accord. Self-
motion, however, is an intrinsic property of the soul alone, and so the body possesses only the
appearance of self-motion, as it moves courtesy of the soul and not under its own volition. Likewise,
the body appears to possess life, but this is an intrinsic faculty of the soul, and so it is only through

the soul’s presence the body seems to possess the capacity to live.?*

Consider the example of the car; when an individual witnesses a car drive past, the senses perceive
the car to be moving. The car, however, does not possess the capacity for self-motion; it is only
through the agency of the driver that the car is able to move. The driver must decide to turn the

ignition, to press the accelerator, and to steer the car. The car, therefore, possesses only the

242 For further on the Chariot Allegory being used to consider issues of (re)incarnation see Chapter 3.7.
243 See further Chapter 1.3.5 on the Phaidon. Irwin (1979): 244.
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appearance of self-motion; but of the two entities, it is only the driver that is capable of self-motion,
in reality. So, the soul is like the driver; when it inhabits the body, the body lives and moves itself,
but this is only the appearance of self-motion and life. Out of the two entities, it is the soul that
possesses agency, ‘turning the ignition’ of the individual in order to manifest the appearance of life,
and ‘pressing the accelerator’ and ‘steering’ the body in order to create the impression of self-
motion. Just as the individual cannot drive the car ad infinitum, so the soul cannot remain in union
with the body for all time; but there must be a point at which this union is dissolved (246c6-7). In the
case of the car, there will come a point at which the petrol will run out, the tyres will require
replacement, the chassis will rust, and the engine will break down; thus dissolving, permanently, the
union between that particular car and the driver. Likewise, with regards to the individual, there will
come a point in which the body ‘breaks down’ and ceases to function, thereby dissolving the union

between that body and soul, permanently, which is called ‘death.’2*

(1.3.8) The Timaios

In the Timaios, the character of Timaios relates to Sokrates (and the other interlocutors) a

245 3s a gift of friendship in return for Sokrates’ account of

cosmogony, cosmology, and anthropology,
the ideal polis in the Politeia (17a1-20d6, esp. 20c1: ‘viv AvtamodwaoeLlv oL T& TWV Aoywv EEvia’).
Timaios introduces the notion of the Demiourgos, a cosmic ‘craftsman’ who appears to exist outside
of our universe. The Demiourgos, according to Timaios, created the universe through his own

agency; the Demiourgos thereby acting as direct causation for the existence of the universe. If, as

Timaios argues (29d7-30c1):

244 Just as the driver can buy a new car, and create a new union; so the soul can inhabit a new body, and create
a new union, i.e. reincarnation — see further Chapter 3.

245 Cf. Diogenes Laertios 3.52, wherein Sokrates, the Xenos, Timaios, and the Athenian were considered (at
least by Diogenes) to be the spokespeople of Plato’s views.
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(29d7) TI. Aéywpev 61 &U fivtiva aitiav yéveoty kal T mav

(e) TO8€ O GUVLOTAC CUVESTNOEV. AyaBdC NV, Ayad® 6& oVSELC
Tiepl o08evOC oVBEMOTE yylyvetal pOBOvVOC: TouTou & EKTOG
Wv mavta 6Tl paAlota €BouAndn yevéoBatl mapanAnola €autQ.
TaUTNV 6N YEVECEWCG KAl KOOUOU UAALOT GV TLG ApXNV KUPLW-
30.

(a) Tatnv map’ avdépdv Pppovipwy amodexouevog opbotata Aamo-
S€xoLt’ av. BoulnBelig yap 6 Beo¢ dyaba pév mavra, dhadpov
8¢ undév eivan kotd Suvapy, obtw 81 Tév Boov AV OPATOV
napaAofwv ouy nouxiav ayov GAAA KLVOUEVOV TIANUUEARICG
Kol ATAKTwC, i Tafv alTo Ayayev &k TAg atatiag, Ayn-
OQHEVOC EKETVO TOUTOU TIAVTWGE Bpevov. BENL &’ olT AV

oUT €otwv T® apiotw Spdv AAAo ANV TO KAAALOTOV:

(b) Aoytodpevog oOv NUPLOKEV €K TV KATA GUGLY OPAT®Y 0VEEV
avontov tol voiv €xovtog 6Aov 6Aou kaMlov EcscBal mote
gpyov, voiv & al xwplc Puyiic aduvatov mopayevécBat Tw.
S1a 61 TOV Aoylopov Tovde voiv pév év Puyii, Puxnv & év
OWUOTL CUVLOTAC TO TRV CUVETEKTALVETO, OTWE OTL KAAALOTOV
£ln katd LoV APLOTOV TE EPYOV AMELPYACUEVOC. OUTWE

o0V 81 katd Adyov TOV eikdTa ST Aéyelv TOVSE TOV KOGHOV
{®ov EuPuyov Evvouv Te Ti] dAnBeiq S TV Tol Beol

(c) yevéoBat mpovolav.

[LOEB translation:] “Tim.: Let us now state the Cause wherefore He that constructed
it constructed Becoming and the All. He was good, and in him that is good no envy
ariseth ever concerning anything; and being devoid of envy He desired that all
should be, so far as possible, like unto Himself. This principle, then, we shall be
wholly right in accepting from men of wisdom as being above all the supreme
originating principle of Becoming and the Cosmos. For God desired that, so far as
possible, all things should be good and nothing evil; wherefore, when He took over
all that was visible, seeing that it was not in a state of rest but in a state of
discordant and disorderly motion, He brought it into order out of disorder, deeming
that the former state is in all ways better than the latter. For Him who is most good
it neither was nor is permissible to perform any action save what is most fair. As He
reflected, therefore, He perceived that of such creatures as are by nature visible,
none that is irrational will be fairer, comparing wholes with wholes, than the
rational; and further, that reason cannot possibly belong to any apart from Soul. So
because of this reflexion He constructed reason within soul and soul within body as
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He fashioned the All, that so the work He was executing might be of its nature most
fair and most good. Thus, then, in accordance with the likely account, we must
declare that this Cosmos has verily come into existence as a Living Creature
endowed with soul and reason owing to the providence of God.”

From the above passage, | believe we may draw the following conclusions:

(1) A craftsman creates something, he does so in order to fulfil a particular purpose.

(2) No craftsman, therefore, creates something free of extrinsic finality.

(3) For example, a carpenter creates a chair in order that it may be sat on. Even if the carpenter

Then,

sells the chair, he does so in the expectation that the purchaser will use it for this purpose.
Indeed, even the carpenter who creates the chair under compulsion, e.g. a slave carpenter,
does so in the expectation that the one who compels them will use it for the purpose of
sitting. It may be that one might use the chair as a stool for standing, a table for eating, or as
fuel for a fire. In each case, however, the fact remains that the chair was created, initially,
for the purpose of being sat upon; if one chooses not to utilize the chair in this way, they are

not fulfilling the chair’s telos, i.e. they are using the chair ‘incorrectly.’

(a) The Demiourgos, as the ultimate craftsman, created the universe in order to serve a

particular function.

(b) The universe, therefore, and everything therein, possess an extrinsic finality.

(c)

Consequently, the Demiourgos created the soul with a specific telos in mind, and so it is
possible for the soul to be used ‘incorrectly,” i.e. in a way contrary to the fulfilment of its

intended telos.?*®

246 See further Chapter 2 and 3 for further discussion of the soul’s apparent telos. In terms of the Platonic
Wager, the imposition of a telos from a divine source, serves to ensure, further, the participation of all
individuals, since to ignore the Wager is to ignore the purpose the god established for all human beings. It is
easy to dismiss the Wager as an argument of probability, but in tying the Wager to god, a rejection of the
Wager amounts to a potential act of impiety, since it involves a rejection of one’s divinely imposed telos. In this
way all those who consider themselves pious are forced to participate; allowing Plato to suggest that the life
most able to effect this divinely imposed telos, and return the soul to its natural state of existence, is none
other than the philosophical life, i.e. the Sokratic way of life.
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The creation of all soul in the universe, as outlined by Timaios, falls into three stages: (1) the World
Soul (35a1-37c5); (2) the gods’ souls (40a2-b4); and (3) the ‘mortal’ soul (i.e. the souls of mortal
living beings, 41d4-42a3). All three kinds of soul are created by the Demiourgos in the same manner,
utilizing the same ingredients, though of increasingly less quality (41d4-7), such that the souls of
mortals are of a lesser purity than that of the World Soul. For Timaios, the Demiourgos created the

World Soul in the following manner (35a1-b3):

(35a) cuveotroato ék TWVOE Te Kal Tolwde Tponw. (1) tig duepiotou
Kal GEel KATA TAUTA €xoVoNG ovotac Kal TH¢ ad mept T cwHATA
YLYVOUEVNG LEPLOTHC TPLTOV £€ dudolv €V HECW CUVEKEPACATO
ovaiac €180¢, (2) Tiic Te TavTod Ppuoewc [ad mépt] Kal THg Tod
£1épov, (3) kal kotd TavTd cuvéotnoev év péow Tol Te Apepolic
aUTOV Kal ol Katd Td cwpata peplotol- (4) kat tpia Aapwv
alta 6vta cuvekepaoaro ig plav mavra ib€av, thv Batépou
PUOLY SUGHELIKTOV 00OAV ELC TAUTOV CUVAPUOTIWVY Biq.

(b) (5) pewyvuc 8¢ peta tfig oboiag Katl €k TPLOV TIOLNOAUEVOG £V,
(6) maAwv 6Aov tolito polpag doag Mpooikev SLEVELUEY, EKAOTNY
6¢€ €k te TauTol Kal Batépou Kal TR o0olag LEPELYLEVNV.

[LOEB translation:] “and He made her [i.e. the Soul] of the materials and in the
fashion which I shall now describe.

Midway between the Being which is indivisible and remains always the same and the
Being which is transient and divisible in bodies, He blended a third form of Being
compounded out of the twain, that is to say, out of the Same and the Other; and in
like manner He compounded it midway between that one of them which is
indivisible and that one which is divisible in bodies. And He took the three of them,
and blent them all together into one form, by forcing the Other into union with the
Same, in spite of its being naturally difficult to mix. And when with the aid of Being
He had mixed them, and had made of them one out of three, straightway He began
to distribute the whole thereof into so many portions as was meet; and each portion
was a mixture of the Same, of the Other, and of Being.

The above passage may be broken down thus:

(1) The first ingredient the Demiourgos uses to create the World Soul is ‘being.” The Demiourgos
takes the Being that is indivisible and always like itself (i.e. Being), and that being that is

divisible and connected with the bodily (i.e. Becoming). In the middle of these two kinds of

106



(2)

(4)

being, he blends a third kind of being consisting of both. (tfi¢ duepiotou kal det katd TavTd
gxoUong olotag Kol TG o Tepl TA CWHIOTA YLYVOEVNG LEPLOTHS TPiTOV €€ Apdolv év uéow
ouvekepdoato oloiag €(60¢, 35al1-4).

The Demiourgos then adds two further ingredients — that of the Same and that of the
Different; the World Soul thus consisting of three ingredients: Being, the Same and the
Different (tfic Te TalToU pUoEWC [ad TéPL] Kal TFiC ToD £tépou, 35a4-5).

As with the first ingredient — Being — so with the Same and the Different. The Demiourgos
takes the indivisible part of the Same and the Different, and that of the divisible connected
with the bodily. In between these two — the divisible and indivisible forms of the Same and
the Different — a third, intermediate kind of Same and Different is added. (kai katd TadTd
OUVEODTNOEV €V Héow Tol Te Apepolc alT@V Kal Tol Katd cwpota peplotold, 35a5-6).

The Demiourgos then takes these three substances — the tri-partite Being, Same, and
Different — and mixes them all together, creating one whole form, the World Soul. In order
to overcome the opposite and repellent natures of the Same and the Different, which
inherently prohibit the easy mixture of the two, the Demiourgos utilized such force as was
necessary to overcome the two opposing natures. (kai tpia Aapwv autd dvta cuvekepAoaTo
elg piov mavta i6€av, TV Botépou PUGLY SUGUELKTOV 0UGAV €I TAVTOV GUVAPUOTIWY Bid,

35a6-8).

(5) The World Soul thus consists of three ‘ingredients’: Being, the Same, and the Different, or

rather a tri-partite Being, Same, and Different, mixed together in order to create a new,

unified whole. (pelyvig 6€ petd tfig ovolag kai £k TPV totnoapevog €v, 35b1).

(6) This mixture the Demiourgos then divides into as many portions as befitted it, each portion

containing an equal amount of Being, the Same, and Different. (NdAwv 6Aov tolito poipag
0o0¢ pooiikev SLEVELUEY, EkAoTnV &€ £k Te TalToD Kal Batépou kal tfig ovaoiag

MEUELYUEVNY, 35b2-3).
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For this reason, the World Soul, the souls of the gods, and the souls of mortal living beings conform
to the following construction (though the gods’ souls are of a lesser purity than the World Soul, and

the souls of mortal beings, still more so):

Composite Tri-partite

il being Being

Divisble,
mortal
same

Composite Tri-partite
same Same

Divisble,

L mortal

Composite Tri-partite

Different different different Different

Tri- Tri- Tri-
partite partite partite
Being Same Different

This particular derivation of soul (see diagrams above), imbues all soul with two intrinsic properties —
life and intelligence.?*” Regarding the souls of mortals, the first ingredient the Demiourgos uses in
order to construct the soul is ‘Being’ (‘O0oiag’). More specifically, the Demiourgos utilizes a tri-
partite mixture of being consisting of both Being itself, Becoming, and an intermediate kind of being

that is a combination of the former. Thus, at least half of all being that belongs to the soul is that of

247 Timaios, 35a-b; See further Chapter 3.8.
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the immortal kind, that which belongs to Being itself, ensuring that a part of soul possesses eternal
existence. This accords with Timaios’ subsequent description of the soul’s embodiment (the
tripartite soul), in which the soul consists of the reasoning part, the spirited part, and that of the
appetitive part. The latter, appetitive part being described as completely mortal in nature; that of

the reasoning being completely immortal, and the spirit part lying between the two (69d6-71d4).2*

Yet, being — or existence — is not equivalent to life; if existence were equivalent to life this
would have the effect of rendering all the things-that-are (ta 6vta) in the universe alive, since they
exist. For example, a rock numbers among the things-that-are; but it is clear that a rock is not alive,
despite partaking of being. How is it possible to reconcile the existence of the rock, i.e. its

participation in being like the soul, with its obvious lack of life? In this case:

(i) What differentiates the rock from the individual, despite both partaking of being?

(ii) The individual is considered to be ‘€uuxov’ (with soul), whilst the rock is ‘@uxov’
(without soul).

(iii) The differentiating element being the presence of soul. The individual possesses soul,
and experiences life; whereas the rock does not possess soul, and so does not
experience life. Indeed, without the presence of soul, the individual is likewise
considered an inanimate body.

(iv) What distinguishes the kind of being that belongs to the soul, from that which belongs
to the rock?

(v) Timaios argues that the soul possesses three kinds of being: Being, Becoming, and an
intermediate being that is a mixture of the former; and is, moreover, created by the
Demiourgos. The combination of the Demiourgos, and the presence of Being, allows the

soul to partake of life.

248 See further Chapter 3.8 and Clegg (1977): 116.
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(vi) The rock, on the other hand, is created by the gods (who are themselves created by the
Demiourgos), and consists of only one form of being: Becoming. This must be the case,
since Being is immortal, and no part of the rock’s existence is immortal; hence it cannot
partake even of the intermediate form of being, as this too contains Being.

(vii) Life, therefore, appears analogous to the presence of both Being and the intermediate
form of being, i.e. the presence, in some way, of the true Being that belongs to the

Forms.

A potential contradiction arises, however, when one considers the category of living beings called
plants. Plants (76e7-77c5) are considered ‘€puuyov, and thus alive, yet possess a completely mortal
soul, suggesting they too do not possess either Being or the intermediate being, like the rock. How
can the plant be alive but not the rock, when they partake of the same kind of being? The
Demiourgos, when creating the universe, did so looking to an eternal model.?* This model
possessed four type of living being: (i) the gods; (ii) living beings that dwell in the air; (iii) living
beings that dwell in the sea; and (iv) living beings that dwell on land (39e3-41d3). Upon creating the
gods, the Demiourgos assigned the gods with creating the bodies of these living beings, as well as all
those things that are necessary for their survival (42d2-e4). Although plants may number amongst
the living beings that dwell on land and sea, Timaios makes it clear (39e3-41d3, 91d5-92¢9) that
these categories refer to land and sea animals, respectively. He describes how animal bodies came
to be as transformations of the initial body assigned to the soul of mortal beings — that of the human

male; and plants do not figure in this description.

Plants, therefore, appear to be additional beings added to the universe by the gods, presumably in
order to assist the mortal living beings the Demiourgos sought to include in the universe in order to
match his eternal model (77c6-7). Timaios does not give a reason why the gods would require plants

to be ‘living,” other than through the use of abductive reasoning. In this case, that plants are living

249 Fine (1999d): 33.
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beings because their creators (the gods) determined it should be so; and since the gods are perfect
beings who always act in accordance with the ‘good,’ so this decision is good. However, all soul was
created by the Demiourgos, using ingredients the gods do not have access to, otherwise they would
possess the capability to create themselves, or beings of equal status to themselves; a scenario the

Demiourgos specifically prohibits (41a7-d3).

The gods must, therefore, imitate the Demiourgos with the ingredients they do have access to —
Becoming. Accordingly, the gods emulate the Demiourgos, creating a soul possessing the spirited,
and appetitive parts shared by the rest of soul, but the soul of plants is composed purely of the
Becoming form of being.?*° Plants, therefore, possess an entity that is composed purely of Becoming,
making it completely mortal; but contains those parts shared by the rest of soul —the spirited and
appetitive, giving the plant the illusion of life, as this entity (‘soul’) closely imitates the soul created
by the Demiourgos. The rock, on the other hand, consists of the mortal type of being, alone, and
possesses no parts in common with any soul; hence the rock exists, but it does not possess life, nor

the illusion of life.

Only the soul, therefore, of all the entities that exist within the universe participates in Life. For an

entity to partake of ‘true’ life, it must adhere to the following set of requirements:

(i) It must be created by the Demiourgos.

(ii) 1t must partake of the three forms of being: Being, Becoming, and the intermediate form
of being composed of the former.

(iii) It must possess a tripartite structure consisting of the reasoning, the spirited, and the
appetitive, at least in the Timaios, since the soul of the tree, for example, possesses no
reasoning part and so does not partake of ‘true,” immortal life (76e7-77c5). Hence its
absence from the cycle of reincarnation (91d5-92c9), and from the Demiourgos’ list of

beings necessary to complete the universe (39e3-41d3).

250 This must be the case since they were created without the reasoning part of the soul, i.e. intelligence, 76e7-
77c5.
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As a result of the above requirements, the soul (all types) is the only entity that participates in ‘true’
life, i.e. it is the only entity in the universe one can argue is ‘really’ alive.?! Every other entity that
appears alive, e.g. plants, animals, and the human being, possess only the appearance of ‘life,’ such
that upon the soul’s departure, these entities cease to live, and reassume their original inanimate

natures.

(1.3.9) The Nomoi

In the Nomoi, Kleinias has been appointed the task of founding a new colony by the Kretans. The
three principal interlocutors — Megillos, Kleinias, and the Athenian — take advantage of this
opportunity, in order to discuss how one might go about instituting a polis that ensures the greatest

amount of virtue for the greatest number of citizens (see for example 662b1-663e6).

The Law Regarding the Natural Death of an Ordinary Citizen of the Polis (12.958c7-960c1)

(959a1) ... tac 6€ MpoBEoelg MPHOTOV PEV N LAKPOTEPOV XPOVOV
gvbov ylyveoBal tol dnAolvtog Tov Te £kteBve®Tta Kal TOV
Ovtwg tebvnkota, €in &’ v oxedov, we TdvBpwrva, HETPOV
£youoa tpltala mpog to pvijpa ékdopd. (i) meiBeobat &’ €otl
T VOUOBETN XpeWV TA Te AAa Kal AéyovtL PUXAV CWUOTOG
glvaL TO Tav Stadépouoay, (i) £v avTé Te T® Piw TO map-
eXOMEVOV UMV EkaoTov TOUT elvat pndév aAN f Thv Yuxnv,
(b) (iii) T0 6& o®pa ivéaAlopevov UGV ékdotolg EmeaBbal, Kai
TEAEUTNOAVTWY AéyecBat KaAGIC EIGWAa £lvaL T TRV VEKPGIV
owpora, (iv) Tov 8& dvta AU®V EKaoTtov dvtwe, dBdvatov givat
Yuxnv énovopalopevov, mapd Beol¢ GAAoug améval Swaoovta
Aoyov, KaBdamnep 6 VOUOG O TATPLOG AEYeL—T(H HEV Yap AyadR)

Bappaléov, TG &€ Kak® paia poBepov—pBonBelav Te AUTR

21 rwin (1979): 244.
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HATWVO LEYAANV €LvaL TETEAEUTNKOTL LGVTL yap ES8eL BonBelv
TIAvTag Toug mpoonkovtag, Omwe OtL Sikatdtatog Wv Kai

(c) oowwtatog €N te LWV Kal TEAEUTAOOC ATLUWPNTOC AV KAKDV
QUAPTNUATWY €YLYVETO TOV HETA TOV £vBade Blov. €k 6
ToUTWV 0UTWG £xOVTwyY oVdEMoTe oikodBopelv xpn, Stade-
pOVTWE vopiZovta Tov altol ToUTov Elvat TOV TMV oapK&OV
Oykov Barmtdpevov, AAN" €kelvov TOV UOV | ddeAdov, f OvTva
TIC LAALOD’ nyeTtal moB®V Bamtely, olxeobal mepaivovta Kal
EUTUUIAGVTA TRV aUTod potpay, (v) o 8& mapodv Setv el MoLEly,
(d) ta pétpla dvaliokovra wg ic apuyov xBoviwv Bwpov: ...

[LOEB translation:] “Ath.: ... And as to the laying-out of the corpse, first, it shall
remain in the house only for such a time as is required to prove that the man is not
merely in a faint, but really dead; and accordingly, in a normal case, the third will be
the proper day for the carrying out to burial. As in other matters it is right to trust
the lawgiver, so too we must believe him when he asserts that the soul is wholly
superior to the body, and that in actual life what makes each of us to be what he is is
nothing else than the soul, while the body is a semblance which attends on each of
us, it being well said that the bodily corpses are images of the dead, but that which
is the real self of each of us, and which we term the immortal soul, departs to the
presence of other gods, there (as the ancestral law declares) to render its account,—
a prospect to be faced with courage by the good, but with uttermost dread by the
evil. But to him who is dead no great help can be given; it was when he was alive
that all his relatives should have helped him, so that when living his life might have
been as just and holy as possible, and when dead he might be free during the life
which follows this life from the penalty for wickedness and sin. This being so, one
ought never to spend extravagantly on the dead, through supposing that the carcase
of flesh that is being buried is in the truest sense one’s own relative; but one ought
rather to suppose that the real son or brother—or whoever else it may be that a
man fancies himself to be mournfully burying—has departed in furtherance and
fulfilment of his own destiny, and that it is our duty to make a wise use of what we
have and to spend in moderation, as it were on a soulless altar to the gods below ...”

This particular law regards the burial rituals that are to be observed for the average citizen of the

polis that has died a natural death, having led a life according to the laws. The Athenian has

previously outlined the law and rituals that are to be observed by the polis in relation to (a) those

who do not die natural deaths (e.g. those who are slain in battle); (b) those who did not live

according to the laws of the polis (for example, those who were executed for a crime, or exiled); and

(c) those who occupy prestigious positions in the governing of the polis, i.e. positions which require
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one to be of high moral character, and possess a virtuous nature more generally, e.g. the Guardians

of the Laws.

The Athenian gives a detailed definition of the citizen to whom this particular law is

applicable (12.958c7-d3): a citizen born and brought up in the polis, who has reared children of their

own; dealt fairly in their transactions; payed the appropriate penalty for any infractions; and died of

natural causes. This is then followed by the actual burial rites themselves, in which he provides

specifications regarding the size of a citizens’ tomb, the appropriate period of mourning, the rites

that must be followed, etc. (12.958d3-959a5). Subsequent to this explicatory section of the law, the

Athenian provides an exegesis relating why it is that the law must be prescribed in this manner:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

‘“The soul possesses absolute superiority over the body’ (‘g uxfVv CWHATOC VoL TO TaV
Sladépouoay,” 12.959a5-6). This notion forms the underlying assumption of this particular
law on burial rites. The soul is always superior to the body, and always possesses primacy
over it. Hence, the care one shows to these entities must be proportional to their relative
importance. By devoting an inordinate amount of care and attention to an inanimate body,
the individual is not showing the appropriate reverence that belongs, by nature, to the soul.
‘While | am alive | have nothing to thank for my individuality except my soul’ (‘v a0T® te T®
Blw TO MapexOpeVOV UMV Ekaotov ToUT elvat pndév aAN f Thv Yuxnyv,’ 12.959a6-7).
Everything the individual believes is indicative of the self, results from the presence of soul.
Life itself is an intrinsic property of the soul, that belongs only temporarily to the human
being. Once the soul departs from the body, it takes ‘life’ (and everything that once
constituted the individual, e.g. intellect, memory, and perception) with it, and the body
reassumes its natural state of inanimateness. Without the soul, the human body is of equal
status to a rock —inanimate, perceptionless, devoid of feeling and intelligence.

‘My body is just the likeness of myself that | carry round with me, this means we are quite

right when we say a corpse 'looks like' the deceased’ (‘T0 6& o®pa ivbaA\opevov UGV
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gkdotolg EmeoBay, Kal TEAEUTNOAVTWY AéyeaBat KaAGIC 6w £lvaL T TRV VEKPGV
owpata,” 12.959b1-3). This statement further reinforces the belief that the soul represents
the ‘true’ individual, and participates in ‘true’ life.>2 Compare, for example, modern particle
physics. Here, the human being is composed of a variety of atoms, which in turn are
composed of a number of subatomic particles, e.g. quarks. It is the various combinations of
these subatomic particles that constitute the ‘real’ human being. Yet, an individual does not
perceive another as an amalgam of quarks; the ‘true’ appearance of the individual being
imperceptible to the human eye. Instead, the individual perceives a ‘likeness’ representative
of the specific combination of quarks that constitute a particular human being. Likewise, the
soul represents the ‘true’ reality of the individual, but it is imperceptible to the human eye;

consequently, one sees only a reflection of this ‘true’ reality — the human being.

(iv) ‘Our real self - our immortal soul - departs, as the ancestral law declares, to the gods below

to give an account of itself...” (‘Tov 8¢ dvta UGV Ekactov Bvtwe, ABdvatov elvat Puxniv
émovopoalopevov, mapd Beouc dANouc dmiévar Swoovta Adyov...,” 12.959b3-5 ff.).23

‘It is our duty to make the best of what we have and spend only a moderate sum on the
body, which we may now think of as a kind of altar to the gods below, now deserted by its
spirit’ (‘T 6& mapov Selv eV ToLETY, T PETPLA AvaAiokovTa (e i¢ uxov xBoviwv Bwpodv,’
12.959¢7-959d1). The Athenian has argued, above, that the human being is a mere ‘likeness’
of the ‘true’ self —the soul. As a result, once the divine and immortal soul has departed the
body, the body reverts to being an inanimate entity, and should be treated accordingly.?**
Yet, the body should not be disposed of entirely as though it were completely worthless,

rather, although it is now inanimate, it once housed a divine entity — the soul —and it

252 |rwin (1979): 244.

253 See Chapter 2 for a discussion of the soul’s judgement and the ramifications therein.

254 Cf. Phaidon 115a-116a wherein Kriton asks Sokrates, prior to his execution, how he would like to be buried.
Sokrates replies to Kriton with complete indifference, arguing that it is of no concern how his body is buried,
since it is not the ‘real’ Sokrates; the ‘real’ Sokrates is that of the soul.
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represents the likeness of that divine entity. The Athenian, therefore, suggests that the body

should be thought of as akin to an altar to the departed soul.

(1.4) The Definition of ‘Death’

(1.4.1) The Apologia

The understanding of death Sokrates proffers in the Apologia relies upon a twofold manner of
argumentation. On the one hand it is an understanding based on inference and analogy. On the
other hand, it consists of a delineation of a particular set of attributes believed to be characteristic of
the condition of being dead. Both methods for defining death are exemplified in the description
Sokrates’ gives at the end of the dialogue, in which he relates two alternative possibilities regarding
the afterlife (39e5-41c7). This he does, to some degree, in order to console his companions following
his death sentence;?*® but this serves, moreover, as a response to the common attitude directed
toward him during his trial, which argues ‘is he [i.e. Sokrates] not ashamed to have followed a way of
life that now results in his death?’ Death being understood in this sense as an absolute cessation of

life, and therefore, ‘bad.’

This common attitude embodies, at least for Sokrates, the popular understanding of death,

emphasizing three aspects in particular:

(i) Death is something bad;

(i) Death is something to be feared; and

255 Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 242.’
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(iii) One must do whatever is necessary to retain bodily existence.?®

The above popular understanding of death relies, according to Sokrates, upon the underlying
assumption that it is possible for one to possess some kind of knowledge regarding what occurs after
death. In order to fear death, to label it something ‘bad,” and exhort individuals to cherish life above
all else, one must necessarily possess some conception of what occurs to the human being after
death, and that this conception is ‘true.’ In terms of the Platonic Wager, such individuals have
identified the same two options — either there is an afterlife or there is not — and participated in the
game; but they have wagered that, since death is an evil, there can be no afterlife. In order to
demonstrate to such individuals that they have made the incorrect wager, Sokrates attempts to
refute the underlying assumption influencing their decision — the belief that death is an evil. This he
does through an appeal to two of the so-called Sokratic paradoxes: (i) one does not desire evil; and
(ii) one does not err willingly; effectively predicating this popular understanding of death on

ignorance.”’ For Sokrates:

(a) The prevalent view prevents death as something bad, something to fear, and something to
be avoided at all costs.

(b) Given that one does not desire evil, and those who hold this view see death as an evil, so
these individuals believe they are acting correctly in not desiring death.

(c) These individuals, however, do not present a complete knowledge of death, but are ignorant
of the ‘true’ nature of death.

(d) Therefore, it is illogical for these individuals to view death as an evil, and seek to avoid it,

since they do not possess knowledge of these things.

256 Cf, Kallikles’ sentiment in the Gorgias 492e that stones and corpses would be considered the happiest of all,
were bodily existence considered to be an evil, and death a benefit.
257 Irwin (1977): 78-86; Irwin (1979): 143-147; and Kahn (1996): 132.
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(e) Consequently, they may err in their estimation of death, and through their ignorance, desire

what is evil; in this case, bodily existence.?*®

Although Sokrates directs a charge of ignorance at those who hold to the common understanding of
death, he himself believes he does possess some knowledge regarding the ‘true’ nature of death.
Namely, that death is the contrary of the popularly-held belief that it is neither an evil or to be
feared; and since it is not an evil, one should not be so attached to bodily existence. Or, at the very
least, one should not be overly certain of the categorization of death as an evil, as though it were
verifiable fact. In order to prove his position, he utilizes both his daimonion and two alternate
conceptions of the afterlife. This section will focus on the two possible afterlives Sokrates proffers in
order to support his conception of death (see further 1.3.1, 2.2.4, and 3.2), which, as introduced in
the Introduction section (C), Sokrates utilizes in order to establish the existence of a ‘Platonic
Wager’; a wager that all individuals are forced to participate in, and demonstrates that a belief in the
existence of an afterlife is statistically more beneficial than a belief in the contrary. Consequently,

one must believe in the existence of an afterlife; and by extension, that death cannot be an evil.?*°
The Preface (39e5-40c3) *°

(39e5) (1) vuiv

40.

(a) yap wc pilotc olotv EmSetfat €0€Aw TO Vuvi pot cupPePn-
KOG Ti TIOTE VOET. &pot yap, ® BvSpeg SikaoTai—Uudc yap
SKaoTAG KaADV 6pBHG Gv KaAolinv—BAUUAOCLOV TL YEYOVEV.

1 vap elwBuld pot povtikn A tol Satpoviou €v pev th
TPAOOEV XPOVW TAVTL TTAVU TIUKVI AEL AV Kal TLdvu &t
OULKPOTG €EVAVTIOUHEVN, €1 TL LEANOLUL 1N OpBQIC TP AtELY.

(2) vuvl 8¢ ocupPEPnKE pol Amep opdrte kal avtol, (3) Tautl & ye &n

258 As Sokrates posits in the Platonic Wager, a belief that death is an evil, leads the individual to wager on the
option that might cause the individual to focus on bodily pleasures, and commit acts of injustice detrimental to
both themselves and others, since they choose the option with the most to lose, and little to gain.

259 Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 237-238.

260 Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 237-257.
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oinBein &v Tic Kol vopiZeTan Eoxara Kak®dv elval: (4) épol 8¢
(b) olte £€€10vTL £wBev oikoBev AvavTLwONn TO T00 B0l onueiov,
oUTte fvika avéPalvov évrauBol €nl to dikaotrplov, olTe €v
T AOyw o0dapol pEAOVTL TL €pelv. Kaitol £&v AAoLG AdyoLg
moAAaxol &1 pe énéoye Aéyovta petalu- (7) viv 6&€ oudauol
mepl TaUTNV TAV TPAELY 00T €v Epyw oUSevi oUT v Adyw
Avavtiwtal pot. TL o0V aitiov ivat UmoAapBavw; (9) eyw

OV €pQ- KLVSUVEUEL yap HoL TO cupPePnkdg tolito dyabov
veyovéval, kat oUK £06’ Omwc AUETC 6pOWG UTIOAAUPBAVOUEY,
(c) BooL olOpEBA KAKOV ElvaL TO TEBVAVAL. HEYX oL TEKHLPLOV
ToUTOU Yyéyovev: ol yap €06’ Omw¢ oUK AvavTiwon Gv Lot to
elwBO6¢ onuelov, el pun t €perlov éyw ayabov mpatetv.

[LOEB translation:] “You see | want to explain to you as my friends the meaning of
what has now happened to me. You see, members of the jury—for in calling you
members of the jury | would be giving you your rightful name—something
remarkable has happened to me. My usual prophetic voice from my spiritual sign
always on every occasion in the past used to come very frequently and opposed me
even on quite trivial matters if | was about to do something wrong. But now things
have happened to me that you can see for yourselves: things that one would think,
and are considered to be the extreme of evil; but the god’s sign didn’t oppose me
either when | left home at dawn or when | came here up into to court, or at any
point in my speech when | was about to say something. Yet in other discussions in all
sorts of places it stopped me in midspeech. But now in these proceedings it hasn’t
opposed me anywhere in either word or action. What should | take to be the reason
for this? | will tell you. You see there’s a probability that what has happened to me
has turned out for the good, cand those of us who think that death is a bad thing
cannot be making a right assumption. I’'ve had significant proof of this, for there’s no
way my usual sign would not have opposed me, unless | was about to do something
good.”

Sokrates makes the statement that, conceivably, there are two alternate conceptions of the afterlife
(‘6uotv,” 40c5). Regardless of which option is true, each of these conceptions demonstrate the

veracity of his thesis that death is neither a bad, nor something to fear; and one should not attempt
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to cling on to bodily existence at the expense of one’s soul. This belief he predicates upon his own

personal relationship with the divine, as expressed through his daimonion, %! such that:

(1)

(9)

On all previous occasions, Sokrates’ daimonion opposed him when he was about to commit
a wrong (39e1-40a6).

Presently, Sokrates’ has been found guilty at his trial, and been sentenced to death (40a7).
Death, according to the prevailing view, is the worst of all evils; an evil soon to be visited
upon Sokrates (40a7-8).

Yet, at no point has Sokrates’ daimonion opposed him (40a8-40b5).

The daimonion constitutes a personal link between Sokrates and the divine (40a4: for
instance, “pot pavtikn 1 tod datpoviov” suggests it is a daimonion that belongs to Sokrates

” u

- “to me,” “pol”).

Since the divine always act in accordance with the good, so the daimonion likewise acts
consistently in accordance with what is good.

The failure of Sokrates’ daimonion to act and prevent his death sentence, implies that
Sokrates’ death is consistent with the good (40b4-6).

Given the divine origin of this information, Sokrates’ assigns to it the status of ‘true’
knowledge regarding the nature of death.26?

Death, therefore, is neither an evil nor is it to be feared and despised, but it must be in

accordance with the good (40b6-40c3).

(10)Hence, the common desire to avoid death is akin to desiring what is contrary to the good,

i.e. what is evil. This leads the individual to err, but to err unwillingly, since their actions arise

from a position of ignorance regarding ‘the truth.’

261 Cf, Apologia 31c¢8-d1, 40a4-6, 40b2, 40c3-4, 41d6; Euthydemos 272e4; Euthyphron 3b5-7; Phaidros 242b8-9;
Politeia 6.496c4. See further Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 106, 106n.100, 216n.7, 238-241, 243-245, 253;
Reeve (1989): 69-70, 181; Irwin (1992): 53; Kahn (1996): 97; Weiss (1998): 16-17, 19; Rosen (1999): 199;
Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 141-143, 145-146, 174-175, 179.

262 As Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 253 assert with regards to Sokrates’ daimonion, ‘the god does not lie to
Socrates.’
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If Sokrates believes his daimonion truly constitutes a connection with the divine, then his belief that
death is not an evil, though reliant on a certain amount of inference, is ultimately presented as a
form of revealed truth. One might argue that the two alternative forms of the afterlife Sokrates
proffers below serve to provide logical proof of this particular understanding of death; and certainly,
this appears to be Sokrates’ own view. In other words, in order to justify a belief he already appears
to hold, Sokrates establishes the Platonic Wager as though it were proof that death is not an evil,
when, in actuality, it is circular in its reasoning. The Platonic Wager justifies the belief that death is
not an evil, yet it is the belief that death is not an evil that leads to the establishment of the Wager.
Consequently, Sokrates proffers these two alternatives under the initial assumption that death is not

an evil .2

This foundational assumption Sokrates acquires via inference, utilizing his daimonion’s action, or lack
thereof, as confirmation of an initial intuition regarding the nature of death. It is only through the
input of a divine source of knowledge that Sokrates feels able to arrive at the normative conclusion
that death is not an evil, which then serves as the underlying premise of the two alternate
afterlives.?®* One may argue that this does not strictly constitute revealed truth, since the daimonion
does not reveal anything directly, but only through lack of action. This is true enough, yet if the
daimonion is understood to be a personal agent in itself, or even if it results from the agency of
others (in this case, the divine), then its decision not to intervene constitutes a direct choice, either
on its own behalf, or that of the divine. Thus, a failure to intervene functions as a direct exertion of
the daimonion’s agency, as it consciously decides not to intervene, which has a direct impact upon
Sokrates and his understanding of death. The daimonion chooses to allow Sokrates to arrive at this
conclusion, which, based upon Sokrates’ understanding, indicates that his conclusions are in

accordance with the good.

The First Conception of the Afterlife (40c5-40e4)

263 Rice (1998): 88.
264 Rice (1998): 12.
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(40c5) (i) Suolv yap Batepdv £otiv TO TeBvaval: i yap

olov undév eivat unde alobnotv undepiav Pndevoc éxetv Tov
Tebve®ta, A KOTA TA AeyOpeva LETOBOAN TLC TUYXAVEL

oloa Kal PeToiknolc Tij Yuxfi Tod témou tol £vOEvSE €ig
GAAov tomov. (ii) kal gilte 6 undeuia aiobnoic éotv GAN

(d) otov Umvoc €meldav TI¢ kaBeUSwV Und’ dvap pundev opd, Bau-
HACLOV KEPSOC Av €in 6 BAvaToc—Eym yap Av olpay, €l Tva
gKAeEGEVOV §£0L TAUTNV THV VUKTA &V ] oUTw KaTéSapBev
wote Und& dvap i6ely, kal Tag AANag vUKTAG TE KOl NUEPAG
TaG tol Biou 100 €autol avtumapadévra Tautn tfj VUKTL 6oL
okeapevov einelv moéoag Gpewvov Kat fdlov NUEpPAG Kal
VUKTAC TAUTNC TAG VUKTOC BePiwKev v T& autod Plw, olpaL
av ) OTL WtV TV, AAAG TOV péyav Baoléa eDaplOun-
(e) Toug Gv elpelv aUTOV TAUTAG TIPOC TAG AAAOC NUEPAG Kal
voktac— (iii) el o0V ToloUToV O BAVATOC €0TLY, KEPSOC Eywye
Aéyw:- kal yap o0&V mMAelwv 6 MAC xpovog daivetatl oUTw

& glvat f pia vOE.

[LOEB translation:] “You see death is one of two things, for either it’s as if the dead
person has no existence, and has no perception of anything, or according to what
we’re told, it’s actually a change and removal of the soul from its place here to
another place. And if there’s no sensation, but as in sleep, when someone while
sleeping sees nothing, not even in a dream, then death would be a wonderful
benefit. For | would think, if someone had to choose that night during which he slept
so deeply as not even to dream, and compare all the rest of the days and nights of
his life with this night and then after consideration say how many days and nights he
had spent during his lifetime better and more pleasantly than this night, | think that
not just a private citizen, but the Great King of Persia himself ewould find these easy
to count up when set against the rest of his days and nights. If then this is what
death is like, | say it is a benefit, for in that case the whole of time seems to be
nothing more than a single night.”

| proffer that this particular conception of the afterlife may be broken down thus:

(i)

(ii)

The dead are nothing and possess no perception of anything (40c5-7: “f yap
olov undv eivat unde alobnotv undepiav pndevoc éxetv Tov TeBvedta”).
Death, according to this conception, is akin to a dreamless sleep, completely

devoid of perception (40c9-40e2): “kai eite &1 undepia aiodnoic éotiv AN olov
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Umvog €neldav tig kabevdwy Pnd’ dvap undev opd, Baupdaciov képdog av €in 6
Bavatog,” 40c9-d2.

(iii) If death is like this, argues Sokrates, then it is a great advantage (“kép&oc,”
40e2), since eternity would seem like one night (“kat yap o006&v mAeiwv O TAC

xpovoc daivetat oUtw 61 givat i pio vOE,” 40e3-4).265

At the beginning of this discussion, two motivations were given regarding Sokrates decision to
proffer two alternate conceptions of the afterlife. The first was to serve as consolation to his
companions, demonstrating how the popular conception of death does not conform to the ‘true’
nature of death.?® The second was to respond to the common attitude displayed towards him,
which asks ‘is he [i.e. Sokrates] not ashamed to have followed a way of life that now results in his
death?’ This particular conception of the afterlife fails to fulfil either purported purpose. If the
popular understanding of death holds that death is an evil, and bodily existence should be cherished
above all else, then the argument that the dead are nothing, only serves to reinforce this popular
belief. This conception of the afterlife confers primacy upon bodily existence, since only in life can

one experience anything, whether pleasure, pain, love, sight, thought, etc.

265 Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 258-259. Brickhouse and Smith’s assertion that ‘Socrates does not assert
dogmatically that senselessness is pleasant, he says only that it is pleasant by comparison to the experiences
typically involved in normal life,” further supports the argument that Sokrates intends to direct the reader
towards the acceptance of the second conception of the afterlife. In so doing, Sokrates encourages the reader
to opt for the ‘correct’ choice in the Platonic Wager; the choice that ensures the greatest benefit for the
participant — the belief in the Platonic conception of the afterlife, and the pursuit of the Sokratic way of life.
See also Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 176, and Weiss (1998): 30. Weiss argues that ‘death cannot really harm
a good man, harm being understood in its technical sense of causing injury or corruption to the soul.” If this is
the case, then the dreamless sleep does involve harming the soul, even of the good man. Sokrates argues that
the conception of death as a dreamless sleep entails the complete lack of perception, in a motionless body, for
eternity. If the soul no longer perceives, it can no longer think; if it can no longer think, it no longer possesses
knowledge. Moreover, its existence in a motionless body, suggests the soul loses its capacity to move, a
characteristic even Thales supposedly believed to be inherent to soul (KRS 89, 90). If the soul no longer
possesses the capacity to think or to move, then it is reasonable to conclude that the soul ceases to exist —i.e.
the soul comes to harm. Or, the soul is trapped forever in the corpse, incapable of manifesting its inherent
properties —i.e. the soul, once again, comes to harm. Therefore, it is unlikely that Sokrates expects the reader
to adopt this conception of the afterlife as the truth, but rather it supports the notion that he directs the
individual to the second conception of the afterlife — the one that confers the most benefit on the soul.

266 Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 242; Weiss (1998): 30. Although, as argued above in the notion of a Platonic
Wager, Weiss’ argument that both conceptions of the afterlife ultimately aim only ‘to lift the spirits of his
unhappy supporters,” is perhaps too sceptical an analysis of Sokrates’ aims.
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Moreover, it does not provide any evidence for Sokrates’ way of life being in any way preferable to
any other. If the dead are nothing, and death is akin to an eternal, dreamless, and perceptionless
sleep, then it makes no difference whatsoever whether one lives the life of Sokrates, the life of the
tyrant, or the life of pleasure, since all will experience the ‘great advantage’ (‘ueifov ayabov,” 40e6-
7) of this type of death. Thus, Sokrates cannot accept this conception of the afterlife as a viable
option in the wager, as regardless of which option one chooses, everybody ‘wins,” and the wager is

made null and void.
The Second Conception of the Afterlife (40c7-9, 40e4-41c7)

(40c7) ... (i) A koTd T Asyopeva HeToBOAN TIG TUYXAVEL
oloa Kal PeToiknolc Tij Yuxfi Tod témou tol £vOEVSE €ig

GAAov tomov.

(40e4) (ii) €L &’ ab olov amodnufoai €0t O

Bavatog €vOévde eic GANov TOmov, Kal GAnBR £oTv T
Aeyopueva, we dpa €kel elolL AvTeg ol TeBve®TeC, T Lellov
&yaBov Toutou £in dv, O dvdpeg Sikaotai; i ydp Tig

41.

(a) ddkdpevog eigAdou, amaAlayeilg TOUTWVL TV GAOKOVTWV
SKAOTGV €lvat, eVPAOEL TOUC WS AANBGIC SIKAOTAC, oiep

kol Aéyovral ékel Sikalevy, Mivwg te kat Padapavoug kal
Alakoc kal Tputtohepog kat dAAot 6oot TV NUBEwWV Sikatot
&yEVovTo £V TM £autdv Biw, dpa pavAn v €in f dmodnuia;
(iii) i a0 Opdet ouyyevéaBat kat Mouoaiw kat Hoodw Kal
OunNpw £mi moow Gv Tig S£EaLT’ Gv UUQIV; Eyw HEV Yap
TOAAGKLG €AW TeBvaval el Talt’ €otv AANBH. énel

(b) Epolye kal abT® Bavpaoth v €in N dtatplpr avtoby, (iv) omote
gvtOyotpt Madapndet kat Alavttl Td Tehapivog kal €l Tig

GAAog TGV mahal®v SLd Kpiolv adikov T€Bvnkey, Avtutapa-
BAANOVTL T €UOUTOD TTABN TIPOS TA EKElVWV—WE Ey® OLpaL,

oUK av And&c ein—kat 61 TO péylotov, Toug kel é€stdlovta
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Kali épeuv@vta worep touc evtadBa Siayety, Tig auTiv 00dOg
£€0TLV KOl Ti¢ oletal pév, €otiv &’ oU. £mi moow & Gv TLG,

® GvSpec Skaotal, SE€atto E€eTdoal Tov émt Tpolav dyaydvia
(c) Thv moAAnv otpatiayv f} Oduoocéa i Zioudov f GAAoUG
Hupioug &v Tic eimot kat BvSpag kal yuvaikag, olg EKel
SlahéyeoBal kal ocuvelval kal £EeTalely aunyavov v €in
gudatpoviag; (v) mavtwg ov dnmou ToUToU Ye Eveka ol EKel
amnokteivouol: ta te yap dMa evdaovéotepol eloLv ol £kel
TV évBade, kai Rn Tov Aowmov xpovov aBavartoti siowy, inep
VE TA Aeyopeva GAnOA.

[LOEB translation:] “... or according to what we’re told, it’s actually a change and
removal of the soul from its place here to another place.

But if death is a kind of migration from here to another place, and what they say is
true, that indeed all the dead are there, what greater good could there be than this,
members of the jury? For if someone, after getting to Hades, having rid himself of
these self-proclaimed jurors, will find real jurors, who also are said to judge cases
there, Minos and Rhadamanthus and Aeacus and Triptolemus and others of the
demigods who were just in their lives, would this be a bad transfer? Or again, to
meet up with Orpheus and Musaeus and Hesiod and Homer, what price would any
of you pay for that? You see I'm willing to die many times over if this is the truth,
bsince for myself spending time there would be wonderful, when | could meet
Palamedes and Aias, Telemon’s son, and any others of olden times who died as a
result of an unjust judgment, and compare my experiences with theirs—in my view
it would not be unpleasant—and what’s more, the most important thing, | could go
round, examine and inquire, just as | did here, who is wise and who thinks he is, but
isn’t. What price, members of the jury, would one pay to examine the leader of the
great army against Troy, or Odysseus, or Sisyphus, or the countless others one could
mention, men and women, to converse with whom there, and meet and examine
them would be utmost happiness? At any rate, | don’t suppose they put people to
death there for doing this: in fact there are other reasons why they are more blessed
there than those down here, not to mention that from then on they’re immortal for
the rest of time, if, that is, what is said is true.”

This second account of the afterlife may be broken down thus:

(i)

(ii)

The soul undergoes a transition and a change of home, from here to somewhere
else —in this case, Hades (40c7-9).
A judgement of the soul occurs, conducted by a set of 'true' judges, consisting of

demigods who lived a life in accordance with justice (40e4-41a5).
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(iii) Here in Hades, one will find all those who have died. For example, Hesiodos and
Homeros, Palamedes and Aias, Odysseus and Sisyphos (41a6-c4).

(iv) The continued existence of the soul in the company of others affords the soul
the opportunity to resume particular aspects of life characteristic of this world.
For example, Sokrates believes that he will be able to continue to test and
examine the people there, determining who among them is wise, and who
claims to be wise, but is not (41b1-5; cf. 38a5-6 — 6 6¢€ dvetétaotog Biog ov
Blwtog avBpwnw’).

(v) The souls remain in Hades for the rest of time, being immortal; and exist

henceforth in a state of happiness (41c4-7, 41¢9-d2).2%”

According to this conception, death is merely a transition for the soul — a change from one location
to another. Here, the soul remains for eternity, being an immortal entity. Sokrates thus identifies a
dual aspect to death: on the one hand, the soul is immortal, and so never experiences death; on the
other hand, all living beings do appear to experience a state of existence known as ‘death.’ The form
of death that belongs to living beings, according to Sokrates, is nothing more than the separation of
the soul from the body, thereby dissolving the union that had existed up to that point and initially

constituted the living being. For the soul, death involves both a return to an abode alike in nature to

267 Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 259 argues that Sokrates’ second conception of the afterlife does not diverge
from traditional stories regarding the afterlife. Yet, if one considers Homeros’ description of Hades in the
Odyssey 11.51-635 one may see that the two are quite divergent in nature: (i) Sokrates’ judges are more
numerous, at least for the present; (ii) Sisysphos in the Odyssey is tortured in Tartaros, whereas in Sokrates’
account he is Hades with the other good and just souls; (iii) the souls in the Odyssey do not possess self-
awareness or intelligence except for Teiresias, whilst for Sokrates souls continue to converse and possess the
capacity for intellectual discourse; and (iv) in the Odyssey Akhilles famously asserts he would rather be the
lowliest slave than lord of the dead, whereas in Sokrates there is no suggestion that Hades is such a miserable
place; indeed, this would refute Sokrates’ stated aim — to demonstrate that death is not an evil (at least for a
good person). In Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 176-177, they concede that Sokrates’ second conception of the
afterlife ‘is not exactly like any of the other afterlife stories that have come down to use from the ancient
world.” See also Weiss (1998): 36-37. However, Weiss (1998): 36n.72, proffers the idea that the ‘Apologia
contains no hint death is the final release of the soul from the fetters of the body’; despite Sokrates’ clear
statement that the second conception of death involves a relocation of the soul to another place apart from
the body (40e4-41c7).
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itself, but also a resumption of its natural state of existence, allowing it to remanifest those

properties intrinsic to it, e.g. immortality.?®

From the point of view of the body, death likewise involves a resumption of its natural state of
existence, as it returns to being an inanimate entity once the soul has departed; before eventually
decomposing into its constituent elements. Employing a more holistic account of death, taking into
account both the perspective of the soul and body, corresponds to both descriptions of the afterlife
proffered by Sokrates. The first conception death as a perceptionless sleep describing the experience
of death from the point of view of the body; whereas the second conception of death, describes the

experience of the soul.

Unlike the previous conception of death, this version of the afterlife does respond to the two
motivations that precipitated these two accounts of the afterlife, implying this version. First,
Sokrates demonstrates to his companions that the popular conception of death is incorrect, since
one arrives at people of like nature with oneself, and possesses the capacity to continue to test and
examine the souls there (cf. Apologia 38a5-6). Moreover, the soul’s immortality ensures that one
may experience this kind of existence, in complete happiness for all time. Death, therefore, cannot
be an evil, nor is it something to be feared; consequently, it is unnecessary to cherish greatly bodily

existence, since the disembodied existence of the soul far surpasses this in nature.

Finally, this version of the afterlife predicates the attainment of future happiness, on the judgement
of the soul, suggesting that only those souls that have lived a life in accordance with justice may
achieve this form of existence. This future happiness does not apply to all souls, but only those who
have lived their life in a particular manner. Sokrates suggests that the life he has led thus far
conforms to the manner of life one must live in order to be adjudged worthy by the ‘true’ judges,
and attain this everlasting happiness after death.?®® In this way, Sokrates establishes that one should

wager the existence of a positive afterlife, necessitating one to live a life in accordance with justice

268 Cf. Kriton 43d7-44b4; Phaidros 246a-e; Johansen (2004): 19.
269 Reeve (1989): 152, 181.
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and the good, i.e. the Sokratic way of life. Accordingly, this provides a final apologia for the Sokratic
way of life, showing that regardless of whether there is or is not an afterlife, one will derive more
benefit from living the Sokratic way of life, than living any other manner of life. Sokrates is,

therefore, justified in living the life he has lived, and performing the actions he has performed.

(1.4.2) The Gorgias

The concluding section consists of an eschatological account provided by Sokrates to Kallikles,
possessing the stated purpose of demonstrating that (a) one should live a virtuous and just life, and
(b) acting in an unjust manner is the worst thing one can do, regardless of the situation (522e1-4,
527a5-527e7).2’° Consequently, Sokrates emphasizes that part of the afterlife most dependent upon
the type of life one has led — the judgement of the soul.?’* Despite this focus on the details of the
judgement, Sokrates includes two particular aspects of importance for the present discussion. First,
he provides an explicit definition of death, as it applies to the individual; and second, he introduces

the notion of corrective punishment.

In the second conception of the afterlife given in the Apologia (40e4-41c7), Sokrates provides a
description of the kind of life that awaits the just soul, concluding that death cannot be an evil.
Through the notion of corrective punishment, Sokrates completes the account of the afterlife begun
in the Apologia, providing the kind of life that awaits the unjust soul, concluding, likewise, that death

cannot be an evil. In the case of the just soul, this is so as death entails an eternity of happiness.?’?

270 Cf. Menon 89a3.

271 See further Chapter 2.4.4 on the judgement of the soul in the Gorgias.

272 Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 177. Brickhouse and Smith argue that Sokrates, in the Apologia, only
considers the afterlife from the point of view of the good and just human being: ‘let us be clear that Socrates is
not here considering what might be the afterlife fates of evil or unjust human beings.” This thesis argues that
the Gorgias completes the account of the afterlife Sokrates began in the Apologia, by describing the fates of
the evil or unjust human being. Such must be the case, given that the Gorgias’ account of the afterlife focuses
on establishing the ‘threat’ of the true judge, who always knows whether a soul is good or bad; no soul being
capable of escaping their adjudication. Sokrates then proceeds to describe the fate of the soul after its
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For the unjust soul, death consists of a cleansing and purification, removing the pollution and
deformities suffered by the soul through the individual’s unjust actions. This serves to assist the
unjust soul in returning to its natural state of existence, as a pure and divine entity, and to ‘cure’ it of

the ignorance that led to its initial perpetration of injustice.?”

For the purposes of the present discussion, one may divide this eschatological account into two
specific parts: the first part (523a1-524a7) relates events of the distant past, and outlines how and
why the present laws governing the disembodied soul came into existence. The second part of the
account, 524b8-527a4, consists of a Sokratic analysis of the first part, as he applies the laws
instituted in the first, in order to describe how and why the afterlife operates in the present fashion.

It is this second part of this account that forms the focus of this discussion.

Here, in the second part of Sokrates’ account, he provides the first explicit definition of death. In this
case, death is defined as 'nothing other than the separation of two entities — of the soul and the
body - from each other' ('o06&v aAAo f| Suoiv mpayuartotv StaAuats, Thg Puxiic kal tol cwpatog, A’

AaAANAow,' 524b2-4). From this particular definition, one may draw the following conclusions:

(a) The body and the soul are understood to be two distinct and independent entities, each
possessing their own individual and unique natures.

(b) The living being, therefore, results from the union between these two entities.

judgement, dedicating most of this description to the fate of the unjust soul —in this case, the curable and
incurable souls — with only a proportionally small amount of time being given to the fate of the just soul.
Presumably, this is because one may just read the second conception of the afterlife in the Apologia. On the
other hand, it may be that Sokrates possesses a different motive — to justify the Sokratic way of life; but rather
than focus on the benefits associated with the living of such a life (as in the Apologia), he focuses on the harm
that befalls all those who choose not to live such a life (the curable and incurable souls in the Gorgias). In this
way, the Apologia considers the Platonic Wager by detailing the benefits that await those who opt for the
correct choice, whereas the Gorgias suggests the evils that await those who opt for the incorrect choice. Either
way, both direct the reader to opt for the correct choice and, accordingly, live the Sokratic way of life. See
further Kahn (1996): 51-52, 126, who similarly argues that the Gorgias functions as an apology for the Sokratic
way of life. Morgan (1990): 72, on the other hand, posits that ‘the Gorgias is intended to comfort the just.’
Whilst this may be a secondary function of the account, since the just may read the account and feel
vindicated in their mode of life, given the fates of the curable and incurable soul; the main purpose of the
account is to convince the ignorant, e.g. Kallikles, that one should believe in the Platonic Wager, and opt for
the Sokratic way of life, lest some great evil befall them in the future.

273 See further Chapter 2.4.4. Johansen (2004): 19.

129



(c) Life, however, is an intrinsic property of the soul (see further Chapter 1.3 above), and so
upon the soul’s departure from the body, it carries with it those properties inherent to its
nature.

(d) Consequently, as the soul departs from the body, so does life.

(e) Death is, therefore, the separation of the soul from the body.

(f) According to this definition, death is a purely human construct; for the soul is immortal and
so never experiences death. Likewise, the body is by nature inanimate, and so it too never
experiences death as its natural lot, as it never experiences life in order to suffer death.
Death belongs only to the union that arises from the combination of body and soul, i.e. the

living being.?’*

Although death appears to belong to the living being, alone, in the Gorgias, it does not necessarily
constitute the cessation of the personal identity of that living being. The soul, according to Sokrates,
possesses the sum of all the knowledge, experiences, and memories originating from its period of
incarnation —i.e. that time in which it was in union with the body. Based on this understanding of
the soul, the soul represents, in this case, the ‘true’ self, and it is an examination of this ‘true’ self
that forms the basis of the subsequent judgement of the soul (524d3-525a6, hence Sokrates
statement in the Apologia 38a5-6, that the unexamined life is not worth living). Death, therefore,
does not entail the complete dissolution of the personal identity of the living being, at least in the
Gorgias. In the Gorgias, the soul must retain enough of its embodied personal identity in order that
a judgement may occur in the afterlife, and since the soul appears to stay in Hades for all time, so

some aspect of the soul’s embodied personal identity must remain.?’> Indeed, death cannot entail

274 |n this way, death does not belong to the soul — it being an immortal entity — nor does it belong to the body
— it being an inanimate entity by nature. Rather, death belongs only to that entity, (the living being), that
results from the union of soul and body, the suggestion being that the living being is, in some sense, unnatural;
death existing, therefore, to return both the soul and the body to their natural states of existence, and restore
order in the universe.

275 | ater, (see further Chapter 3), Plato’s conception of reincarnation will necessitate the complete cessation of
this personal identity prior to reincarnation, in order that a completely new and separate individual may be
created, securing a wholly fair judgement for all individuals; see also Bostock (1999): 418-420. For instance,
were personal identity to continue from incarnation to incarnation, then each individual would not be judged
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the immediate cessation of personal identity, as this would invalidate the judgement of the soul

Sokrates describes subsequently (see further Chapter 2):

(i) Judgement requires the existence of individuation — one soul must be distinguishable from
another.

(ii) Individuation corresponds to personal identity, which secures a uniqueness for each soul.

(iii) Predicating this individuation on a personal element, gained only through its period of
embodiment, secures for the soul its status as the ‘true’ self — the sum of every decision,
memory, perception, and piece of knowledge that occurred during its period of incarnation.

(iv) It is the soul’s status as the ‘true’ self that permits the soul to be judged as a free agent,
possessing complete responsibility for its own actions, thereby validating the complete
fairness Sokrates assigns to the judgement.?’®

(v) Were there a break in the continuity of this personal identity, this would create a period of
time in which the soul does not represent the ‘true’ self. Consequently, any choices made in
this period of discontinuity (and any effects arising therein), cannot be said to represent
those of the individual. Hence, the soul cannot be taken as a ‘true’ exemplification of the

individual, and so the judgement loses its completely fair and just nature.

The necessary continuance of personal identity allows the individual to participate, at least to a
certain degree, in immortality, since the soul is immortal (see Chapter 1.3), and so should continue

to possess this identity for the remainder of its existence.?”” In subsequent dialogues, however,

solely on the actions of the present incarnation, but on the sum actions of all incarnations thus far. Thus, if a
just individual, e.g. Sokrates, happened to have been a great tyrant in a prior incarnation, that individual would
be judged not on their own just actions in the present, but also on the unjust actions of their prior incarnation
as a tyrant. This would invalidate the notion that a just individual may not come to harm in death (Apologia
41c-d), since the just individual would only avoid harm in death, if they had the good fortune to have had no
unjust incarnations in the past. In other words, only through random chance could the just individual avoid
harm in death, which negates Timaios’ claim (see Chapters 1.3.8, 1.4.8, and 3.8.1) that the universe, and
everything therein, was created by a divine, ordering intelligence

276 McPherran (2006): 258.

277 The Gorgias, however, introduces further the notion of curative punishment in Hades for a particular class
of unjust soul (cf. Chapter 2.4.4). If a soul is adjudged worthy of curative punishment, it must necessarily be
cured of something. In this case, it is being cured of the ignorance that led to it committing unjust actions, as
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Sokrates will introduce the notion of reincarnation — the soul’s incarnation in a number of different
bodies. This creates a situation in which the soul partakes in a number of different bodily unions,
thereby creating a number of different individuals. In order to ensure the judgement of the soul
retains its fair and just nature, it is necessary for a complete termination of the soul’s previous
personal identity between each period of incarnation (see Chapter 3). This final cessation of the
soul’s prior personal identity, results in the absolute death of that individual, but the soul’s

immortality ensures its deliverance from such a fate.

(1.4.3) The Lakhes

Sokrates seeks to develop a further aspect of death, which posits that for some individuals it is
better to suffer death than to continue living (195¢3-196a3, Gorgias, 511c4-512d8).278 If Sokrates
can demonstrate that this is indeed the case, this will lend further credence to an understanding of
the ‘true’ nature of death, whereby death constitutes a good for all souls. In this particular case,
Sokrates’ argument relies upon the following presuppositions (established in the Gorgias, Chapter

1.4.2, above):

(i) Death is the separation of the soul from the body.
(ii) The soul undergoes a judgement subsequent to this separation.
(iii) The judges categorize the soul as either ‘just’ or ‘unjust.’

(iv) The ‘just’ soul will experience reward.

well as the effects of this injustice on the soul. Hence, the soul’s possession of an unchanged personal identity,
for all time, appears applicable only to the just soul; the curable soul, for example, must experience some kind
of change over time. As the curable soul is cured of its ignorance, the arrangement of the soul must change to
reflect this reduced amount of ignorance, thereby altering the personal identity the soul possessed when it
arrived in Hades. Were this not the case, one would have to ask why are the curable souls given the
designation ‘curable,” and what exactly are they being cured of? Cf. the Ship of Theseus though experiment,
which asks one to consider whether an entity that has had all of its constituents replaced remains,
fundamentally, the same object.

278 Kriton 46e-48b. Irwin (1979): 143-147; Kahn (1996): 132.
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(v) The ‘unjust’ soul will experience corrective punishment; unless it has been classified
‘incurable,” in which case it will act as a deterrent for other souls.

(vi) Regardless, death appears to constitute a purification for the unjust soul.

(vii) Therefore, one might conclude that it is better for one who possesses an unjust soul to die,

and undergo the appropriate punishment, in order that the soul might be cleansed of its

injustice.?”®

Sokrates conducts his discussion of this aspect of death, with a consideration of the wisdom, or

knowledge, that belongs to the doctor (195¢3-196a3):

(195c) £Q. Ti Sokel Adxng Aéyewy, @ Nikia; £olkev pévtol
Aéyewv TL.

NI. Kal yap A£yeL V€ TL, o0 pévtol AANBEC ye.

5Q. N6¢ 61;

NI.“Ott oietat toU¢ latpouc AoV TL l8EvaL TIEPL TOUC
KAUVOVTOG fj TO UyLewvov Telmelv olov Te Kal voo®SeC. ol 8¢
énmou tocoltov povov loaotv: €l 6& devov Tw ToliTo €0tV
1O Uylaively POV f TO KAUVELY, AYii o0 TouTi, O AdXNG,
ToU¢ latpoug éniotaoBal; fj o moANOTC oleL £k Tfic vooou
BEWVOV Elval iy AvaoTival i avaoTivat; ToJTo yap eimé-
(d) o méoL dnC dpewov eivat Zfjv kat ob TTOANOTS Kpeittov
tebvavay;

AA. Olpat ywye To0TO Ve.

NI. Olc o0V TeBvavat AUGLTEAET, TaUTA oleL S elvat

Kal oic ZAv;

AA. OUK Eywye.

NI. AAN\& tolito 6 oU 616w TolC laTpoic YIYVWOKELY

A GAAW TWi dNpoupy® ANV TG TV Sev@v Kal pn deviv
£motnpovL, Ov éyw avdpsiov KaA®;

$Q. Katavoetc, @ Adxnc, 8t Aéyey;

279 Cf. Gorgias 486d2-488b1; Nomoi, 12.958c7-960c1; and the Sophistes, 226d9-231b8.

133



(e) AA."Eywys, 6Tl ye TOUG HAVTELS KOAET TOUG AvSpeiouc:
tic yap &n aAlog eloetal Otw Gpetvov {ijv i tTebBvaval,
kaitoL o0, ® Nikia, TOTEPOV OPOAOYETC MAVTLC €lvaL j 0UTE
pavtig olte avdpelog;

NI. Tt 5¢; pavTeL ad OlEL TIPOGHKEL TA SEWA YLYVWOKELY

Kol T Bapparia;

AA."Eywye: Tivi yap GAAw;

NI.Qu éy® Aéyw TOAD pudAhov, @ BEATIOTE- £mel

UAVTLY YE TA oNUETA LOVOV SET YIYVWOKELY TRV EGOUEVWY,
gite Tw Bavarog elte vooog gite AmoBoAn xpnuatwv €otal,
196.

(a) €lte vikn ite ATra i MOAEMOU A kal BAANC TWOC dywviag:
OTL &€ Tw Guelvov ToLTwVY A MaBEeV A} un mabely, Tl pdAAov
MAVTEL TTIPOCHKEL Kpval | GAAW 0Twolv;

[LOEB translation:] “Soc.: What is Laches saying, in your opinion, Nicias? There does
seem to be something in it.

Nic. Yes, there is something, only it is not true.
Soc. How so?

Nic. Because he thinks that doctors know something more, in treating sick persons,
than how to tell what is healthy and what diseased. This, | imagine, is all that they
know: but to tell whether health itself is to be dreaded by anyone rather than
sickness,—do you suppose, Laches, that this is within a doctor’s knowledge? Do you
not think that for many it is better that they should never arise from their bed of
sickness? Pray tell me, do you say that in every case it is better to live? Is it not often
preferable to be dead?

Lach. | do think that is so.

Nic. And do you think that the same things are to be dreaded by those who were
better dead, as by those who had better live?

Lach. No, | do not.

Nic. Well, do you attribute the judgement of this matter to doctors or to any other
skilled worker except him who has knowledge of what is to be dreaded and what is
not—the man whom | call courageous?

Soc. Do you comprehend his meaning, Laches? lach. | do: it seems to be the seers
whom he calls the courageous: for who else can know for which of us it is better to
be alive than dead? And yet, Nicias, do you avow yourself to be a seer, or to be
neither a seer nor courageous?

Nic. What! Is it now a seer, think you, who has the gift of judging what is to be
dreaded and what to be dared?
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Lach. That is my view: who else could it be?

Nic. Much rather the man of whom | speak, my dear sir: for the seer’s business is to
judge only the signs of what is yet to come—whether a man is to meet with death or
disease or loss of property, or victory or defeat in war or some other contest; but
what is better among these things for a man to suffer or avoid suffering, can surely
be no more for a seer to decide than for anyone else in the world.”

Nikias, one of Sokrates’ interlocutors, argues that the knowledge of the doctor amounts to nothing

more than the ability to describe health and disease (195c7-d2). The doctor, for Nikias, is able to

(i) recognize and describe symptoms of a disease;
(ii) suggest particular cures for this disease;

(iii) and even identify certain causes for this disease.

However, the doctor is unable to discern whether it is in the individual’s interest to recover from this
illness, or whether it is more beneficial for this individual to succumb to death (195d4-9; cf. Gorgias,
486d2-488b1). The doctor’s inability to possess such knowledge lies, for Sokrates, in the doctor’s
exclusion of the soul from his or her examination, so that they focus, solely, on bodily health.?° Yet,
even their focus on bodily health extends only to the short term, the doctor being equally unaware

of the long-term effects of a recovery on a particular individual.

For example, an individual might suffer a serious illness, and experience a full recovery; but then
proceeds to commit an equally serious crime, e.g. murder, leading to their execution. From a bodily
perspective, in the short term, the individual underwent a full recovery, benefitting from an
alleviation of their bodily pain. In the longer term, however, the individual suffers pain of an extent
even greater than that during their illness, as they are executed. Moreover, from a psychic
perspective, the individual recovers from their bodily illness only to commit a greater act of injustice,
causing an analogous amount of pollution in the soul. Consequently, it would have been more

beneficial for this individual to die at the time of their illness. If they had died, their soul would have

280 Cf, Protagoras 324e-325c.
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travelled to the judgement, free of the pollution arising from their subsequent act of injustice; in
addition to exempting them from the bodily pain of execution. Yet, the doctor, possessing no
knowledge of these things, deemed such an individual not worthy of death at the time of their

illness, ultimately causing them greater harm than benefit.

Alternatively, an individual might have a disease that leads to the loss of a limb, and so, upon
recovery, they are unable to live their life as before. Although their recovery has caused them
additional difficulties with respect to their bodily existence, the loss of a bodily limb does not affect
the wellbeing of their soul. On the contrary, the psychic health of such an individual is unaffected by
their bodily disability, unless they choose to let it, e.g. through the exploitation of their bodily
suffering for personal gain. The doctor (of classical Athens), however, is likely to conclude that for
such an individual, life is not worth living with such a bodily disability (cf. 195e1-196a3). Although
the doctor considers the long term impact of the individual’s recovery more than in the above
example, they continue to neglect the wellbeing of the soul. In this particular case, the doctor does
not necessarily harm the individual by letting them die, since the individual’s soul (whether just or
unjust) will benefit regardless. However, if this individual possessed a just soul, then the doctor
would be committing an injustice and harming their own soul in precipitating the death of a just

individual, owing to their own ignorance of the nature of the soul.?!

(1.4.4) The Menon

In order to obtain a complete understanding of death, it is necessary to consider briefly the concept
of reincarnation, which Sokrates introduces here in the Menon. As reincarnation forms the basis of

chapter 3, this discussion will attempt to remain brief so as to avoid any unnecessary repetition. In

281 Cf, the Sokratic paradox that one does not err willingly (Gorgias 466a4-468e2); the doctor errs through
ignorance. Irwin (1979): 143-147; Kahn (1996): 132.
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many respects, reincarnation reinforces what Sokrates argues in prior dialogues regarding the

nature of death. In particular, reincarnation entails:

(1) The ultimate expression of dualism, a notion predicated on the belief that soul and
body are necessarily two distinct and separate entities.

(2) A definition of the living being as the combination of body and soul, and thus a
definition of death as the dissolution of this union.

(3) Further support for the existence of a moral component to death; and

(4) The need to consider death from multiple perspectives: the psychic and the bodily;

the ephemeral and the eternal.
Accordingly, Sokrates presents the following description of reincarnation (81a10-e2):

(81a10) 2Q. Ol pév Aéyovtég eiol TOV lepwy Te KAl TOV Lepel@V
dooLC pepEANKe Tiepl WV peTaxetpiloviat Adyov ololc T gival

(b) &t6ovar: Aéyel &€ kal Nivoapog kal Aot ToAAoL TRV TonNTOV
0ool B¢lol eiowv. 0 6& Aéyouoty, Tauti £0TLv- AANAA OKOTEL

£l ool SokoUav AANOR Aéyewv. (i) daot yap thv Puxnv tod
avBpwrou eivat aBdvatov, (i) kai Toté pév Teheutdv—o 81
anoBvrokewv kaAoUol—(iii) Toté & AL yiyveoBay, (iv) drnoAlucBatl
&’ oudemote: (v) belv 6n 8L Talita wg ocwtata StaBLdval Tov
Biov- olow yap Gv—

(b7) ®epoeddva movav malatol mévOeog

6é€etal, gig OV UmepBev GALOV KElVWV EvaTw ETel

avéidot Puxag maALy,

(c) €k tav BaciAfiec ayauol

Kol 0B€vel kpatnvol codla Te péylotol

Gvépeg alovt’- £ 6& TOV Aowmdv xpdvov fpweg ayvol

TPOC GvBpwrnwy KoAedvtal.

(c4) ‘Ate o0V /) Puxn ABAVATOC Te oVoa Kal TTOAAKLS yeyovuia,
Kol Ewpakuta Kol Ta €vOade kal ta évALSou Kal mavta

xpnuato, oUK €0tV OTL 0V HeEPAONKeV: Wote oUBEV Baupaotov
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Kal Ttepl APETAC Kol Ttept BAAWVY 0OV T ElvaL AUTAV Gvapvn-
oBfjval, d ye kal mpotepov Amiotato. ate yap Th¢ GUoEWS

(d) anaoncg ouyyevoiic olong, kai pepadnkuiag thg Yuxiic anavra,
0UG6EV KWAUEL €V povov avapvnoBévia—o &n pabnotv kaholowy
GvBpwmol—TaAa dvta alTOV AVeUPETY, £V TG AVSpEToc
Kol pr arokapvn Intdv: o yap {ntelv dpa kai 1o paveavelv
avapvnolg 6Aov éotiv. olkouv &l melBeobal TolTw O

EPLOTIKG) AOyw- 0UTOC HEV yap &V UECS ApyoUC TTOLAOELEV

Kal €0ty T01¢ pahakolig T avBpwrnwy ASUC dkolical, 66&

(e) 8¢ épyaTikouc Te Kal INTNTIKOUC TOLET: () £Y() TILOTEVWV
AANOET elval £BEAW HETA 0oU INTELV BPETH OTL EOTIV.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. They were certain priests and priestesses who have studied
so as to be able to give a reasoned account of their ministry; and Pindar also and
many another poet of heavenly gifts. As to their words, they are these: mark now, if
you judge them to be true. They say that the soul of man is immortal, and at one
time comes to an end, which is called dying, and at another is born again, but never
perishes. Consequently one ought to live all one’s life in the utmost holiness. For
from whomsoever Persephone shall accept requital for ancient wrong, the souls of
these she restores in the ninth year to the upper sun again; from them arise glorious
kings and men of splendid might and surpassing wisdom, and for all remaining time
are they called holy heroes amongst mankind.”

“Seeing then that the soul is immortal and has been born many times, and has
beheld all things both in this world and in the nether realms, she has acquired
knowledge of all and everything; so that it is no wonder that she should be able to
recollect all that she knew before about virtue and other things. For as all nature is
akin, and the soul has learned all things, there is no reason why we should not, by
remembering but one single thing—an act which men call learning—discover
everything else, if we have courage and faint not in the search; since, it would seem,
research and learning are wholly recollection. So we must not hearken to that
captious argument: it would make us idle, and is pleasing only to the indolent ear,
whereas the other makes us energetic and inquiring. Putting my trust in its truth, |
am ready to inquire with you into the nature of virtue.”

(i) The soul of the human being is immortal (“tfv Yuxnv Tol avBpwmnou eivat dddvatov,” 81b3-

4).

(i) Attimes it comes to an end, which they call 'to die' (‘Toté pév teAeutdv—0 &n AmoBvriokewy

kaAoUol,’ 81b4-5);

(iii) At times it is reborn (‘Toté 6& maAw yiyveoBal,’” 81b5);

(iv) But it is never destroyed (‘@moAAuvcBat 6’ oudénote,” 81b5-6).
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(v) So, one must live their life as piously as possible (‘6lv 6 61a Talta w¢ oowwtata dtapLidval

Tov Blov,” 81b6-7).

Sokrates identifies two aspects to death; one pertaining to the soul and the other to the body. The
individual, however, is the union of both body and soul; and so an understanding of both these
aspects is necessary in order to provide a complete understanding of the nature of death, as it
relates to the individual. From a psychic perspective, death does not exist. The soul is an immortal
entity (&0dvatov, 81b4), and as such it can never admit of death.?®2 The body is, by its own nature,
an inanimate entity, i.e. an entity devoid of life. Consequently, a body left in its natural state of
inanimateness, similarly fails to experience death, as it never possessed a life to lose. For instance, a
rock is a body that exists, always, in its natural state of inanimateness, as the rock’s body does not
possess the capacity to combine with soul effecting a living being. The rock, therefore, never

experiences death.

Although the two entities — soul and body — do not both experience death individually, it is clear that
their composite —the human being — does experience ‘death.” Death, therefore, is to some extent a

concept predicated on the existence of the living; without the living being, death cannot exist:

(1) The living being is a composite entity resulting from the union of body and soul.

(2) Without the soul’s presence in the body; the individual does not exist, and the body retains
its natural state of inanimateness.

(3) The soul’s presence, however, endows the once inanimate body with animation.

(4) Consequently, the body acquires new properties, e.g. intellect, memory, and perception;
and new functions, particularly all of the biological processes associated with the animation,

e.g. breathing.

282 Cf, Timaios 90b-c, in which Timaios suggests that the spirited and appetitive parts of the soul are mortal,
and so experience death; only the reasoning part of the soul appears to be immortal, and so partake of the
divine type of Being. See also Sedley (2003): 38.
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(5) This creates an entity that participates fully in neither the nature of the body nor the soul,
and so acquires a new name: the living being.
(6) Death for the living being is thereby equivalent to the soul’s departure from the body, i.e.

the dissolution of the union that initially created the living being (81b3-6).283

Death results, in this case, from the unique composite nature of the living being, it being neither fully
mortal (allowing for the body to experience life for a certain amount of time), nor fully immortal
(thereby preventing the body from experiencing life for all time). Subsequent to this separation,
which human beings call ‘death’ (81b4-5), both the body and the soul resume their natural states of
inanimateness and immortality, respectively. In order to demonstrate that properties such as
immortality are indeed intrinsic to the soul, Sokrates utilizes the notion of reincarnation, showing
that the soul must continue to possess these properties for all time, as evidenced by its ability to

induce these properties, including life, in subsequent bodies.?

(1.4.5) The Phaidon

On the occasion of Sokrates’ final moments before his (im)pending execution, he takes the
opportunity to offer his companions a second ‘apologia’ (63e8-64a3); one he hopes will be more
convincing than the first one he gave at his trial (the Apologia):

(63e8)”Ea alTov, £Edn. AN’ Uulv &R Ttolg Sikaotalc BouAopot

Aon tov Adyov anodolival, WG pot paivetal elkOTwe avip TQ)

ovtL év plhocoodia Slatpidag tov Blov Bappeilv pEAAWY

283 |n the Timaios, Timaios argues that the Demiourgos combines the Same with the Different in order to
create soul. However, given the opposing natures of the Same and the Different, a great deal of force was
needed to combine the two, and thereby create the soul. (Timaios 35a-b). Likewise, the individual is the
combination of two entities with opposing natures — body and soul — but whereas the soul is able to contain
these contraries indefinitely, the individual cannot not, and there comes a point when the two contraries
‘repel’ each other, precipitating the death of the individual.

284 See further Chapter 3 on reincarnation.
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64.

(a) aroBaveloBat kat eDEATILC €lvaL EKeT péyLota oloeaBat Ayadd
Enelsav TeAeuTrON. S &v oLV 81 ToDB’ oUTwWC EXOL, W

Jlupia te kat KEBng, éyw melpdoopal dppdoal.

[LOEB translation:] ““Never mind him,” he said. “But right now with you as the jury |
want to deliver my argument that it seems reasonable that a man who really has
spent his life on philosophy is steadfast when he is about to die and optimistic that
he’ll be rewarded with the greatest of good things in the world to come when he
dies. So how this may in fact be so, Simmias and Cebes, I'll try to explain.”

As in the Apologia, so in the Phaidon, Sokrates seeks to defend the manner in which he has led his
life, including his unwillingness to flee from his present situation, and most importantly his lack of
fear in the face of death.?® Taking into account an understanding of the individual as the composite
of two entities, Sokrates attempts to demonstrate to his companions that death is nothing to be
feared. This is particularly so for the philosopher, such as himself, who understands that the most
important part of the individual is their soul. The philosopher is aware of the soul’s immortality, and
recognizes that death is a great benefit for all souls, but particularly so for the soul that belongs to

the philosopher (63e8-64a9, cf. Politeia 6.485a1-487a1).

In order to demonstrate his thesis, Sokrates must refute the popular conception of death, which

characterizes it as an evil, and something to be feared (64a10-c9):

(64a10) Kai 0 Syupioc yehdoac, Nij tov Ala, £dn, ® SWKPATES,
(b) o0 Tavu yé€ pe vuvdi yehaoeiovta €moinoag yeAdooL. olpat
yap v Toug MoAANOUC alTO ToUTo dkovoavtac SoKelv €0 vy
eipfioBal ei¢ Toug dhocodolvtoc—kal cupdavat Gv ToUC pHev
nap’ AUV avOpwmoug Kal tavu —OTL T® OvtL ol pLhooco-
dolvteg Bavat®ol, kal odpdg ye o0 AeAnBaotv otL d€lol eiowv
to0TO MACKELV.

Kot GAnGfi v’ &v Aéyolev, ® Spia, ARV ve T00 oS

285 Although, of course, Sokrates was already dead by the time of the Phaidon’s composition, thus, to some
extent, Plato cannot but describe Sokrates as staying to die, because his audience already knows that he did
not leave, and he did in fact die.
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i AeAnBévat. AéAnBev yap altoug f Te Bavatiot kal fj dtol
giowv Bavartou kat olov Bavdatou ol wg GAnBGC pLhdoodol.

(c) elnwpev yap, £dn, mpog NUAG alToUG, Xalpelv EMOVTEC €Kel-
voLG- YoUHEDd TL TOV Bdvatov elvay;

Mavu ye, £pn LMoOAaBwV 6 Zupiag.

Apa pr) @0 T ) TAV ThAS Yuxfic o tod cwpaTog

amaayry; (1) kai ivat To0to T TEBVaval, xwplg pHév (2) amo Tfic
Puxic amaAlayev adto kad’ adto to o®pa yeyovevay, (3) xwplg
6& v Yuxnv [ano] tol cwpatog anarlayeicav adthv Kabd’
aUTAV elvat; apa un GAAo TL A O Bdvatoc f ToUTo;

00k, &AAQ toliTo, Edn.

[LOEB translation:] “Simmias laughed and said: “Yes, by Zeus, Socrates, bthough |
didn’t feel much like laughing a moment ago, you’ve made me laugh. You see | think
that most people when they hear this very point would think it’s been very well said
against philosophers—and people from our city would very much agree—that
philosophers are in the process of dying in actual fact and they would add that they
are perfectly aware that the philosophers deserved it.

“And they’d be telling the truth, Simmias, except the bit about their being perfectly
aware themselves. You see what they fail to notice is the way in which those who
are truly philosophers want to die and the way in which they’re worthy of death and
the kind of death it is. Well then,” he said, “Let’s keep this conversation among
ourselves, and never mind talking to them. We think death is something specific,
don’t we?”

“Certainly,” said Simmias, joining in.

“Is it nothing else but the separation of the soul from the body? And this is what
death is: separated away from the soul the body alone by itself; and the soul
separated away from the body gets to be alone by itself? Death can’t be anything
other than this, can it?”

“No, that’s it,” he said.”

Sokrates begins his refutation by arguing that the popular conception of death arose through
ignorance. In this case, ignorance results in a misunderstanding of three fundamental aspects: (i) the
individual’s composite nature, as a combination of body and soul; (ii) the nature of the soul and the
body, respectively; and (iii) the soul’s ultimate primacy over the body (64a10-c9). If the popular
understanding of death is predicated on a set of misunderstandings, this inevitable leads to an

‘incorrect’ definition of death (cf. Kratylos 436¢7-d4).
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Accordingly, the first task Sokrates devises for himself is to define his terms, i.e. death, in order that
he may place his argument on a solid foundation. For Sokrates, the term ‘death’ represents the

following:2%

(1) Death is nothing other than the ‘separation’ of the soul from the body (‘€ivat todto T
Tebvaval, Ywplg Pev Amno th¢ Yuxfic amarlaysv alto kab’ autd 6 oua yeyovéval,’” 64c5-
6).287

(2) The body comes to be separated from the soul, itself by itself (‘ano tfig Yuxfic dnaAlayev
a0TO KB’ aUTO TO oA yeyoveval,” 64¢5-6).

(3) The soul comes to be separated from the body, itself by itself (“xwpig &€ v Puxnv [ano]

ToU owpatoc aroAayeioav aUThv kKo’ authiyv elvat,’ 64c6-8).

Sokrates’ definition of ‘death’ conforms to that given in previous dialogues (above),?® and
establishes the individual as a composite entity consisting of a union between two distinct and
independent entities — body and soul.?®’ The individual is, therefore, a created entity, and as such
shares in the created entity’s susceptibility to dissolution, in the belief that what has been created
can always be destroyed. Death, in this respect, amounts to nothing more than the natural
dissolution of a created entity back into its constituent parts — body and soul. Upon the termination
of this union, the two constituent entities — body and soul — retain their intrinsic properties, and
begin to revert to their original natures. In some sense, therefore, death is nothing more than the
natural restoration of the order of things.?*° Compare the human notion of a divorce. Here two

distinct and independent entities come together to form a union (‘marriage’). Each of these entities

28 Cf. Phaidon 105d, 106e; Politeia, 10.614b-615c; Philebos 30a; Nomoi 8.828d, 12.958¢-959d.

287 Bostock (1999): 404.

288 Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 253.

289 see note 266.

2%0 |n the Timaios, Timaios argues that the Demiourgos combines the Same with the Different in order to
create soul. However, given the opposing natures of the Same and the Different, a great deal of force was
needed to combine the two, and thereby create the soul (35a-b). Likewise, the individual is the combination of
two entities with opposing natures — body and soul — but whereas the soul is able to contain these contraries
indefinitely, the individual cannot not, and there comes a point when the two contraries ‘repel’ each other,
precipitating the death of the individual.
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possess their own unique natures, and brings to the union a specific set of attributes. Once this
union breaks down, and a separation occurs (the ‘divorce’), the two constituents return to being
independent entities, and retain the attributes they brought to the union. They then proceed to
revert to their original natures, though this takes time owing to the experiences acquired during the

union, and may never be fully realized.

Through this definition of death Sokrates draws out the absurdity of human existence inherent in
the popular understanding of death. The individual is a composite entity, and it is by nature
ephemeral; believing that death will not come is illogical (64e2-65a8). Given the soul’s immortality, it
is equally absurd to prioritize the ephemeral existence of the individual, over that existence which
lasts for all time, and is most representative of ‘true’ existence — immortal, immaterial, incorporeal,

and changeless. For Sokrates:

(i) The soul is immortal.?*

(i) Human existence is both ephemeral and finite.

(iii) If one takes into account time, as a whole, human existence is but a small anomaly, whereas
the soul’s existence is constant.

(iv) ‘“True’ existence, therefore, must belong to the soul.

(v) Hence, itis illogical to prize the ephemeral over the eternal, and fear the everlasting life the

soul resumes upon ‘death’ (cf. 81b1-84b8).

(1.4.6) The Kratylos

Sokrates and Hermogenes seek to consider whether the two entities that together comprise the

individual, i.e. body and soul, have been given names appropriate to their respective natures (399d7-

291 See, for instance, the Affinity argument, 78a-84b, or the Cyclical argument, 69e-72e.
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8).%2 In the case of the soul, Sokrates identifies two possible derivations of the term ‘soul,” each
reliant upon a different conception of the soul’s nature. The first derivation (399d10-e3), according
to Sokrates, represents what he believes the original nomothetoi (name-givers) most likely had in
mind when giving soul its name. The second derivation (399e3-400b7), on the other hand, proffers a
more ‘truthful’ (&dAnB&C¢, 400b6) and ‘technical’ (texvikwtepov, 400b5) conception of the soul; one

which the original nomothetoi did not possess.

Sokrates’ presentation of these different derivations, and his characterization of one being more
likely what the original nomothetoi had in mind than the other, presages the conclusion of the
dialogue, in which he refutes both Kratylos and Hermogenes on the correctness of names. Here, he
argues that a particular entity does indeed possess a ‘true’ nature, and the individual who knows this
‘true’ nature will seek to embody it in that entity’s name, thereby refuting Hermogenes’ relativistic
position towards name. However, the original nomothetoi did not possess this knowledge, thus
precluding them from embodying that entity’s ‘true’ nature in its name, and so refuting Kratylos’
thesis that a study of names, alone, will proffer an understanding of the ‘true’ nature of reality.
Similarly, in the case of the soul, those who gave soul its name (the first derivation) sought to
embody within it the ‘true’ nature of the soul, but they lacked ‘true’ knowledge of the soul, and so

the nature they embodied in the name ‘soul,” does not correspond to reality.

The First Derivation of ‘Soul’ (399d10-e3)

£Q. Q¢ pév toivuv ék To mapaxpfipa AéyeL, olpal Tt

tololitov voelv Toug AV Puynv dvoudoavrag, we tolto dpa,
(1) otav napf T® cwpatt, aitov ot Tol v aut®, (2) thv tod
(e) avamveiv Suvapwv mapgxov kat avaiixov, (3) auo 8¢ exkAei-

novtog tol avauxovtog to oWpa amoAutal te kal TeAeuTd:

292 |t is no coincidence that Sokrates decides to discuss the name 'soul' prior to that of 'body," since it is
symptomatic of his understanding of the soul as possessing primacy over the body (a detail he will make use of
in his analysis of the name 'soul' below); hence his definition of the human being as 'soul and body,' rather
than 'body and soul.' Although this may be due to language convention, given that in English it appears
conventional to say 'body and soul,' whereas in Greek (even to the present) it is more conventional to say 'soul
and body' — ‘Yuxn kat cwpa.’
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(4) 68ev 61 pot dokolowv alTo “PYuxnv” KaAéoal.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. To speak on the spur of the moment, | think those who
gave the soul its name had something of this sort in mind: they thought when it was
present in the body it was the cause of its living, giving it the power to breathe and
reviving it (avayOxov), and when this revivifying force fails, the body perishes and
comes to an end; therefore, | think, they called it Yuxn.”

This derivation relates that conception of the soul the original nomothetoi sought to embody in the

name ‘soul’ (399d10-11):

(1) When a soul is present in a body, it causes the body to live (‘6tav napf] t@® cwpaty, aitov
£otitol Tijv avt®,” 399d12).

(2) The soul bestows upon the body the capacity to breathe and be revitalized (‘tfjv To0
avarmvelv Suvaputy apgyov kat avaiyov,” 399d12-e1).

(3) When this process of revitalization fails, the body dies and is finished (‘Guoa 6£ ékAsinovtog
100 avayuyovroc to opa anoAlutal te kal tedeutd,’ 399e1-2).

(4) Hence, the name ‘soul’ [from ‘to revitalize’] (‘66ev & pot SokoDowv alTo “Yuxnv” kaAéoal,

399e3).

According to this conception of the soul the soul provides the initial spark of life in the body,
initiating the body’s natural biological processes, e.g. breathing, which then assume responsibility
for the body’s retention of life. When these processes terminate, the body can no longer maintain
life, and the individual dies. It is not entirely clear what this derivation believes happens to the soul
after providing this initial spark of life. For example, is the soul considered a separate entity that can
exist independent of the body? Is the soul a material entity that ceases to be with the body? Or does

the soul emerge as a result of the body’s natural processes?

The Second Derivation of ‘Soul’ (399e3-400b7)

(399e3) €l 6£ BoLAsL
—é&xe ApEpa- 6ok yap poi Tt kabopdv mibavwtepov ToUToU
400.

(a) Tolc audt ELBUDpPOvVA. TOUTOU HEV Yap, WG ERoL BOKET,
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KaTadpovricaLeV v Kat YRoavto GopTikov eivat: Tode 8¢
OKOTEL €AV Gpa KOl ool apEan.

EPM. Aéye povov.

(1) ZQ. TAv dLoLy mavtog Tol cwuatog, Wote Kal v Kol
TepUéval, Tl ool Sokel €xeLv Te Kal Oxelv AAAo i Puxn;
EPM. OU6ev GAMo.

(2) ZQ. T 6¢; kat thv v GAAwV anavtwv ¢ucLy ov
motevels Avasaydpa vodv Kat Yuynv eivat ThHv Stakoopodoav
Kal Exouoay;

EPM."Eywye.

(b) (3) 2Q. KaA®g Gpa Gv T6 6vopa tolto €xoL T Suvapel
TauTn f duoLv Oxel Kal £xel “duoExnv” €movoudleLy.

(4) €€eot 6€ kal “Yuxnv” kopupeuduevov Aéyelv.

EPM. Mdvu pév olv, Kal SOKeT yé pot TolUTo keivou
TEXVIKWTEPOV ELVAL.

2Q. Kai yap €otiv: yeholov pévtol paivetal wg AAnOaGig
ovopalOueVoV WG £TEDN.

[LOEb translation:] “Soc. But—please keep still a moment. | fancy | see something
which will carry more conviction to Euthyphro and his followers; for | think they
would despise this attempt and would consider it cheap talk. Now see if you like the
new one.

Her. | am listening.

Soc. Do you think there is anything which holds and carries the whole nature of the
body, so that it lives and moves, except the soul?

Her. No; nothing.

Soc. Well, and do you not believe the doctrine of Anaxagoras, that it is mind or soul
which orders and holds the nature of all things?

Her. | do.

Soc. Then there would be an admirable fitness in calling that power which carries
and holds (&xel) nature (pUowv) duoéxn: and this may be refined and pronounced

puxn.
Her. Certainly; and | think this is a more scientific explanation than the other.

Soc. Yes, it is. But it seems actually absurd that the name was given with such truth.”
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Sokrates is dissatisfied with the conception of soul suggested by the nomothetoi, and seeks to give
his own derivation; one both more truthful and more technical (400b5-6), or at least one we should
accept as being more truthful. Indeed, upon hearing this derivation, Hermogenes asserts this
conception of the soul is truly more technical (texvikwtepov, 400b5), although the ‘truth’ appears to
sound funny (yelotov, 400b6).2 Despite Sokrates’ presentation of a more correct conception of
soul, he ultimate arrives at the same name as the original nomothetoi— ‘soul.” In terms of the
Theaitetos (201d8-210a9) these individuals made a true judgement, but were unable to give an
accurate account to compliment this true judgement, precluding its identification as knowledge.

Sokrates’ derivation asserts:

(1) The soul sustains and supports the nature of each body, so that it lives and moves (400a5-6).

(2) This is applicable to the nature of all things, such that all things are ordered and sustained by
soul, but also mind, as Anaxagoras had argued (400a8-11).

(3) So, the power that supports and sustains the whole of nature is appropriately, ‘the nature-
sustainer’ (400b1-2).

(4) This may be further refined to ‘soul’ (400b3).

The soul, in this account, retains its role as the source of life in the living being. However, in the
previous derivation, the soul acted to initiate life before ceding the ability to maintain this life to the
body’s natural biological processes. Here, the soul does not relinquish this power to the body, but
retains it; life is thus not a property the soul transfers to the body, but is intrinsic to the soul itself,

the two being inseparable. Consequently, it is only through the soul itself that the individual is able

293 Cf. Sophistes 226e-227c; Kratylos 391d4-el. See also Baxter (1992): 45; Rosen (1999): xIvi-xlvii; Sedley
(2003): 41-50, 97; and contra Arieti (1991): 249, who appears to interpret the funny (yehotov) aspect literally,
implying that the reader is meant to ridicule such arguments, even though, in the case of the Kratylos, this
understanding of the soul accords with later conceptions in the Timaios, for example (see Chapters 1.3.8 and
1.4.8).
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to continue to live, and so the individual does not die because of a cessation of biological functions,

but because the soul departs from the body, taking with it its intrinsic properties, including life.?

Just as Sokrates identified two possible derivations for soul, so he identifies three for the term ‘body’
(400b8-400d1). Unlike the soul, however, Sokrates does not assign any specific derivation to the
original nomothetoi, rather proffering three different perspectives on the nature of the body. He
chooses, nonetheless, to endorse the third perspective, which he assigns to the ‘Orphics,’ saying that
their derivation requires the least change, since not even one letter needs to be changed (‘o06&v

Setv mapdyetv oud’ &v ypdupa,” 400c9).2%

The First Derivation of 'Body' (400c1-2)

Kol yap ofjud Twveg paotv alto
evat THC YUXic, we TeBappévng év Tk viv mapodvtt:

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. ...for some say it is the tomb (ofjua) of the soul, their
notion being that the soul is buried in the present life.”

According to this account, the body is the ‘tomb’ (‘ofjud,” 400c1) of the soul, the soul being
entombed in its present life (400c2). In this case, the soul in its disembodied state of existence
represents ‘true’ life, such that the soul’s entombment is akin to the soul’s metaphorical ‘death,’
since it becomes a passive entity, subordinate to the body. Hence the body’s description as a tomb,

a place in which the dead are laid to rest, the soul’s existence in the body being akin to that of a

2% Gaiser (1974): 67; though Gaiser attempts to connect the soul with the concept of the self-mover in the
Phaidros 245c-246e (cf. Nomoi 10.895a-c), thereby suggesting that the soul possesses life because it constantly
moves. This interpretation is not invalid, but one should be cautious in inferring the existence of the soul as
the self-mover in the Kratylos, given that (a) Sokrates gives no clear indication in the Kratylos that such a
conception of motion exists; and (b) Sokrates is supposedly discussing the possible understanding of the
original nomothetoi, rather than his own understanding. Indeed, he presents it terms of Anaxagoras’ theory of
nous, which he criticizes in the Phaidon 96a-99d for its failure to interpret the soul, ‘correctly’ as the cause of
all things, and does not interpret the soul as the self-mover. See also, Baxter (1992): 99-101, and Sedley
(2003): 92, 96-97.

295 Baxter (1992): 101-102, 142-143; Sedley (2003): 96. Indeed, Sokrates’ comment that this derivation requires
the least change may suggest that one is meant to understand this as being the closest to true nature of the
body. Truth is eternal and unchanging, and this derivation requires the least change in order to embody the
body’s true nature. Indeed, Sokrates’ use of ‘mapdyw’ may be translated as ‘to lead aside from the way, i.e. to
lead astray,” or ‘to mislead,” ‘to divert from one’s course,” or ‘to pervert’ (LSJ s.v. ‘tapayw’), suggesting that
this derivation is the one that least leads one astray from a true understanding of the body’s nature.

149



corpse in a tomb. Death, in such a case, is a release for the soul from this metaphorical death, and a

chance for it to resume ‘true’ existence, which alone may be called ‘life.’
The Second Derivation of 'Body' (400c2-4)

Kot
S10TL ad ToUTw onpaivel & &v onpaivn i Puxn, Kol TadTn
“ofjua” 6pBm¢ kKaAeloBal.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. and again, because by its means the soul gives any signs
which it gives, it is for this reason also properly called “sign” (ofjpa).”

Others argue, according to Sokrates, that the body is correctly called a ‘sign’ (ofijua, 400c4), because

it signifies whatever it wants through the body (400c3-4).
The Third Derivation of ‘Body’ (400c4-9)

Sokolol pévrol pol patota

B£00at ol dpdi Opdéa tolto 6 dvopa, wg diknv d16oliong

Thic Yuxiic Ov 6N éveka 8iSwotv, Toltov 8¢ mepiBohov éxely,
v owintat, Seopwtnpiou eikova: €ival ovv THC YUXiS

to0T10o, Womep auTd dGvopaletal, £wg av ékteion Ta odelAopeva,
[t6] “o®pa,” kal ovdev STV mapayely oS’ Ev ypApua.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. But | think it most likely that the Orphic poets gave this
name, with the idea that the soul is undergoing punishment for something; they
think it has the body as an enclosure to keep it safe, like a prison, and this is, as the
name itself denotes, the safe (c@ua) for the soul, until the penalty is paid, and not
even a letter needs to be changed.”

This particular understanding of the body posits that the soul is being punished for something, and
the body acts as its enclosure or prison, confining the soul until it has paid in full that which is owed
(“Ewg av ékteion ta 6peNdueva,” 400c8).2%6 Like the first derivation, it presents the soul’s
disembodied state of existence as akin to ‘true’ existence; unlike the first, bodily existence does not

constitute a metaphorical ‘death’ for the soul, but rather a temporary punishment for a crime the

29 Cf. 3 similar notion in the Phaidon 62b, though here it is ascribed to the esoteric/mysteries: ‘0 pév o0V év
amoppnToLg Aeyopevog nepl alTt®v Adyog’ (62b2-3); see also Empedokles (KRS 399, 400 (=DK 1B18), 401, 402,
403, 404, 405, 406, 407, 408, 409, 410) and the ‘Orphic’ eschatological writings (see, for example, Edmonds llI
(2004) and Edmonds 111 (2011)).
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soul must have committed. The death of the individual thus represents a ‘release’ for the soul from
its prison, enabling it to assume its natural state of existence.?®” For Sokrates, neither derivation is
necessarily mutually exclusive of his understanding of the soul presented above (399e3-400b7); but
the third derivation is the one that best preserves the Platonic Wager, and thereby the exhortation

to live the philosophical, examined life.

(1.4.7) The Phaidros

In the forthcoming argument, which is meant to serve as a ‘proof’ of the soul's immortality, Sokrates
introduces the notion that motion — the capacity to move oneself — is a further intrinsic property of
the soul (245c5-246a2). Indeed, the soul, according to Sokrates, is the only entity in the universe that
is capable of motion; all other motion originating from this initial ‘self-mover.’>® Sokrates reasons
that since the soul is the source of all motion in the universe, it can never be destroyed, lest all
motion in the universe ultimately ceases to be.?®® Accordingly, all other types of motion ‘in reality’
mere manifestations of a particular psychic property, and to speak of anything, other than soul, as

possessing self-motion is deceptive, including in the case of human being (see Chapter 1.3.7 above).

Sokrates’ ‘proof’ requires him to relate to Phaidros the ‘true’ nature of the soul (245c5-246a2):

297 Cf. Empedokles’ conception of (re)incarnation (KRS 399, 400 (=DK 1B18), 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407,
408, 409, 410). Gaiser (1974): 68-9 argues that the soul’s release from the body is not to be interpreted as
something positive, since it then journeys to Hades where it is bound there by Hades (Kratylos 403a-e), in
effect remaining still. For Gaiser, this refutes the supposed Herakleitian aspect of Plato’s philosophy, which
requires constant motion for the soul. It is true that in the Phaidros (245c-246e) for example, the soul is
immortal because it is capable of constant self-generated motion; but the soul continues to be understood as
immortal in the Kratylos, therefore, being bound in Hades cannot entail the soul’s death. Moreover, true
reality is understood as being both changeless and eternal (if not eternal because it is changeless), and so the
soul being bound in Hades, reflects the soul’s ability to achieve a certain degree of changelessness, and lack of
motion, indicative of true reality. This, in the Timaios (40a-b) and the Nomoi (10.895a-c), is the kind of motion
that belongs to the gods, and to the divine more generally; therefore, the soul being released from the body
and being ‘bound’ in Hades, constitutes an opportunity for the soul to achieve a level of homogeneity with
true reality.

298 Cf. Phaidros 245c-246e. Johansen (2004): 139; Miller Jr (2006): 289-292.

299 Motion would continue for a certain period of time, but once all the energy has left the system, all motion
will cease to exist, and can only restart with a new, external input of energy.
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(245c¢5) (1) Wuyn ndoa abavaroc. (2) to yap deikivntov aBavatov: (3) 10
&’ Ao kvolv kal U GAAOU KvoUpevov, TtadAav Exov
Kwvnoewg, nadAav €xet Lwig. (4) povov &r to autd kwvolv, ate
oUK AmoAelnov €auto, oUmote AfyeL KlvoUpevoy, (5) GAAd kal
To1¢ GAAOLG Ooa KLveTTal ToUto mnyr Kal dpxn KWNoswc.

(d) apxn 6€ dyévntov. €€ Apxic yap avaykn mav T ylyvouevov
yiyveoBat, authiv 6€ und’ €€ €vog: i yap £k Tou dpxn

yiyvotto, oUk av EtL dpxr) yiyvolto. £meldn 6& dy£vntov

gotwy, Kal adLddBopov alTo Avaykn €ivaL. apxfic yop 81
amoAopévng olte atr moTe €k Tou o0Te GANO £€ €kelvng
vevnoetay, inep &€ apyfic €t td mavra yiyveoBal. oltw

61 KWWAOoEWG PEV ApX TO aUTd alTo Kivolv. Tolto 6£ olT
anoAMuoBat olte yiyveoBal dSuvatov, f mavta Te olpavov

(e) mBlodv e Vijv €ic v cupnecodoav oTival Kot pimote aloLg
£xev 00ev kivnBévta yevrnostal. (6) dBavatou &€ medpacuévou
100 U’ €autol Kwvoupévou, Puxiic obolav te kKal Adyov
toUTtov alToV TI¢ Aéywv oUK aioyuveltal. mav yap cua,

O pev E€wBev TO Kwvelobay, dduxov, (7) ® && Ev6oBev auTd

£€ auTtol, Epuduyov, we tautng oliong dpuoswc YPuxhc: el

&’ EoTv ToUTo oUTWC £X0V, Uy GANO TL ElvaL TO aUTO £AUTO
246.

(a) kwoOv A Puxny, €€ dvaykng ayévntov te kat abavatov Puxn
av £ln.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. Every soul is immortal. For that which is ever moving is
immortal; but that which moves something else or is moved by something else,
when it ceases to move, ceases to live. Only that which moves itself, since it does
not leave itself, never ceases to move, and this is also the source and beginning of
motion for all other things which have motion. But the beginning is ungenerated. For
everything that is generated must be generated from a beginning, but the beginning
is not generated from anything; for if the beginning were generated from anything,
it would not be generated from a beginning. And since it is ungenerated, it must be
also indestructible; for if the beginning were destroyed, it could never be generated
from anything nor anything else from it, since all things must be generated from a
beginning. Thus that which moves itself must be the beginning of motion. And this
can be neither destroyed nor generated, otherwise all the heavens and all
generation must fall in ruin and stop and never again have any source of motion or
origin. But since that which is moved by itself has been seen to be immortal, one
who says that this self-motion is the essence and the very idea of the soul, will not
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be disgraced. For every body which derives motion from without is soulless, but that
which has its motion within itself has a soul, since that is the nature of the soul; but
if this is true,—that that which moves itself is nothing else than the soul,—then the
soul would necessarily be ungenerated and immortal.”

This, | believe, may be broken down in the following way:

(1)
(2)
(3)

(4)

Every soul is immortal (245c5).

The soul is immortal because it is in perpetual motion (245c5).

Accordingly, in everything else that moves and is moved by something, a cessation of
movement leads to the termination of life (245c5-7).

The soul is in perpetual motion, as it is the source of its own motion, thus it never ceases to
move, as to do so would require the soul to cease being itself, which it cannot (245c7-9).
Therefore, everything else that exhibits motion must derive it from the self-mover, since
they are not immortal, and so cannot be self-movers themselves. If they cannot move
themselves, the only source for their motion is that which can move itself — the self-mover
(245c8-e2).

As the self-mover is immortal, so it must correspond to the soul, it being immortal also
(245e2-4).

Therefore, what moves itself is soul; and so soul experiences neither birth nor death (245e5-

2463a2).

If the soul is the self-mover, and experienced birth, then there was a point at which no motion

existed.3? If no motion existed, then there was a point in time in which the soul did not move itself;

and if there was a point in which the soul did not move itself, it cannot be the self-mover, nor can it

be immortal, according to this particular argument. The soul, therefore, must be without birth to

300 See, for example, Timaios 28b-c; cf. 34a, 37d-39e, in which Timaios argues that the Demiourgos had to
assign motion to the universe, and create time; time being non-existent prior to this creation. For further on
the conception of time amongst Plato and his contemporaries, see Bierl, Christopoulos, and
Papachrysostomou (2017): passim. and George (2014): 156-69.
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correspond to the self-mover; and if the soul experiences no birth so it must experience no death.3%
Death belongs only to those things that experience birth, e.g. the human being; and in this particular

dialogue, death is analogous to the cessation of movement in the birthed entity.3%

(1.4.8) The Timaios

If in the Phaidros (1.4.7), Sokrates presents the soul as possessing neither birth nor death, thus
confirming its status as both immortal and the self-mover; in the Timaios, Timaios relates how soul

is, strictly speaking, a created entity, it being created by the Demiourgos.3®

If something was
created, then its existence acquires a temporal aspect, since there was once a point in which the
created entity did not exist. Just as it once did not exist, so it may cease to exist at some future
point. In order to explain, therefore, how soul ‘acquires’ immortality, Timaios relates a speech
between the Demiourgos and the gods, following his creation of the gods (41a7-d3). Here, the
Demiourgos relates to the gods the purpose for which they have been created, and in order to fulfil

their purpose, he affirms that for all intents and purposes they (and by extension, all soul) are

immortal.

The Demiourgos relates the following (41a7-b6):

(41a7) “(i) O=ot BBV, GV £yt SNULOUPYOC TP Te Epywv, SU £pod
yevopeva AuTa ol ve pry €0éAovToc. TO pév olV 8

(b) 5€B&v T8V AUTOV, TO Y€ MV KAAGC ApHOCOEY kal €xov €0

AOewv €0€Aewv kakoU- &U a kal émeinep yeyévnobe, abBdvatol

MEV 00K €0TE oUd” aAutoL TO Ttaumay, (ii) oUTL puev 61 Audn-

0£00¢£ ye oUbE TelEeoBe Bavartou poipag, (iii) Thg éufic BouAnoswg

301 Cf, the Timaios wherein the Demiourgos appears to adopt the role of the initial self-mover (the initial input

of motion into the universe), since all soul is presented as a created entity (41a-d). Miller Jr (2006): 289-292.
302 phaidros Cf. 246b-e, particularly 246c. Miller Jr (2006): 289-292.
303 Miller Jr (2006): 289-292.
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peilovog Tt Seopod Kol KUpLWTEPOU AAXOVTEC EKEIVWY OLG BT
€ylyveoBe ouvedelobe.

[LOEB translation:] “Tim. “Gods of gods, those works whereof | am framer and father
are indissoluble save by my will. For though all that is bound may be dissolved, yet
to will to dissolve that which is fairly joined together and in good case were the deed
of a wicked one. Wherefore ye also, seeing that ye were generated, are not wholly
immortal or indissoluble, yet in no wise shall ye be dissolved nor incur the doom of
death, seeing that in my will ye possess a bond greater and more sovereign than the
bonds wherewith, at your birth, ye were bound together.””

This passage presents the following conclusions:

(i) As acreature that has come to be, i.e. as a created entity, the gods are neither completely
immortal, nor free from dissolution (41a7-b3).

(ii) However, they will not be dissolved, nor will death happen to be their lot (41b3-4).

(iii) This is so because only the Demiourgos can destroy their bonds, and this he will not do

(41b4-6).
Timaios’ argument is predicated on the following understanding of the Demiourgos:

(i) The Demiourgos is good and perfect.

(i) The Demiourgos creates only what is good and perfect.

(iii) Therefore all soul is good and perfect.

(iv) Only what is neither good nor perfect may be destroyed.

(v) Therefore, soul will not be destroyed as it is good and perfect.

(vi) To destroy soul would require the Demiourgos to have created something neither good nor
perfect, which is impossible.

(vii)Hence what is mortal, i.e. what is liable to destruction, was not created by the Demiourgos.

As a result of the above, although the soul possesses immortality in all but name, it is theoretically
possible for the soul to experience death. For the living being, on the other hand, death continues to
be an inevitability. In the continuation of the dialogue (80e4-81e5), Timaios discusses the creation of

the human being by the gods, showing how the gods created each part of the body for a specific
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purpose, dictated, ultimately, by the requirements of the soul. He begins with a description of the
birth of the human being, relating how the soul becomes infused in the body, and ends with a
description of the human being’s death, explaining how the soul comes to be detached from the

body.

Timaios posits that, at the point of birth, the soul is bonded to the body through the marrow in one's
bones. Consequently, death occurs when the marrow can no longer hold on to the soul, thereby
occasioning the marrow’s release of the soul from its bonds (81d4-e1). This adds a further dimension
to an understanding of death as it pertains to the living being. Previously ‘death’ for the living being
consisted of the separation of body and soul, and though this definition remains unchanged, Timaios
adds specific details regarding the process of separation. This allows for a more exact definition of
death as that moment in which the marrow of a living being can no longer retain possession of the

soul, thereby effecting its release.

Timaios identifies this manner of death as the one naturally envisaged by the gods during their
creation of the living being. Describing this manner of death thus allows Timaios to explain further
why some deaths appear to be more or less painful than others (81d4-81e5). According to Timaios,
all that is unnatural is painful, whereas all that is natural is pleasant (81e1-2). Consequently, a death
that occurs from an unnatural cause, e.g. injury or disease, is painful and forced (81e2-5). This is so,
as it involves the premature severing of the soul's bonds, and instigates the soul’s release from the
body, despite the marrow retaining its ability to keep possession of the soul.3* On the other hand, a
death that occurs naturally, e.g. through old age, is the least distressing of all deaths, and relatively
pleasant (81d4-81e2). Here, the manner of death is less distressing as it conforms to the natural end

305

assigned to the living being by the gods.

304 Cf. Nomoi, 9.869a-e; 9.873c-d.

305 Cf, Sokrates death is presented as relatively painless in the Phaidon 117¢-118a, though it is unlikely to have
been, given his hemlock poisoning — does Plato portray this as the will of god to provide Sokrates — a
philosopher — a painless death, given his closeness to the divine, and the injustice he has suffered at the hands
of the ignorant?
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(1.5) Conclusion

The soul, according to the Phaidon 70c4-72e1l, is incorporeal, immaterial, and immortal; the soul,
therefore, is akin to the divine (cf. Kriton, 47d8-49a3). In the Kratylos 391d4-e1,3% Sokrates proffers
the notion that the gods — the divine — possess a language different to that of the mortal; one that
reflects true reality.3” Consequently, the soul, being divine, will possess a different understanding of
the term life than the mortal living being, which does not know this true, divine language. Any
attempt to establish a definition of the term ‘life’ in a particular Platonic context must therefore take
into account the existence of these two alternate understandings of the particular term. Indeed, this
is the approach Sokrates employed in his examination of various etymologies in the Kratylos.3% In
the case of the Kratylos, Sokrates’ determines that a thing’s name only reflects its true nature, if the
original nomothetes, (understood in this instance as ‘name-giver), possessed an understanding of a

thing’s true nature, thereby embodying it within the given name.3®

The original nomothetes, however, did not possess knowledge of true reality, and so, the names they
gave may not accord with the true nature of a particular thing; and if they did, this is not through the
possession of true knowledge on the part of the nomothetes, but through the making of a true
judgement, albeit without a corresponding account to go with this judgement.?!° In other words, in
those cases in which the nomothetes arrives at a name that embodies the correct nature of a
particular thing, they do so without knowledge of why they are correct. Compare a schoolchild who

correctly solves a mathematical problem, but without demonstrating the correct working; or even,

306 ‘Méyiota 8¢ Kol KAAMGOTA £V ol Stopilel émt Tolc alTolc & Te ol dvBpwrot dvépata kahoDaot kal ol Beol.
oUK olel aUTOV PEya TL Kal Baupdoiov AEyeLy £€v TOUTOLG TiEPL OVOUATWY 0pBoTNnTOC; 8ijAov yap &r OTL ol ye
Beol alta kalolow npog 6pBotnTa drep Eotl pUoeL bvopata f ol oUk olet;’ (391d4-el).

307 Cf, Baxter (1992): 10n.3, 12, 46, 112n.22; Sedley (2003): 78.

308 Gaiser (1974): 54-57; Rijlaarsdam (1978): 150.

309 See further Chapter 1.2; Sedley (2003): 4.

310 Cf, Theaitetos 201c-210d, Nomoi 5.739e-731a.
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the Presokratic atomists who correctly identified that reality is made up of ‘uncuttable’ parts of
matter — atoms — though, as modern physics demonstrate, their particular reasoning was erroneous.
Thus it is not necessarily the case that the names given by the original nomothetes accord with ‘true’

reality.

This thesis asserts, therefore, that such an understanding permeates the Platonic definition of both

life and death,?! such that each term possesses two definitions:

(1) The first corresponds to the understanding which the original nomothetes embodied
within the name. This understanding invariably relates to the mortal, the temporal;
and the bodily.

(2) The second takes into account the immortal, the atemporal, and the psychic; and, by
extension, the divine. Since this definition considers the divine understanding of the

name, it must, therefore, accord to that name’s ‘true’ nature.

Accordingly, the mortal understanding of life corresponds to the first etymology provided by

Sokrates in the Kratylos (Chapter 1.4.6):

(a) Itis the soul’s presence in the body that causes it to live;

(b) The soul presents the body with the capacity to breathe and revive itself; in short, all natural
bodily functions and processes begin when soul inhabits the body.

(c) When these functions and processes begin to fail, it is indicative of the soul leaving the body.

(d) Once the soul leaves the body in its entirety; the body is dead.

(e) This distinction is best encapsulated in the twin terms ‘€uuxov’ and ‘@uyov.’31?

The immortal understanding of life, however, differs markedly from that of the mortal

understanding:

311 Cf, Rijlaarsdam (1978): 85.
312 ¢f. Miller Jr (2006): 280-286.
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(a)

(b)

(c)
(d)

(f)

(8)

The immortal and changeless form of Life, as per the Phaidon (Chapters 1.3.5 and 1.4.5),
cannot admit of Death itself, if it is to be immortal and changeless.

Thus, any entity that admits of this form of Life must likewise share in its inability to admit
Death, i.e. any such entity is deathless.

The soul, according to Plato, is just such an immortal entity.

Of necessity, therefore, it must partake of the immortal and changeless form of Life.

In the Timaios (Chapters 1.3.8 and 1.4.8), Timaios argues that the soul was created by the
Demiourgos using three ingredients; one of these ingredients being the ‘divine’ form of
Being. In other words, the soul is composed of the immortal and changeless form of Being
(or Life).

The soul, however, cannot be composed of Life alone, lest the soul correspond exactly to
Life, such that the soul is Life (where this the case, an infinite regress would be caused).
Hence, the soul participates of Life, preventing it from admitting Death, but it is not exactly

equivalent to Life.

Plato posits the soul as the only immortal entity in the universe; as a result, it is the only entity that
possesses the immortal and changeless form of Life. Thus, it is only through the presence of soul in
another entity that that entity may participate in life.3!3 This creates a situation in which the soul
alone participates directly in Life, whereas all other living beings participate in a mediated type of
life; in this case, through the presence of soul.3!* Plato thus presents mortal life as an illusory sort of

life, akin to one of the shadows on the wall of the cave; real life belongs to the soul alone. 3%

This understanding of life serves to reinforce the Platonic Wager, and why one should consider it
seriously. In the Platonic Wager, Plato encourages the individual to wager upon the existence of his
conception of the afterlife, as this is the option that takes into account the immortal; it is the option

that considers the immortal form of life — ‘true’ life. ‘True’ life belongs to the soul alone, and as such,

313 Irwin (1979): 244.
314 Cf. Phaidros 245c-246e.
315 Baxter (1992): 84.
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one must choose that option which ensures the attainment of life’s greatest rewards — those that
belong to ‘true’ life; those that belong to the soul. Consequently, one must reject the mortal
definition of life, which promotes the pursuance of short-term, temporal, bodily rewards. Instead,
one should support the immortal definition of life, which allows the individual to share in those
rewards that belong to the atemporal, the immortal, and the soul —in short, those rewards that
allow the individual to experience true reality.3'® For Plato, the only way in which to effect such an

outcome is to follow the life of the philosopher —the Sokratic way of life.

A consideration of Plato’s definition of death proffers a similar conclusion, directing the individual
towards a consideration of the Platonic Wager, and the acceptance of the immortal alternative over

that of the mortal. To wit, the mortal understanding of death corresponds to the following:

(1) The body is, by nature, an inanimate entity.

(2) Through the presence of soul, the body becomes animate.

(3) Itis this combination of body and soul that equates to the individual.

(4) When the soul departs from the body, the body ceases to be animate.

(5) This separation of body and soul is what the individual terms ‘death.’

(6) Yet, from the perspective of the body, it results in nothing more than the resumption of the

body’s original inanimate nature.

The immortal understanding of death, elaborates upon the previous definitions, adding the

following corollary:

(1) Just as the body is, by nature, an inanimate entity; so the soul is, by nature, an animate

entity.

316 Cf. Morgan (1990): 68; Fine (1999d): 33; Nehamas (1999): 171-191; cf. Bostock (1999): 411.
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(2) This means that the soul is immortal, and shares in the immortal and changeless form of
Life, preventing it from participating in Death.3’
(3) The soulis, therefore, deathless.

(4) Thus, from the perspective of the soul, death results in nothing more than the resumption of

the soul’s original immortal nature.

Consequently, any care and attention one gives to the body is, ultimately, for nought, since upon
death the body resumes its natural state of inanimate existence. Thus, any attention given to the
body, results only in the short-term appearance of a pretty corpse. This is true, moreover, for all
honours or rewards relating to the body since they all share in the temporal. For instance, regardless
of whether one cultivates for oneself a reputation for justice, or amasses for oneself a great fortune,
all benefits and honours pertaining to the mortal are temporal. As soon as the individual dies, all of
these benefits begin to dissipate with the passage of time, such that generations later, many of

these benefits all but cease to exist.

On the other hand, the soul is immortal, thus any care and attention one pays to the soul, will never
dissipate; for the soul to which the honours and rewards belong, shall never cease to be. Death, for

the soul, is nothing other than the resumption of its natural form of existence. One must, therefore,
believe in the Platonic conception of the afterlife, choose to favour one’s immortal soul, and follow

the Sokratic way of life, if one wishes to attain the rewards that last for all time; the rewards that

318

belong to true existence alone. In this way, death is neither an evil nor is it something fear;*'® so long

as one chooses to favour the path of the immortal, death will allow the individual’s soul to

participate in the true existence that belongs to the divine — the greatest of all rewards.3%°

317 Cf. the Timaios 41a-d, which argues that the soul can, technically, partake of death as it is a created entity,
but the Demiourgos chooses never to allow it, thereby conferring upon it immortality, for all intents and
purposes.

318 £ g. Apologia 41c8-d2; Kriton 47d8-49a3; Phaidon 59¢-69e, 91a, 99a, 114e.

319 Hence, Sokrates’ remarks in the Phaidon (59¢-69e) that the philosopher trains for death; see also Kriton
47d-49a; Phaidros 248d-250b, 278d. Cf. Nussbaum (1982): 85; Rowe (1984): 165; Brickhouse and Smith (1989):
260; Sallis (1996): 62-63; Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 173-174.
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Chapter 2 — The Judgement of the Soul, Punishment, and Reward

(2.1) Aims

Any examination of the afterlife cannot focus solely on eschatological narrative. Despite the
usefulness of such an enterprise for responding to the question, ‘what is it [i.e. the afterlife]?’ it
ultimately fails to provide more than a superficial understanding of the topic. In this case, it acts as
the raw data through which one must sort in order to derive useful information. To sort through this

raw data, one must consider a series of questions:32°

(1) Whatis it [i.e. the afterlife] like?
(2) How is it possible?

(3) How does one get there?

(4) Isit worth it?

(5) What is the point?

The first question is dealt with throughout the thesis as a whole, as it is necessary to provide some
description of the afterlife in order to consider issues such as the judgement, punishment, reward
(see further Chapter 2), and reincarnation (see further Chapter 3). The second question forms the
purview of Chapter One, in which life appears to be an intrinsic property of the soul, alone; and it is
the intrinsic nature of this property that ensures the soul’s possession of it for all time, since one

cannot be separated from the other. Moreover, if the living being is defined as the union that arises

320 This set of questions are adaptations of those identified by Matheson (2017): 1-20 who identifies the
further questions: ‘Is there any good evidence for the afterlife?’ and ‘Where do afterlife beliefs come from?’.
Although a consideration of these questions is useful for an understanding of the afterlife, they are not as
applicable to the present thesis. This is particular so, given that these two questions are considered in the
aforementioned handbook from (a) a modern scientific perspective; and (b) a modern anthropological
perspective, which take into account cultures, societies, ideas, and information of which Plato most certainly
would have been ignorant. The handbook aims further to provide a general overview of human beliefs in the
afterlife, and the various anthropological functions of a belief in the afterlife; ultimately, the handbook
examines why human beings feel the need for recourse to an afterlife at all.
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from the combination of body and soul, death is none other than the dissolution of this union. Upon
this dissolution, the soul, by virtue of its possession of life as an intrinsic property, continues to exist,
thereby creating the space within which the afterlife may exist. Question (5) assumes, to some
extent, that the afterlife possesses some teleological aspect; that it exists for some particular reason.
In the case of the Odyssey (11.51-635), or Pythagorean reincarnation (KRS 260, 261, 262 (=DK36B2;
15), 263 (=DK 14, 1), 281 (=DK 58C2), 282 (=DK 58C2), 283 (=DK 58C1), 284), for example, there does
not appear to be an inherent teleological dimension. However, from the second conception of the
afterlife in the Apologia onwards, it does appear as though Plato ascribes some teleological function
to the afterlife, and this is most typified in the notion of reincarnation, which forms the basis of

examination in Chapter Three.3*!

Questions (3) and (4), on the other hand, form the main focus of this chapter, which seeks to

examine the following set of issues, from dialogue to dialogue, in a roughly chronological order:

(i) Upon the soul’s separation from the body, it finds itself in its natural form of existence, i.e.
incorporeal, immaterial, immortal and disembodied. Consequently, it can no longer interact
with the world it once knew — the physical, corporeal, and mortal realm — since it no longer
possesses its intermediary with the physical realm, i.e. the body. The soul must now exist
apart from the body, but before it can continue its existence it must first be judged. How
does the soul travel to the place where it is to be judged? Here, there are two options, both
of which will be examined. The first entails the soul travelling to the place of judgement by
itself, arriving there through the power of its own cognition. The second consists of the soul
being guided to the place of judgement by a guardian spirit, which might be interpreted as

the guiding, i.e. reasoning, part of the soul.

321 The establishment of a telos for the soul further refines the Platonic Wager, encouraging the individual to
undertake a careful consideration of the Wager. Now, a failure to participate in the Wager no longer involves
the rejection of a belief in the afterlife, but a rejection in the very purpose of one’s soul. It is, therefore, of the
upmost importance that one opt for the correct choice in the Wager, in order that one may be best placed to
achieve the telos of one’s soul — in this case, by opting for that choice that necessitates one’s adherence to the
Sokratic way of life.
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(ii) Once the soul arrives at this place of judgement, what is this place like? Of particular
importance will be the crossroads of the Gorgias, and the place of judgement described by
Er in the Politeia.

(iii) At this place of judgement, the soul is judged by a set of ‘true’ judges. Who are these ‘true’
judges? How do they effect the judgement of the soul? What does the judgement entail?

(iv) Finally, the judges categorize the soul into two broad categories (although as will become
clear these two categories do possess important sub-categories): just and unjust; the just
experiencing reward, whilst the unjust are punished. Here, the notions of corrective
punishment, and punishment as a deterrent will be discussed. However, this will be done
selectively so as not to lead to repetition during the examination of reincarnation in Chapter
3. For example, particularly with regards to reward, the soul adjudged to be just, pure, and
that of a philosopher, experiences the reward of breaking free of the cycle of reincarnation
(in those dialogues in which reincarnation exists).3? Conversely, in the Timaios for example,
it appears that the punishment of the soul culminates in a worse reincarnation, e.g. from a

human being to fish. This chapter will not consider details such as these, but they will be

discussed later in Chapter 3.

(2.2) The Apologia

(2.2.1) 17c-18a

(17c) kai pévrot kai mévu,  EvSpeg ABnvaiot, Toito LGV Séopat
Kol mopiepal: €av S1d TV U TV Adywv AKoUNTE Hou ATto-
Aoyoupévou 8U Dvmep elwBa Aéyelv kal év Ayopd Mt TV
tpanelv, tva OV ool aknkoaot, kat AAAoBL, pnte

(d) Baupalewv pnte BopuPeiv TouToU Eveka. ExeL yap oUTwoL.

322 Reeve (1989): 179.

164



viv éyw mp&tov £mi Sikaotrplov avaBERnka, £tn yeyovwg
EBSOMAKOVTO: ATEXVAIC OVV EEVWE EXw TAC £vOASE Aé€ewc.
Wormep oUV dv, €L TH BVTL EEVOC ETUYXOVOV ()V, GUVEYLYVG)-
oKeTe 61OV Av ol €l év ékelvn TH dwvij e Kal T® TPoONW
18.

(a) EAeyov év olomep £TeOPAUpNY, KAl 8 Kot vV ToUTo UGV
Séopat Sikatov, WG y€ poL oK@, TOV HEV TPOTIOV THG AéEEwG
£dv—Ilowg pév yap xeipwy, lowg 6¢ BeAtiwy av eln—aldto
6¢ tolto okomelv kal ToUTw TOV VoV PooEXELY, €l Sikala
Aéyw A un: Stkaotod pév yap altn Apetr, prRtopog 6&
TAANOR AéyeLv.

[LOEB translation:] “And what’s more, men of Athens, | do very much beg and
implore this of you: if you hear me making my defense using the same arguments
that | normally use both in the Agora at the money-changers’ tables, where many of
you have heard me, and elsewhere, don’t be surprised and don’t heckle me because
of this. You see this is how it is: this is the first time I've come to court, even though
I’'m seventy years old: so I’'m simply a stranger to the way people speak here. So, just
as if | really happened to be an outsider, | imagine you would excuse me if | were
speaking in the dialect and in the manner in which | was brought up, so particularly
on this occasion | make this request of you, a just one, at any rate as it seems to me,
to indulge my way of speaking—perhaps it could be worse, perhaps better—and
consider just this point, and concentrate on whether I’'m speaking justly or not: that
is the mark of a good juryman, but the orator’s is to speak the truth.”

Sokrates presents to his jurors a prefatory outline regarding the manner and style of his forthcoming
apologia (‘defence-speech’). He begins with a request for forgiveness concerning the ‘plain’ and
‘conversational’ style of his defence.3?®* More specifically he will conduct his defence using the same
manner of speech as that used in the agora (17¢8);3** and hopes his jurors will, (a) not be surprised,
and (b) not create a disturbance because of this.3?®* There are various reasons why Sokrates may

have made such a statement; for example, to obtain a certain level of latitude from his jurors, due to

323 Quotations marks are used here, as Sokrates speech in this dialogue is not as ‘plain’ or ‘conversational’ as
Plato would have one believe; the Apologia being a highly stylized speech, possessing only slight deviations
from the expected norm with regards to a ‘typical’ Athenian lawcourt speech. Cf. the speeches of Attic orators
like Lysias; indeed, Plato presents Lysias as an associate of Sokrates in both the Politeia (in which his father,
Kephalos, and brother, Polemarkhos, are interlocutors), and the Phaidros (in which Phaidros’ praise of a Lysian
speech on love precipitates the discussion of the dialogue). See also Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 40.

324 Eqy 5L TOV AUTAOV Adywv dKoUnTté Hou dmoloyoupévou St wvrep elwBa AéyeLy Kal év dyopd mt TV
tpanel®v, lva U@V oMol dknkoaal, kat aAoBL, punte Bauvpalewy purite BopuPelv Toutou Eveka,” Apologia
17c¢7-d1.

325 E g. Demosthenes 57.50 (Ephesis pros Eubouliden).
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his lack of experience and knowledge of the lawcourt setting. This, he implies, is demonstrative of
the exemplary nature of both his character and conduct up to this point, as it shows he is not a
career politician; nor is he a litigious sycophant (sukophantes, cukodavtng); a professional orator; or
an individual who possesses knowledge of this forensic manner of speech, i.e. he is not a sophist
(one who might teach such skills). Sokrates, rather, is an undistinguished individual, who only
possesses the type of speech common to all —that of the agora (where he conducts many of his

philosophical investigations, 17c7-d1).

Sokrates’ request for latitude suggests further that the Athenian juror expected to hear a particular
style and type of speech in the lawcourt. They expected, it seems, that individuals participating in
the trial would adapt their mode of speech and presentation, so as to suit the different setting of the
lawcourt, reflecting, perhaps, the more serious character of the lawcourt, but also convention.
Whilst there are rules meant to govern the operation of the lawcourt, it is the jurors’ interpretation
of these rules, usually reliant upon convention, that ultimately defines how the lawcourt is to
function, and the parameters of the trial. Indeed, this phenomenon appears to exist even in the
present day, as participants in lawcourt trials are similarly expected to adapt their speech and
argumentation to the more serious and more formal setting of the lawcourt; and one who cannot do

this is generally placed at a disadvantage.3?

In the present context, Sokrates is on trial, charged with subverting Athenian social, cultural, and
religious norms. His use of a type of speech more suited to the agora, represents a similar subversion
of convention, which expects him to use a particular forensic kind of speech. Indeed, even this
‘speech of the agora’ to which Sokrates refers, does not necessarily conform to the juror’s

expectation of such speech; thereby instigating a further subversion of Athenian convention. The

326 Hence the prevalence of the lawyer in modern lawcourt trials; but also the tendency for low income, low
social status individuals to suffer disproportionally in modern lawcourts because of their lack of knowledge
regarding the specialized manner of conduct expected in the lawcourt. Cf. Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 40
who suggest that Sokrates may be trying to prove a specific point in claiming that he is ignorant of the
procedures that govern the lawcourt, for example, it demonstrates that he paid no heed to politics (cf.
Apologia 31c-d, 32c, 40a-c, 41d), instead choosing to focus on the state of his own soul.
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‘speech of the agora,’ referred to by Sokrates, alludes to that method of argumentation

demonstrative of the elenkhoi he chooses to conduct in the agora.

This Sokratic ‘agora speech’ functions mainly as a tool for investigation into the truth; or, at least, to
establish one’s own ignorance of the truth. Of course, in a lawcourt setting, establishing that no one
possesses the ‘truth’ is not so useful; regardless, the purpose of this Sokratic ‘agora speech’ remains:
to investigate the truth.3?” The speech of the lawcourt, on the other hand, generally aims to (i) be
persuasive, and (ii) win an argument.3® Its primary aim is not necessarily to uncover the truth
(although this is generally purported to be its aim by its practitioners); rather, it utilizes whatever
imagery and literary techniques are necessary in order to present that version of events that is most
persuasive, and, more importantly, that will win the court case. In a sense, the speech of the
lawcourt subordinates the truth to the achievement of victory in a particular debate, employing

whatever means are necessary in order to effect this outcome.3?

This does not mean, of course, that Sokrates intended in no way for his speech to be somewhat
persuasive — he is on trial for his life after all — but merely that this is not his primary aim. His primary
responsibility is always to ‘the truth,” but even Sokrates recognizes there is no use in possessing the
truth if one cannot communicate this truth to others. In an ideal world, it would be enough to
communicate this truth alone, unencumbered by any kind of rhetorical device. However, such an

ideal world does not exist for mortal beings, and so, in order to communicate this truth to others, it

327 The divorce between Sokrates’ conception of ‘agora speech’ and that of the juror’s allows Sokrates to
establish his own parameters for conducting his defence, and the introduction of his usual method of
discussion into the foreign setting of the lawcourt. Cf. Rice (1998): 2.

328 Cf, for example, Apologia 18b-18c, 32e-34b; Gorgias 453a, 454e-455a; Phaidros 261b-c; Philebos 58a-b. See
also Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 152-155.

329 Nevertheless, Sokrates does adhere to some conventions of the lawcourt trial, e.g. 20e-21a, 27b-28a, 31a-
31c, 35al-b8. Cf. the Gorgias 523a-527e, in which Zeus deliberately establishes the judgement of the soul in
Hades so that the soul is completely alone when it is judged, and so cannot use common lawcourt tactics such
as the introduction of eyewitness testimony; testimony that is both fallible, being based upon the bodily
senses, and open to corruption. As Sokrates exists presently in the mortal realm, he must utilize the distorted
conventions of the mortal lawcourt, but in the presence of the ‘true’ judges in Hades, such practices are not
only unnecessary, but ultimately useless. As Reeve (1989): 8 argues ‘the subordination of persuasion to truth-
telling in Socrates’ speech is subordination only, and not the abandonment of persuasion altogether. Socrates
aims to persuade the jury of his innocence...but he is not willing to do so at the expense of truth, justice, or his
own deepest convictions.’
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is necessary for Sokrates to employ some rhetorical devices, lest his communication of the truth be
rejected, thereby allowing ignorance to prevail. Indeed, in the later Kratylos for example, Sokrates
relates to Hermogenes that sometimes the truth ‘sounds funny’ (yeAolov, 400b6), further
obstructing the truth’s acceptance by others. In such cases it is necessary both to relate the truth
and be persuasive, thereby allowing the truth to overcome these mortal, sensory biases and achieve

acceptance (Apologia, 35al1-b8).

In the latter stages of the Apologia, Sokrates juxtaposes the 'true' judges, and their judgement in
Hades, with that of the present (tou¢ aAnBdg dikaotdg, 41a2). In so doing, he suggests that the
'true' judges would not have condemned him to death, but rather have rewarded him, i.e. they
would have reached the exact opposite conclusion of the mortal judges. Sokrates juxtaposes his
present trial with his future trial, implying that his ‘agora speech,” would succeed in the future
where it had failed in the present; and demonstrates to the judges there the truth of his character.
This juxtaposition demonstrates further that (a) human lawcourts, and forensic speech, do not
necessarily aim at the truth; and (b) human jurors are ignorant of the truth and how it may be

recognized. Conversely, one may infer that,

(i) The ‘true’ judgement of Hades always aims at the truth;
(ii) The judges in Hades possess ‘true’ knowledge (cf. Apologia 18a3-6);
(iii) Therefore, the judges in Hades will always recognize the truth.

(iv) Hence, the forensic speech of the human lawcourt is ineffective.3°

Indeed, strictly speaking, if the ‘true’ judges always recognize the truth, it does not matter what type
of speech one utilizes, whether it be forensic or ‘of the agora’; the judgement will be true regardless.

However, as the judgements of the human lawcourts will not consistently be in accordance with

330 Cf. Gorgias 463e-466a: Oratory is a part of flattery for the soul. Presumably, therefore, such type of speech
will have no effect on the 'true' judges, who care not for flattery and ornamentation, or for illusory rhetorical
techniques.
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truth, the employment of Sokrates’ ‘agora speech’ is the closest a human lawcourt may come to the

true judgements in Hades.

(2.2.2) 18b-18¢

(18b1) £€uol yap moAlol Katryopol yeyovooL pog UUAG

Kol maAat moAAa fi6n €tn katl o08&v GANBEC Aéyovteg, o0¢
£yw pdAAov dpoBolipat ff toug audt’Avutov, kainep dvtag
Kol ToUTOoUC SeWoUC- AAN kelvol Sewvdtepol,  GvEpec, ol
Op®V ToU¢ TOANOUG K Ttaldwv apaiapBavovteg EMelBov
Te Kal katnyopouv éuold paAhov oUSEV AANBEC, we E0TLY TIG
JwKpAtng 0odog Avhp, TA Te PETEWPA GPOVTLOTAG Kal TA
UTTO Yiig mavta avelnTnKweg Kal TOV NTTw AOYoV KPEITTW

(c) motiv. ovToL, W AvSpec ABnvaiol, <oi> TavTNV THV dripunV
kataokeSaoavteg, ol dewvol giolv pou katryopol: ol yap
akovovteg Ryoldvtal tolg tadta {ntodvtag oudE Beolg vouilewy.
Enewtd eiowv ovToL Ot KaTriyopot oMol Kait TTOAUVY Xpdvov
AdN Katnyopnkoteg, £TL 6£ kai &v tavtn Th ALY AéyovTteg
TPOC UUAC &V i} Av HdALoTa EmioTevoate, aldeg BVTeS Eviot
UMV Kal PELPAKLA, ATEXVWG €PNV KaTnyopoUvteg dmolo-
YOUUEVOU oUSEVAC.

[LOEB translation:] “You see, for many years now many people have been bringing
before you accusations against me saying nothing that was true, and who I'm more
afraid of than Anytus and his cronies, though those are formidable enough; but the
former, my friends, are more to be feared who took you under their wing when you
were boys and gained your confidence and made accusations against me, none of
which was any more true: there is someone called Socrates, a wise fellow, who as a
thinker has investigated all things above and below the earth and who makes the
cweaker argument the stronger. These people, fellow Athenians, who spread this
reputation around are my formidable accusers: for those who listen to them think
that those who make such inquiries don’t even acknowledge6 the gods. Secondly
there are many of these accusers and they’ve been making accusations for a long
time now, and in addition, by talking to you at an age when you’d be very likely to
believe them, some of you being boys and teenagers, they were making their
accusations simply uncontested with no one there to give a defense.”
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Sokrates continues his attempt to assuage the prejudices of his jurors, appealing to them not to be
swayed by various informal fallacies; particularly those of “false attribution,” ‘false authority,” and
‘association fallacy.”>3! He fears that the many false accusations made against him by previous
individuals might prejudice the jury against him (18b1-4). These false accusations are especially
damaging, argues Sokrates, since they reached the ears of the jurors in their childhood (18b4-c1),
when they were more easily persuadable; winning their case by default, since ‘no defence'
(‘@moloyoupévou oudevog,” 18c7-8) was given (18c1-8). In this particular case, Sokrates is
referencing (amongst other things) his earlier, comic portrayal by Aristophanes in the Nephelai

(passim.; Apologia, 18c8-d2);33? which encapsulates the three fallacies identified above:

(i) False Attribution: Sokrates fears the untrue things Aristophanes attributes to him in his play,
e.g. the apotheosis of the clouds, which might directly impact a juror’s assessment of his
alleged impiety (for example: ‘ol yap dkovovteg nyodvral toug tadta {ntolivtag oudE Beolg
vouiletv,” 18c2-3).3%3

(i) False Authority: Aristophanes was a comic playwright, who constructed the character of
Sokrates for the purpose of creating comedy. Sokrates fears that a juror will accept such an
individual as an authority on his conduct and character.

(iii) Association Fallacy: Related to the two above fallacies, Sokrates fears that his jurors will be

unable to separate the fictionalized, comedy Sokrates, from the ‘real’ Sokrates;3* convicting

him by association.

331 These fallacies are particularly true of Aristophanes’ Nephelai, (e.g. 245-428), which may constitute the bulk
of the rumours Sokrates refers to in his speech. False attribution: Aristophanes’ attributes to Sokrates things
that are untrue, e.g. the apotheosis of the clouds (nephelai). False authority: Sokrates is afraid that his jurors
might utilize Aristophanes as an authority regarding his conduct and character. Association fallacy: Sokrates is
afraid of being associated with the character of Sokrates in the Nephelai. See also Brickhouse and Smith
(1989): 64-65.

332 See further Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 64-65.

333 Cf, Vlastos (1999b): 56-77 on Plato’s construction of Sokrates as the pious individual par excellence.

334 Although one may level the same allegation at the Sokrates of Plato’s Apologia, who likewise does not
necessarily bear any resemblance to the ‘real’ Sokrates either; it being possible that he too is a mostly fictional
construct, created (in this case by Plato) to serve a particular purpose.
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The fears Sokrates outlines here, further juxtaposes the deficient judgement of the human

lawcourts, with that of the ‘true’ judgement of Hades:

(1) A human juror is susceptible to such logical fallacies, a ‘true’ judge is not;
(2) A human juror utilizes non-rational information to effect their judgement; a ‘true’ judge
does not; and

(3) A human juror cannot discern, consistently, between what is ‘true’ and what is ‘false’; a

‘true’ judge can.3®

(2.2.3) 33a-33b

(33a1) GAN éyw 814 tavtog tol Bilou Snuooia

te el moU T £mpaéa tololtog pavolpal, kal ibig 6 altog

0UTOo¢, OUSEVL TWIOTE GUYXWPROAS OVSEV TTaPA TO Sikatov
o0te GAAW oUTe TOUTWYV oUSeVL 0U¢ 61 SLaBAarAovteg EpE

PaoLv £Houc HadnTAg elval. ym 8& SL8A0KANOC LEV 0USEVOC
nwmnot &yevounv: el 8€ Tig pou Aéyovtog Kal Td éuautod
TpAtTovToC EmBUpOl AKOUELY, £lTe VvEWTEPOC gite MPeoPUTEPOG,
oUbevi nwmnote épBoOvnoa, oVSE xprpata PeEV AauPavwy SLoAE-
(b) yopat i AapBavwv &€ 00, GAN’ opoiwg kal mAouoiw Kal
TLEVNTL OPEXW EUAUTOV £pwTav, Kal £av TIc BouAnTot
AIOKPLVOUEVOS BKOUELV WV AV Aéyw. Kal TOUTWV &y €iTe

TLG XPNOTOG yiyvetal lte un, ouk Gv Sikaiwg TtV aitiav
OTEXOLUL, WV HATE UMEOYOUNV UNSEVL UNEV IWTOTE HABNHa
unte £6idaca- €t 6£ tic pnot map’ £uold nwmnote Tt pabelv A
akoboat idig 8t pn kat ot @ANoL mévteg, €0 {ote dTL oUK

AANOM AéyeL.

335 Cf. the characterization of the ‘true’ judge in Hades in Chapter 2.4.4.
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[LOEB translation:] “But throughout my life this is how | shall appear to have been,
both in public life, if | suppose | did accomplish anything, and in my private life the
same, having never ever colluded with anyone in anything contrary to justice,
including any of those who my slanderers claim to be my pupils. | have never been
anyone’s teacher, but if anyone, young or old, is keen to hear me speak and getting
on with my activities, | have never begrudged anyone; | don’t charge for
conversation, nor do | refuse if no money is offered, but | make myself available to
rich and poor alike for questioning as well as if anyone wants to hear and give an
answer to whatever | have to say. And if any of these people turns out good or not, |
would not rightly be held responsible when | have never ever promised anyone
anything, nor have | taught them. But if anyone claims he ever learned anything
from me or heard anything in private that none of the others have heard, be well
assured that he’s not telling the truth.”

Further to the logical fallacies identified above, a particular association Sokrates was keen to
distance himself from, was a false equivalency with the sophists.3* This is a false equivalency of
which Aristophanes is also guilty, characterizing Sokrates as charging individuals in exchange for
teaching them how ‘to make the weaker argument stronger’ (‘tov fittw Adyov Kpeittw rotwv,” 18b8-
cl1, 33a1-b8);*7 a sentiment commonly associated with the sophists. Indeed, this presentation of
Sokrates highlights the divorce between the ‘character’ of Sokrates and the ‘real’ Sokrates, who
moments earlier requested understanding from his jurors, precisely because he did not know the
conventions of the lawcourt, and was not a practiced orator. A refutation of his false equivalency
with the sophists serves not only to distance himself from a false association with their practices, but

also to justify his prior assertions regarding his competency, lest he be deemed a liar by his jurors.33®

This refutation takes the form a series of protestations, in which Sokrates strongly denies charging
any individual for money. On the contrary, argues Sokrates, he is happy to converse with all
individuals, for free; this is true regardless of age or socioeconomic status (33a1-5). For Sokrates, it

seems, all individuals are equal, and none should be denied the opportunity to test the veracity of

336 Or at least it was considered of importance to Plato; whether or not Sokrates was or was not a sophist
depends on one’s perspective. See further the so-called Sokratic dialogues; in particular, those in which
Sokrates’ confronts various combative sophists, e.g. Kallikles in the Gorgias, Euthydemos in the Euthydemos,
and Thrasymakhos in the Politeia, demonstrating that they do not know as much as they think they do.

337 See further Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 65-6, and Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 152-155.

338 Cf. Aristophanes, Nephelai, 245-428. Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 64-66, and Brickhouse and Smith (2004):
152-155.
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their beliefs in philosophical discussion.®* In other words, no individual should be denied the

opportunity to possess knowledge of what is true.

In concert with the dialogue as a whole, Sokrates is presented as possessing the following

characteristics:

(1) He treats all individuals fairly and equally;

(2) He pays no attention to prior reputation or rumour;

(3) He seeks no mortal honours, e.g. money or reputation, only the establishment of the truth;
(4) He receives from the individuals he meets, an account of their beliefs; and

(5) He tests and examines this account, in order to identify any unsoundness (cf. 38a5-6).3%

Indeed, in 39¢1-39d9, Sokrates suggests to both his jurors and accusers that he has been found
guilty in order that certain individuals might avoid having to give an account of their life (39c6-8).
These individuals, he prophesies, will be unable to avoid giving an account of themselves (39¢8-d5).
In this sense, Sokrates refers to giving an account of the beliefs in their soul, in order to determine
their veracity, i.e. the so-called Sokratic elenkhos, rather than being held to account in a political or
legal sense. All of the above proffers an image of Sokrates as being akin to the ‘true’ judge of Hades,

as being a ‘living judge.”?*

If the image of Sokrates as 'living judge' is correct, then his elenkhoi of the Athenians resemble ‘pre’-
judgements of those the soul will find in Hades. Sokrates, in this case, helping an individual to
identify anything ‘unsound’ in their soul, so that they may rectify their ‘errors’ prior to the ‘true’

judgement in Hades.3*? This image suggests that the judgement in Hades resembles the elenkhos of

339 Cf. Apologia 38a5-6 — the unexamined life is not worth living for a human being. See also Sokrates’
discussion with Menon’s slave (Menon 81e-86b); metics (Politeia 1.327b2-3); individuals from poleis hostile to
Athens (e.g. the Thebans Simmias and Kebes, Phaidon 59c1-2); women (e.g. Aspasia, Menexenos 235e3-9), and
his use of humble occupations and everyday objects as examples (e.g. Sophistes 226e1-227c9), further
suggesting a belief in the equality of all souls, and the soul’s natural inclination to engage in contemplation of
true reality, given the opportunity.

340 Cf. the art of midwifery in the Theaitetos 148e-151d. Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 210.

341 Cf. Sophistes 226a-231c.

342 Cf. Theaitetos 148e-151d; Sophistes 226a-231c.
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Sokrates, examining the beliefs in one’s soul, with the purpose of identifying the extent to which
they are sound.3*® Unlike Sokrates, however, the ‘true’ judges do not examine the soul prior to
death, examining one’s beliefs only at the end of their developmental process, when they are in
their ‘final’ form. Moreover, Sokrates remains a human being, and so he remains susceptible to the

limits of mortal nature, whereas the ‘true’ judges, as Sokrates describes below, are both just and

divine.3*

(2.2.4) 40e-41c

(40e4) i & a olov dmodnuiical ot 6

Bavatog €vOévde eic GA\ov TOmov, Kal GAnBR £oTv T
Aeyopeva, wg Gpa kel eloL mavteg ol teBvedtec, ti petlov
&yaBov Toutou £in dv, O dvdpeg Sikaotai; i ydp Tig

41.

(a) adikopevog eig’Adou, dmaAlaysic TOUTWVL TV GaoKOVIWV
SIKAOTGV €lvat, eVPAOEL TOUC WS AANBGIC SIKAOTAC, Oiep

kol Aéyovral ékel Sikalevy, Mivwg te kat Padapavoug kal
Alakoc kal TpumtoAepog kat dAAoL 6oot TV AUBEWV Sikatot
gyEvovTo €V TM £autdv Biw, dpa pavAn &v €in 1 dmodnuia;

A a0 Opdet ouyyevéaBat kat Mouoaiw kat Howddw Kol

OunNpw £mi moow Gv Tig S£ELT’ Gv UUGIV; Eyw HEV Yap
TIOAAGKLG €AW TeBvaval el Talt’ €otv AANBH. énel

(b) Epolye kal abt® Bavpaoth &v €in N dlatplpn altélL, 6mote
gvtoyotpt MaAapundet kat Alavtt Td Tehap@vog kal €l Tig

GAAOG TGV maAal®v Sl Kplowv adikov TEBvnkey, Avtutapa-
BAAOVTL T £UOUTOD TIABN TIPOG TA EKElVWV—WE Ey® OLpaL,

oUK av And&c ein—kat 8 tO péylotov, Toug ékel é€stdlovta

343 |n this way, Sokrates — or the philosopher more generally — can engage the individual in a consideration of
the Platonic Wager, and direct one’s soul towards the correct choice, and the adoption of the Sokratic way of
life.

344 Cf. the Gorgias 523a1-527e7 for the dangers of judging a soul whilst still alive, and the judge possesses a
mortal body. Here, these issues are considered more specifically.
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Kali épeuv@vta worep touc evtadBa Siayety, Tig auTiv 00dOg
£€0TLV KOl Ti¢ oletal pév, €otiv &’ oU. £mi moow & Gv TLG,

® GvSpec Sikaotal, SE€atto E€eTdoal Tov mt Tpolav dyaydvia
(c) Thv moAAnv otpatiayv f} Oduoocéa i Zioudov f GAAoUG
Hupioug &v Tic eimot kat BvSpag kal yuvaikag, olg EKel
SlahéyeoBal kal ocuvelval kal £EeTalely aunyavov v €in
gudatlpoviog; mavtwe ol SOV TOUTOU YE EVEKA Ol EKET
amnokteivouol: ta te yap dMa evdaovéotepol eloLv ol £kel
TV évBade, kai Rn Tov Aowmov xpovov aBavartoti siowy, inep
VE TA Aeyopeva GAnOA.

[LOEB translation:] “If then this is what death is like, | say it is a benefit, for in that
case the whole of time seems to be nothing more than a single night. But if death is
a kind of migration from here to another place, and what they say is true, that
indeed all the dead are there, what greater good could there be than this, members
of the jury? For if someone, after getting to Hades, having rid himself of these self-
proclaimed jurors, will find real jurors, who also are said to judge cases there, Minos
and Rhadamanthus and Aeacus and Triptolemus and others of the demigods who
were just in their lives, would this be a bad transfer? Or again, to meet up with
Orpheus and Musaeus and Hesiod and Homer, what price would any of you pay for
that? You see I’'m willing to die many times over if this is the truth, since for myself
spending time there would be wonderful, when | could meet Palamedes and Aias,
Telemon’s son, and any others of olden times who died as a result of an unjust
judgment, and compare my experiences with theirs—in my view it would not be
unpleasant—and what’s more, the most important thing, | could go round, examine
and inquire, just as | did here, who is wise and who thinks he is, but isn’t. What
price, members of the jury, would one pay to examine the leader of the great army
against Troy, or Odysseus, or Sisyphus, or the countless others one could mention,
men and women, to converse with whom there, and meet and examine them would
be utmost happiness? At any rate, | don’t suppose they put people to death there
for doing this: in fact there are other reasons why they are more blessed there than
those down here, not to mention that from then on they’re immortal for the rest of
time, if, that is, what is said is true.”

Thus far, discussion of the judge has occupied both a legal and ethical dimension, considering on the
one hand the judge’s function in a judgement, and on the other, the moral characteristics a judge
should ideally possess, so as to effect a ‘correct’ judgement. Now, Sokrates shall discuss the judge
from an explicit eschatological perspective, combining both the legal and the ethical with the

eschatological notion of the soul’s judgement. In this particular case, the judge (or rather the ‘true’
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judge) makes an appearance in Sokrates’ second conception of the afterlife — the one in which death

involves a relocation for the soul from here to another place (40e4-41c7).

This conception of the afterlife establishes Hades as constituting an otherworldly location, being
completely divorced in some way from the world in which we live (‘ti¢ ddikopevoc eig’Atdou,’” 40e7-
41al). This is particularly so given Sokrates’ emphasis that it is the soul that experiences this
relocation — an incorporeal and immaterial entity — implying Hades is of like nature with the soul, i.e.
incorporeal and immaterial; hence the body’s inability to relocate there also.3* Moreover, in
establishing Hades as being both incorporeal, immaterial, and changeless, Hades assumes an affinity
to the divine, and a nature more akin to true reality (although one must not necessarily assume the
existence of the Forms in the Apologia). Sokrates provides no details on how the soul arrives in
Hades, but it appears as though the soul possesses a kind of instinctive knowledge of the journey.
The lack of details regarding the location of Hades and its nature, and how the soul is understood to
journey there, suggest that these particular elements are not meant to be the focus of this particular

account (see Chapter 2.8 on the Phaidon).3%

Subsequent to the soul's arrival in Hades, Sokrates constructs an immediate juxtaposition between
his judges in the present world, and the 'true' judges of Hades (‘@AnB&¢ Sikaotdg,” 41a2). These
'true' judges, according to Sokrates, consist of Minos,**’ Rhadamanthos, Aiakos, Triptolemos, and

other demi-gods who were equally upright in their own life (41a1-5). In contrast with later accounts

345 The conception of Hades Sokrates possesses cannot be akin to that of the Odyssey 11.51-635, for example,
in which Odysseus and his companions travel to Hades still in possession of their bodies; or likewise the stories
of Herakles, Theseus, and Orpheus travelling to Hades (e.g. [Apollodoros], Bibliotheke, 2.61-180). See further
Gantz (1993): 120-151,291-294, 374-466. See contra Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 259 who suggest that
Sokrates’ second conception of the afterlife does not diverge from the standard ‘tales’ regarding the afterlife.
346 |f Sokrates introduces this account as a means of justifying to his companions both his lack of fear regarding
his impending death, and the need to live a virtuous, then the location of Hades, and the soul's journey there,
do not necessarily serve to further this argument. In the eschatological account of the Gorgias, on the other
hand, the judgement occupies a more central role, and so Sokrates feels it is more appropriate to relate these
particular details, as they serve to reinforce the main aim of his thesis.

347 Cf. the Athenian on how the common, Athenian conception of Minos is incorrect, Nomoi 1.624a, 1.630d,
4.706a.
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of the judges,®*® in which Sokrates prefers the standard trio of Minos, Rhadamanthos, and Aiakos;
here, Sokrates introduces at least four named judges, but the criteria he outlines for the judges — the
need to have led an upright life — admit the possibility for many more (‘6ikatot £€yévovto év t®
gaut®v Bilw,” 41a4-5).3° Indeed, it does not preclude the possibility of a mortal who has lived an
upright life, such as Sokrates himself, from assuming the position of judge. This would be the
ultimate irony, if upon their death Sokrates’ accusers arrive in Hades for the judgement, and they
find Sokrates to be their judge, proving conclusively both their own injustice, and the justness of
Sokrates.?° In any case, the following relationship is established between Sokrates and the ‘true’

judges:

(a) The ‘true’ judge lived a just, mortal life;
(b) Sokrates, at least according to Plato, lives a just, mortal life;

(c) Therefore, Sokrates shares certain qualities of the ‘true’ judge.

Regardless, the identities of the judges, and the criteria Sokrates establishes, ensure that the judge
of the soul once lived in the same physical world as the soul it is judging. The judge, therefore, once
shared in the same mortal experience as the soul being judged, e.g. birth and death, anger, joy, fear,
etc. This affords the judge knowledge regarding the realities of mortal existence; knowledge that a
god might not possess, since god qua god does not know mortal existence.®*? In this way, Sokrates

introduces two features to the judgement, which continue throughout the dialogues:

(i) The judgement is fair. Sokrates posits that the judges were once human beings, thus they
possess knowledge of the human experience; and they were human beings who led a just

life. This provides the judge in Hades with knowledge of mortal nature, of what is just, and

348 See further Chapters 2.4 and 2.9.

349 Cf. the fate of the Golden race in Hesiodos, Erga kai Hemerai, 106-201.

330 Indeed, one may argue that Sokrates did become their judge, since figures like Meletos and Anytos are
immortalized, examined, and evaluated in relation to their role in condemning Sokrates. Through the
judgement of Plato's Apologia these particular figures have been forever condemned to ignominy (a
punishment such individuals may have considered one of the worst of all).

352 Cf. the Christian notion of Jesus as the judge of one’s soul, who possesses knowledge of both the mortal
and the divine: Apokalypsis loannou, 11:13-20:15.
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the ‘correct’ way in which to live one’s life, since they themselves did so during their
embodied existence. All of the above criteria are used to show that the judgement of the
soul in Hades is both just and fair. The judge’s knowledge of justice ensures their actions
adhere to what is just; likewise, their experience of mortal existence ensures an intimate
understanding of the practicalities of human life.

(ii) The gods bear no responsibility for the fate of the soul. As the judges possess knowledge of
mortal existence, the soul cannot claim that they have been judged by a transcendent entity,
divorced from the realities of humanity. Furthermore, it establishes the former humanity of
the soul’s judge, demonstrating to it that it is possible for a mortal being to live a life
according to justice. Thus, if a soul finds itself on the wrong side of the judgement, their
judges are proof that if that soul had made different choices the outcome of the judgement

could have been different.?

(2.3) The Kriton

(2.3.1) 43d-44b

$Q. ANV, O Kpitwy, TOXN dyadii, i tavtn toic Beoic
didov, TauTn Eotw- 00 pévtol oipat AEew alTO THEPOV.
44.

(a) KP.MNoBev tolto tekpaipn;

Y0.Eyw ool €p@. Tij yap mou Uotepaia Sl pe amo-
Bvriokew A 1} &v AN TO mMAotov.

KP. ®aot y£ tol 61\ ol toUtwy KLpPLOL.

2Q). OU Tolvuv Tfi¢ €movong HEPOS OLpaL alTO HEEWV

353 Cf. McPherran (2006): 258.

178



AAAQ TG €TéPAC. Tekpaipopal 8& €k Tvog évumviou 0 £w-

paka 6Alyov mpoTeEPOV TAUTNG TFG VUKTOG: KOl KIVOUVEUVELG €V
KaLp® TwiL oUK éyeipal pe.

KP."Hv 6¢& &1 ti t6 évinvioy;

(i) 2Q.’E60OKeL Tic pot yuvn mpooeABoloa koA Kal eUElBAG,

(b) Aeukd ipdtia Exouoa, kaléoal pe kai eineiv: (i) “Q Twkpoateg,
Auati kev Tpitatw OBinv €pifwAov koto.”

KP."ATomov TO £VUTVIOV, M SWKPOTEG.

$Q.EVapyEg pév obv, (¢ € pot Sokel, & Kpitwv.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. Well, Crito, may this be for the best; if it pleases the gods
this way, so be it. However | don’t think it’ll come today.

Cri. Where do you get that idea from?
Soc. I'll tell you. | must be put to death, | take it, on the day after the boat arrives.
Cri. At any rate that’s what the people responsible for these things say.

Soc. Then | don’t think it’ll arrive on the day coming, but on the one after. My proof
comes from a dream | saw a short while ago this very night: and maybe it was
opportune you didn’t wake me up.

Cri. And what was the dream?

Soc. A beautiful attractive woman appeared to be coming toward me wearing a
white cloak. She called me and said: “Socrates, on the third day you may reach most
fertile Phthia.”

Cri. What a strange dream, Socrates.

Soc. On the contrary, a clear one in my view, Crito.”

Kriton relates to Sokrates the news that the ship containing the sacred fire of Delos will arrive later
today, signaling Sokrates' execution for the day after (43d2-6). Sokrates, however, disagrees with
Kriton's statement, instead citing a dream he had in the night as evidence that his execution will
occur in two days, and not in one as Kriton assumes (43d7-44b4).3> The dream proffers the

following details:

(i) A beautiful and shapely woman dressed in white approached Sokrates (44a10-b1).

354 Cf. Theaitetos 200e, 206¢c, 208b and the difference between truth vs belief: Kriton uses habitualized
knowledge in order to interpret Sokrates’ forthcoming death; Sokrates uses revealed knowledge — true
knowledge —to do so.
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(i) She said, ‘Sokrates, may you arrive at fertile Phthia on the third day’ (44b1-2).3%

Although (ii), in particular, is a poetic allusion to Homeros and Akhilles, Sokrates’ dream offers,
nonetheless, a potential conception of the place of Hades. For instance, Sokrates’ emphasis on the
beauty of the woman and the whiteness of her clothing, creates an allusion to the notion of
‘purity.”*® This would imply that Sokrates’ journey will involve travelling to a place of purity. It is not
explicitly labelled Hades, yet it alludes to the second conception of the afterlife given in the Apologia
(40e4-41c7), since it presents the continued existence of some part of Sokrates, which undergoes a
change of location to a place of purity (a place of the divine, e.g. the demi-gods and heroes
described by Sokrates in the Apologia, 40e4-41c7). This lends further credence to the suggestion
that this place is indeed understood to be the location of an afterlife, or a place closer in nature to

what-is-pure, i.e. Hades.?’

The poetical allusion in (ii) may simply reflect the conventional, literary manner for presenting
dreams, which often tend to be poetical, metaphorical, and supernatural in nature.3>® In this case,
the poetical allusion refers to Akhilles whose home is Phthia, suggesting that, in death, Sokrates will
be returning ‘home’ to a place that constitutes his ‘true’ home.?*® In a sense, death is presented as
the accomplishment of the soul’s nostos, with life constituting the various trials and tribulations the
soul must undergo before it may return home.3° This does not say much about the location of

Hades or its nature, but it does establish Hades as a ‘real’ place that exists; a place in which other

355 Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 198.

356 Cf. Phaidon 97e, 99b, 108e.

357 1t may also be that the woman is an allusion either to Parmenides' Truth (KRS 288), or to the standard
description of blessed initiates in Hades, e.g. Aristophanes, Batrakhoi, 318-355; regardless, both allusions
imply the woman originates from a place of purity, truth, and knowledge. Cf. Atossa’s dream in Aiskhylos,
Persai, 517-531; Xerxes’ dream in Herodotos (7.12-18, 7.47); Akhilles’ dream of Patroklos in the lliad 23.17-
107.

358 For instance, Atossa’s dream in Aiskhylos, Persai, 517-531; Xerxes’ dream in Herodotos (7.12-18, 7.47);
Akhilles’ dream of Patroklos in the lliad 23.17-107.

359 Such an interpretation suggests the soul’s pre-existence to its embodiment, since it must have existed in
this place prior to embodiment, if its journey there constitutes a return.

360 Cf. the many travails Odysseus must ensure before he can return home in Homeros’ Odysseia.
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entities likewise exist, and which constitutes the ‘true’ home of the soul (the continuing part of the

composite human being), at least in the case of Sokrates.

The woman in Sokrates’ dream presumably inhabits this place also, and was able to communicate
with Sokrates in the form of a dream alone. This suggests that the afterlife is a place separated from
the present world in some sense. Given the woman's reliance on communication through an oneiric
medium, i.e. a non-physical, immaterial medium; it may be that the place which she inhabits is
similarly non-physical and immaterial, necessitating the use of a dream in order to communicate
with the physical and material Sokrates. If this were the case, this would establish the dream as a
point of commonality between the material and non-material worlds, and it is the case that in the
lliad (23.62-107) or Herodotos (Historiai, 7.12.1-7.18.4), for example, the dead generally
communicate with an individual in the form of a dream. This does not mean that to dream is to
interact with the non-physical world, or any sort of ‘true’ world, but rather its immateriality provides
a useful space through which a similarly immaterial entity might communicate with a material being;
the dream and the entity possessing the same immaterial nature.®®! On the other hand, it may just
be a conventional description of a dream meant to indicate Sokrates’ divine favour (in particular his
Apollonian favour), or his closeness to death, represented by his increased propensity for

encounters with the supernatural.3%2

(2.3.2) 46e-48a

—0oU yap, 6oa ye tavBpwrela, £KTOC L To0 PEANELY Aro-
47.
(a) Bvokelv alplov, kai ok v of mapakpoLoL A Tapolica CU-

dopa- okomel dr—oUy ikavg Sokel ool AéyecBatl 6TL ov

361 Cf. Jon 538e; Symposion 188b.
362 E g, Apologia 20e, 21b, 39¢; Phaidon 58b, 60d, 61a-b, 85a, 111b. Kahn (1996): 66-67.
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naocag xpr tag 66&ag TV AvBpwMwV TIUAV AAAA TAG eV,
TAG &’ o0, 0USE MAvVTwY GAAA TV PEV, TRV &’ oU; TL PN
tadta oUXl KOAWG AéyeTal;

KP. KaA®g.

20). OUKoOV TAC HEV XPNOTAC TUAY, TAG O& TTOVNPAG Un;
KP. Nad.

20). Xpnotat 6€ ouy ai Tv ppovipwy, movnpal &€ al

TV ddpovwy;

KP. N&¢ & oU;

3Q. Oépe 8n, meC al T ToLaTTa EAEYETO; YUUVATOHEVOG
(b) dvnp kai tolito MpaTTWY MOTEPOV TTAVTOC AVEPOC EmMaivw Kal
Poyw kal 66En TOv volv MPooEXel, | EvOg pdvou EKeivou O¢
av Tuyxavn tatpoc A matdotpifng wy;

KP.Evog povou.

3Q. OUkoOv dpoPBeiobal xpr Toug Poyouc kat domdalsobal
ToUG énaivoug tolug tod evog ékeivou GAAA ) Tolg TV
TLOAA (V.

KP. AfiAa 8.

Q. Taltn Gpo VTR TPOKTEOV KAl YUUVACTEOV Kol
£6e0Té0oV Ve Kal oTéov, N &v T¢) £V S0k, TM €motdTn Kol
énaiovtt, udANov A ) cUMIAoL ToTg BAAOLC.

KP.”Eott talta.

(c) 2Q. Elev. aneBricag 8¢ T &vi kal ATdoag a0Tod TV
806&av kail Toug émaivouc, oo §& Toug TV MOAADV [AO-
youg] Kait pndév maiovtwy, dpa oUSEV KaKOV TeloeTay;
KP. N&c¢ yap oU;

0. TL &’ €0t TO KaKOV ToUTO, Kal ot Teivel, Kai ig

Tl T@v Tol dnelbolvrog;

KP. AfjAov 61l €ig 0 o®pa- todto yap StoA\uat.

2Q. KahGic Aéyelc. ovkodv Kai TdAAa, & Kpitwv, oUtwe,

tva pr) mavra Stlwpeyv, kat 8r kal mepl TV Sikaiwv Kal

adikwv katl atoxp®v kal kKaAGv kal Ayabdv kal kak®v, mepl
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WV VOV 1} BoUuAn ATV EoTiy, MATEPOV Tfi TRV TOAADV 86N

(d) &€l quac Enecbal kal poBetobal avutnyv A tfj Tol £vog, €l Tig
€oTLv €naiwv, ov 8¢l kal aioxUveoBal kal poBeloBat paAlov
A oupmavtag ToU¢ BAoUC; M el pn dkolouBricopey, Sia-
$Oepolipev €kelvo kal AwPnoopeba, 0 T@ HEV Sikaiw BEATIOV
£ylyveto T® 6€ adikw AnwAAuTo. i oUSEV €oTL TolTO;

KP. Olpat éywye, 0 LWKPOTEC.

2Q. Oépe 61, £av TO UTO TOoU LYLEWVOD eV BEATIOV
ylyvopevov, uno tol voowdoug &€ SladBelpdpevov SloAéowev
TELOOpEVOL [ TH TGV EMaiovtwy 8AEN, apa PLWTOV ARV E0TLV
(e) dledBapuévou altol; £otL &€ mou tolto o@pa- fj ouYi;
KP. Nad.

3Q. Ap’ 00V BLwTOV ATV £0TLV PETA poXOnpol Kal
SlepBapuévou cwpaTog;

KP. OUSapdc.

Q. AAN\G pet’ ékeivou dp’ AUtV Buwtov diedBappuévou,

O TO &Sikov pév AwpBdtay, O 8¢ dikatov dvivnow; i dauvAd-
TEPOV NYOUHED €lvaL TOD CWHOTOG £KETVO, &TL TOT €0TL TGV
48.

(a) Auetépwy, epl O A Te Adikia Kal i Sikatoouvn €otiy;

KP. Oudapdc.

Q. AN TILWTEPOV;

KP. MoAU vye.

$Q. OUk dpa, & BEATIOTE, AV ATV oUTw dpovTIoTéOV

Tl épololv ol moANol AUAC, GAN OTL 6 émaiwy mepl TV
Swaiwv kal adikwy, O €16 kal avTh f GARBEeLa. (hoTe MPWTOV
MEV TaUTN OUK 6pBMG elonyi), elonyoUpevog tiig TV TMOAADY
606¢&n¢ 6ty NUAG dpovtilev mepl TWV Sikalwv Kal KaA®V Kal
Aayad®v kat TV Evavtiwv.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. You see, in all human probability, you are excluded from
the prospect of being put to death tomorrow and the present catastrophe shouldn’t
knock you sideways. Just think about it: don’t you think it has been argued
adequately that one should not respect all the beliefs that people have, but just
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some and not others, and not those of everyone, but those of some and not of
others? What do you say? Isn’t this right?

Cri. Itis.
Soc. Therefore we should respect good beliefs, but not bad ones.
Cri. Yes.

Soc. And good ones are those of intelligent people, and bad ones those of those who
are ignorant.

Cri. Of course.

Soc. Come on then, how were such points established? Would a man in training and
fully engaged in it pay attention to the encouragement, criticism and opinion of
every person, or only that of one person who is actually his doctor or trainer?

Cri. Only the one.

Soc. Therefore he must fear the criticisms and welcome the encouragement from
that one person, and not those of the majority?

Cri. Obviously.

Soc. So he must get down to it and train, eat and drink in the way that seems right to
that one person who is the expert and has knowledge, rather than what seems right
to everyone else.

Cri. That's right.

Soc. Well then, if he disobeys the one and scorns his opinion and encouragements,
but respects those of the majority who have no understanding, surely he’ll suffer
some harm?

Cri. Of course.

Soc. What harm is this and to what does it tend, and what part of him who disobeys
does it affect?

Cri. Clearly his body, for this is what he’s damaging.

Soc. You're right, and isn’t this true of everything else, Crito, to save us going
through all of it; and above all when it comes to matters concerning the just and
unjust and dishonorable and honorable and good and bad, those we are now
discussing, whether we should follow the opinion of the majority and fear it, or that
of the one person, if there is someone with understanding who we should respect
and fear rather than all the others? If we don’t follow him, won’t we destroy and
abuse that which was improved by what is just and was ruined by what is unjust: or
is that not so?

Cri. I think it is, Socrates.

Soc. Come then, if we're going to destroy that which was improved by what is
healthy and ruined by what is diseased by not following the opinion of those who
have understanding, are we fit to live if that part is ruined? And this is surely the
body, isn’t it?

Cri. Yes.
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Soc. So are our lives worth living with a distressed and degenerating body?
Cri. Not at all.

Soc. Well then are we to live with that part of us ruined that the unjust damages, but
that the just benefits? Or do we consider that that part with which justice and
injustice are concerned, whichever part of us it is, is inferior to the body?

Cri. Not at all.
Soc. Rather more to be valued?
Cri. Very much so.

Soc. Then, my good friend, we shouldn’t thus be overconcerned by what the
majority will tell us, but what the person tells us who has an understanding of just
and unjust matters, the single individual, and the truth itself. The result is that firstly
you’re not going about it in the right way when you propose that we must be
concerned with the opinion of the majority about matters just and fine and good
and their opposites.”

Sokrates and Kriton discuss whether an individual should value the opinions of all people on a given
subject, or rather, only the opinions of those who possess knowledge pertaining to that particular
subject (46e3-47a12). This discussion leads, ultimately, to a basic characterization of the judge, as an
individual who possesses knowledge of both justice and injustice, as well as the capacity to identify
the ‘truth’ with consistency (47¢8-48a10).3%® Given the knowledge this individual possesses, one
must heed their pronouncements regarding what is, and what is not, just and true. Accordingly, one
must follow the instructions of such an individual regarding correction. In the case of the Hadean
judge, the judge possesses knowledge of justice and injustice; thus, they make no mistakes in
identifying which souls are and are not just. Hence, if the judge prescribes correction for an unjust

soul, the soul should recognize that:

(a) the judge is much more knowledgeable than it;

(b) the judge’s knowledge of what is just and unjust ensures they consistently act in accordance
with what is just. Hence,

(c) this correction is prescribed with the soul’s own benefit in mind; proffering the notion that

(d) punishment is prescribed in order to benefit the offending soul/individual.

363 Cf. Hippias Elasson 365b; lon 531a-531b.
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As in the Apologia, the description of the judge is suggestive of Sokrates’ characterization of the
philosopher, such that the philosopher assumes the status of a ‘living judge’ (‘living’ in order to
distinguish the philosopher from the judge in Hades). Consequently, just as one should heed the
advice of the judge with regards to correction, so, Sokrates argues, one must listen to the advice of
the philosopher with regards to the wellbeing of the soul.3®* The ‘true’ judge identifies the unjust
soul and assigns correction in the afterlife; this correction, if one assumes the temporal limits
outlined in the Apologia (41c6), lasts for the rest of time. The philosopher (the ‘living’ judge), on the
other hand, attempts to identify the unjust soul before it reaches the afterlife, in the hope that the
individual may correct the ‘errors’ in their soul, so as to avoid the atemporal correction of the ‘true’
judge. This potentially establishes a telos for the soul —to arrive at the judgement in Hades sans

corruption in the soul.3®®

(2.3.3) 54b-54d

(54b2) “AAN’, B TWKPATEC, TEWOOUEVOC NIV TOTC 001 TpodedoL
unte naidag nept mAeiovog ool pAte To {fjv punte dAho
uN&Ev mpd tol Sikaiou, tva eig’Adou EABwV Exng mavta
talta dnoloyroacBal tolg £Kel Gpxouoiv: oUTe yap évBade
ool daivetal Tadto mPATToVTL dpewvov elval oU8E Sikaldtepov
006 dolwTepov, 008E GAAW TV oV oUdevi, oUte £keloe
AadKouEVw apevov Eotal. AAAA VOV pEV ASIKNUEVOG GTEL,

(c) éav aming, oOx LY’ AUV TWV VoUWV AAAA UTU AvBpwWTWV:
£av 6¢& £EENONC oUTwg aioxp®g Avtadiknooag Te Kal avtika-

Koupynoag, Tag cautol opoloyiag te Kal cuvenkag TAg MPO¢

364 See further, Protagoras 313a-314c and Kharmides 156b-157d which present the philosopher as being the
doctor of the soul. Cf. Baxter (1992): 105 — the philosopher is able to act akin to the doctor of the soul, since
they are the individuals who most associate with soul, rather than the body. See further the Phaidon 59c-69e —
the philosopher disassociates with the body as far as possible in preparation for the soul’s disembodied
existence post-death.

365 See further Chapter 2.4
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NUAC mapaBag Kal KoK €pyacdpevog Toutoug oU¢ fKloTa
£6¢gL, oauTOV T Kal dpidoug kal matpida kal NUAG, NUELS TE
ool xohemavoUpev {vtl, kal €Kel ol nuétepol adeAdol ol €v
‘ALS0U VOpOoL 0UK eUEVRG og UTtoSE€ovTal, el60TEC OTL Kal
UG énexeipnoag dmoAéoal 10 o0V HEPOC. GAAG U o€

(d) melon Kpiltwv motelv a Aéyel pdAAov f AUETS.”

Tadta, ® dile étaipe Kpitwy, €0 100L OTL £y® oK
AKoUELY, MOTEP Ol KOPUPBAVTLWVTES TRV AUARY SokoloLv
AKkoUELY, Kal &v gpot altn f AXN TouTwy TV Adywv BopPel
Kol oLl un duvaoBat Twv GAAwv akolEeLv: GAAG (061, 6oa ye
ta vOv ol Sokolvta, €av Aéyng mapd tadta, patnv €pelc.
OpwC pévtol €l TL olel MAEoV TOLNOELY, AEyE.

KP. AAN’, ) SWKPOTEC, OUK EXw AEYELV.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. [as the Laws of Athens] “Come now, Socrates, obey us your
nurturers and don’t value your children, or your life, or anything else more highly
than what is just, in order that when you get to Hades you may offer all this in your
defense before those who rule there. For just as doing what you propose seems
neither better for you in this world, and not more just or more holy, nor for any of
your friends, so it will not be better for you when you get to the next. As it is now,
you will leave here, if you do leave, having been treated unjustly, not under the
auspices of us the Laws, but of men. But if you go having retaliated and caused harm
in such a disgraceful way, having broken both your own agreements and covenants
with us, and having done wrong to those here who are the last people you should
have done it to: yourself, your friends, your native city and us, then we shall be
angry with you while you are still alive, and in the next world our brothers the Laws
in Hades will not receive you kindly, knowing that you attempted to destroy us in as
far as you could. Come now, don’t let Crito persuade you to do what he says rather
than what we say.

This, my dear friend Crito, be assured, is what | seem to hear, just as the Corybantes
think they hear the flutes, and this sound of these words resonates within me and
makes me unable to hear any others. Well, be assured that, as far as my current
beliefs go, if you argue against those, you will argue in vain. All the same however, if
you think you will accomplish anything more, speak.

C. No, Socrates, I've nothing to say.”

This possible telos — to arrive in Hades sans corruption in the soul (see Chapter 2.3.2 above), receives
further support from the notion introduced here, that the judgement in Hades is based upon the

condition of each particular soul, molded by all the choices and decisions of that individual.
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Furthermore, it introduces the notion that the afterlife, in this case Hades, is subject to a set of

laws.366

In the context of this particular passage, Sokrates relates a hypothetical address to himself on behalf
of a personification of the Laws of Athens. This hypothetical address functions as a thought
experiment, in which Sokrates imagines that the Laws of Athens can speak for themselves. The Laws
of Athens relate to Kriton their function in society, as, in effect, establishing a precursor to the
theory of the social contract, between the Athenian citizen and the authority of the Athenian polis —
i.e. the laws.>® In this case, Sokrates submits that he cannot flee his legally prescribed execution,
since he has consented, (tacitly), to submit to the authority of the Laws, in return for their protection

and their conservation of the social order.

Since birth,3®® Sokrates has enjoyed the benefits of this protection and order, and so he believes that
he cannot simply abandon the Laws simply because he does not like the outcome of a legal
pronouncement of the lawcourt. He would, as he argues, be committing an injustice against the
Laws, who have only ever done him good up to this point (54b1-b8). For Sokrates, fleeing his

execution would create a dangerous precedent; if all individuals abandoned the Laws in any instance

366 The notion that the afterlife — whether it be punishment or reincarnation —is governed by a set of
immovable divine laws, informs all subsequent descriptions of the afterlife, which further present the afterlife
as adhering to a divinely set cosmic order; an order truer in nature as it governs the divine, immortal, and
incorporeal. In the Gorgias 523a-527e, the judgement of the soul and its punishment is governed by the divine
law of Zeus; in the Menon 80d-82b, reincarnation is governed by divine law. The same is true in the Phaidon
(Chapter 3.5), Politeia (Chapter 3.6), Phaidros (Chapter 3.7), and the Timaios (Chapter 3.8). See also Brickhouse
and Smith (2004): 243-245 who argue that ‘the same picture (or at least one entirely compatible with it) is
represented as accepted by Socrates in Gorgias 523alff.

367 Though given Athens’ status as a democracy, the authority, strictly speaking, should lie with the people,
rather than the laws; unless one interprets the laws as in some way representing the will of the power, though
Sokrates suggests a different, divine origin of the law, given its kinship with the divinely ordained laws of
Hades. Nonetheless, if the relationship between the Athenian citizen and the Laws of Athens functions in a
manner akin to a social contract, then the same must be true between the Laws of Hades and its citizens — the
soul —in effect establishing Hades as being like a polis, but this polis is a ‘true’ polis, since it governs the divine,
incorporeal, and immortal. Cf. Johansen (2004): 3, who argues that Hades is the exemplification of the just city
suggested in the Politeia 9.592b.

368 The laws argue that they are responsible for Sokrates’ birth, presumably this is because the laws legislate
which individuals may marry each other, legally, ensuring the conception of legitimate, citizen offspring. Since
Sokrates is considered a legitimate, citizen offspring of his parents, and has enjoyed the benefits of this
citizenship; he is ipso facto the product of the Laws of Athens.
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of disagreement, this would result in a general undermining of their authority, and the subversion of

the social order.

In order to emphasize his position, Sokrates introduces the argument that the Laws themselves, did
him no wrong, but rather his execution results from an ‘incorrect’ human interpretation of these

laws (54b8-c8). This argument serves a twofold purpose:

(i) it preserves the authority of the laws; indeed, it suggests the laws of Athens embody some
kind of ‘true’ justice, independent of human beings, since Sokrates characterizes their source
as being not mortal in nature, but divine; and

(ii) it emphasizes the ignorance of the jurors, who ‘incorrectly’ interpreted the ‘true’ justice

embodied in the laws, thereby condemning Sokrates to death.3%°

Therefore, Sokrates believes he would be committing an injustice against the Laws of Athens were

he to flee his execution, since his present predicament is the result of ignorant human

interpretation, and not that of the Laws in and of themselves.3”°

369 Weiss (1998): 153 argues that the Laws of Hades take the place of the ‘true’ judge as the adjudicators of
justice in Hades. However, the Laws of Athens criticize the human judges, arguing that their misinterpretation
of the Law, virtue of their ignorance of what is true, lead to the present injustice against Sokrates. Similarly,
therefore, the Laws of Hades, if they are function akin to the Laws of Athens, require interpretation by a judge.
In this case, the ‘true’ judge interprets the Laws of Hades, but, virtue of their knowledge of what is true, justice
never fails to prevail. Cf. Johansen (2004): 3 who suggests that Hades is the perfectly justice polis Sokrates
argues in favour of in the Politeia. This would establish the judge as being a guardian of the polis, interpreting
the law in order to ensure the preservation of order and harmony, e.g. Nomoi 12.964e; Politeia 2.375e-276d,
3.412b-417b, 4.419a-425e, 5.450c-471e, 7.519¢-521b, 7.537a-537d, 7.539e-541b, 8.543a.

370 Weiss (1998): 119-120 argues that the Laws of Athens are ‘appalled by Socrates’ conduct’ because his
‘assertion that he is not fearful of death is an assertion that the city has ultimately no hold over him; insofar as
the city’s severest sanction is death, one who does not fear death does not fear the city.’ Yet, the Laws of
Athens clearly state that they have not wronged Socrates, but rather his present fate is the result of infallible
human interpretation of the Laws. The suggestion being that were the Laws interpreted by non-human judges
—or judges who possessed true knowledge — then Sokrates would not find himself presently sentenced to
death. How can the Laws be appalled at Sokrates for his lack of fear in the face of death if they appear to
believe that Sokrates’ death sentence is incorrect? Moreover, Sokrates chooses to stay in Athens and die in
accordance with law; how can Sokrates find contempt in the Laws of Athens if he chooses to honour their
pronouncement of death, even if he believes this to be an incorrect adjudication? Surely, it is Sokrates’ lack of
fear in the face of death that allows him to accept his death sentence, and die in accordance with the law,
rather than flee and risk undermining the social contract between the Laws of Athens and its citizens? Is not
fleeing his death sentence in Athens, and undermining the social contract more of an act of contempt on
Sokrates’ behalf, since it directly challenges the authority of the law?
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The final argument Sokrates utilizes in order to demonstrate to Kriton why he cannot flee Athens,
relates that Hades is likewise subject to a set of laws.3”! These laws are in some way kindred of the
Laws of Athens, suggesting both sets of laws are somehow related (‘oi nuétepol ddeAdotl ot évAldou
vopol,’ 54¢6-7).3”2 However, whereas the judges in Athens interpret the laws ‘incorrectly,” with only
their ignorance to guide them, the ‘true’ judges in Hades, interpret the laws with knowledge. This
knowledge — of what is just and unjust, true and false — ensures that the ‘true’ judges always
interpret the laws ‘correctly’ (cf. Chapter 2.2). However, it is uncertain whether these laws are
meant to be understood as legal prescriptions, similar to human legal laws, or refer to some sort of
natural law that always remains the same, and is as applicable to the mortal as to the immortal. It is
possible that the latter is most likely to be the case, since it preserves the relatedness between the
laws of Athens and that of Hades, and further emphasizes the ignorance of the Athenian juror

compared to the ‘true’ judge.?”

Regardless, the introduction of laws to the governance of Hades establishes the ‘true’ judge as
occupying a similar role to the earthly judge, who attempts to implement a correct understanding of
the laws, in order to preserve the social order of the community. In the case of the human judge,
their interpretation of the laws is generally based on ignorance of ‘the truth,” and is fallible, thus

human judgements do not always succeed in safeguarding the community from a disruption to the

371 Cf. Weiss (1998): 119-120, Kriton’s belief (44c3-5) that death is a great evil for Sokrates, and death
somehow constitutes the end is directly challenged by Sokrates introduction of the Laws of Hades which
suggest that (a) there is a Hades; (b) Hades is governed by true justice, and (c) Sokrates shall receive here
vindication for the manner in which he has lived his life.

372 presumably they are related because they both purport to embody Justice. This assumes that Justice is
immortal and changeless, such that what is just for Hades, must also be just for Athens. Moreover, the Laws of
Athens claim it is human interpretation that lead to the injustice of Sokrates’ death sentence, suggesting that
the Laws of Athens and the Laws of Hades both embody the same immortal and changeless concept of Justice.
In order for this to be the case, both sets of laws must have been established by an entity in possession of true
knowledge, in this case, true knowledge of Justice. One may understand this as being an entity such as a god,
who establishes the laws for both Athens and Hades in possession of true knowledge; or it may be that both
the mortal and immortal are governed by the same cosmic order (the same transcendental Justice), and it is
this order that is the law of both Athens and Hades. For an analogy one might consider the notion of the ‘Laws
of Physics’ — laws that underlie all of reality, but which require investigation in order to be discovered and
communicated (usually in mathematical notation). Sometimes, however, human beings arrive at the incorrect
understanding of these laws; cf. Kuhn (1970 2™ ed): passim.

373 See further footnote 311.
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social order, e.g. riots, stasis, coups, etc. The ‘true’ judge, on the other hand, interprets the law in
light of the ‘true’ knowledge they possess, ensuring their judgements are consistent and correct. A
‘true’ judge, therefore, never fails to uphold both the authority of the law, and the conservation of
social order. In the case of the ‘true’ judge, the social order they preserve is that of Hades. In this
way Sokrates presents an image of Hades as being akin to a polis, in possession of a social order, and
presumably the ‘citizens’ of this ‘polis,” likewise enter (tacitly in the case of the ignorant, explicitly in
the case of the knowledgeable) into a social contract with the Laws of Hades.3”* The ‘true’ judge, in a
sense, acts like a guardian of the polis, ensuring order is maintained in Hades (the ‘polis’) through
their correct interpretations of the law, assigning the just and the unjust to their appropriate
stations. A soul, in this sense, acts like a citizen of the polis; agreeing, tacitly, to submit to the

punishments of the polis in return for its rewards.

(2.4) The Gorgias

(2.4.1) 468a-468e

—30. T dyaBov Gpa SLwKovTeg

kal Basdilopev dtav Basdilwpev, oldpevol BEATIOV glvat, Kal
TO évavtiov éotapev otav éot@peyv, tod altol £veka, Tol
ayaBol- f o0; —MQA. Nai. —2Q. OUkolUv Kal dmokteivu-
pev, el v’ amoktelvupeyv, kat EékBaiAopev kat adalpolpeba
XPAMATO, 0ldpEVOL ApELVOV lval AUV TadTa TOLEWV f pry; —
MQA. Navu ye. —30Q."Evek’ apa tod dyabol dnavta

todta mowodowv ot motodivteg. —MNOA. Onutl. —30Q. O0kolv

wuoloynoapey, & Evekd tou oloUuey, pn éketva BouAeobal,

374 Cf. Johansen (2004): 3.
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(c) AN’ €kelvo ob éveka tadta motodpev; —MOA. MdAlota.
—30. OUk apa opattelv Boulopeba oud’ EKPAMELY €K TOV
TOAE WV oUSE xpnuata ddalpelobal amA®dg oUTWG, GAN’ €av
Hév woEAa A Tadta, Pouldueda mpdttey alTd, PAapepd
6¢& 6vta o0 Bouldpueba. ta yap dyabd Boulopeba, wg dng
oU, T 6€ pnte ayaba pnte Kakd o Bouloueba, oUSE T
KOKA. 1 Yap; GAnB6fi ool Sok® Aéyetv, @ M@AE, i oU; Tl

oUK amnokpivn; —MNQA. AAn67.

(d) 2Q. O0kolv imep Talta opohoyolpev, €l TIG AMOKTEIVEL
Twa A EKBANAEL €k MOAEWG | Adalpeital xpruata, ite
TUpOaWVOC MV £iTe prTwp, olOHEVOC GewoV Elvat aUTR), TUYXA-
VeL 8¢ BV kAKLov, oUTOC Srjmou ToLel & SoKeT AUTG)- N Yap; —
NOA. Nai. —5Q.Ap’ o0V kal & BoVAetat, elmep TuyXAvel
tadta kaka 6vta; Tt oUk amokpivn; —MNQA. AANN oU pot

SoKeT ToLelv & BovAetat. —Q."EoTV 00V STwG O ToLodTog
(e) péya Suvartal év T moAeL TavTh, lnep €otl TO péya Suva-
oBat dyaBov tL katd ThV onv opoAoyiav; —MNOQA. OUk

£otwv. —2Q0. AANBA Gpa eyw Eleyov, Aéywv OTL £0TLY Gv-
Bpwrov motolvta év moAeL a Sokel alT® pn uéya Suvaobal
MNGE moLelv a BoUAeTal.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. Thus it is in pursuit of the good that we walk, when we
walk, conceiving it to be better; or on the contrary, stand, when we stand, for the
sake of the same thing, the good: is it not so?

Pol. Yes.

Soc. And so we put a man to death, if we do put him to death, or expel him or
deprive him of his property, because we think it better for us to do this than not?

Pol. Certainly.
Soc. So it is for the sake of the good that the doers of all these things do them?
Pol. | agree.

Soc. And we have admitted that when we do things for an object, we do not wish
those things, but the object for which we do them?

Pol. Quite so.

Soc. Then we do not wish to slaughter people or expel them from our cities or
deprive them of their property as an act in itself, but if these things are beneficial we
wish to do them, while if they are harmful, we do not wish them. For we wish what
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is good, as you say; but what is neither good nor bad we do not wish, nor what is
bad either, do we? Is what | say true in your opinion, Polus, or not? Why do you not
answer?

Pol. It is true.

Soc. Then, as we agree on this, if a man puts anyone to death or expels him from a
city or deprives him of his property, whether he does it as a despot or an orator,
because he thinks it better for himself though it is really worse, that man, | take it,
does what he thinks fit, does he not?

Pol. Yes.

Soc. Now is it also what he wishes, supposing it to be really bad? Why do you not
answer?

Pol. No, | do not think he does what he wishes.

Soc. Can such a man then be said to have great power in that city, if to have great
power is something good, according to your admission?

Pol. He cannot.

Soc. Then | spoke the truth when | said that it is possible for a man to do what he
thinks fit in a city and yet not to have great power nor to do what he wishes.”

Here, Sokrates introduces Polos to his notion of corrective punishment; but first he would like to

relate what punishment should not be (468b1-e5):

(i) Punishment should not be arbitrary;
(ii) Punishment should not be administered solely for the sake of eliciting fear;
(iii) Punishment should not be used as a means of controlling a populace; and

(iv) Punishment should not constitute an act of retribution or vengeance.

It is no coincidence that the above conceptions of punishment conform, roughly, to the most
prevalent contemporary theories regarding the use and purpose of punishment.3” In outlining these
conceptions as embodying what punishment should not be, Sokrates is explicitly criticizing
contemporary notions of punishment, as having fundamentally misunderstood the nature of
punishment. As the Kriton suggests that Sokrates’ death penalty is the result of ignorance on the

part of his jurors in their interpretation of the law (Chapter 2.3.3), so Sokrates posits that the above

375 See, for example, [Aiskhylos], Prometheus Desmotes, 27-36, 263-270.
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conceptions of punishment result from a similar ignorance. In this case, the ignorance relates to the
purpose of punishment, which, when administered in the ‘correct’ manner, should benefit all

involved parties (468b1-d5).

Sokrates’ theory of punishment is predicated on the following ‘Sokratic’ paradoxes (468c2-d7):

(1) One does not desire what is evil.

(2) One does not err willingly.3"®

Accordingly, when an individual commits a crime, they do so in the mistaken belief that what they
are doing is good. Had this individual been educated so as to possess an awareness of the
‘wrongness’ of their actions, then, Sokrates believes, this individual would not have committed the
crime. For Sokrates, the committing of a crime, injustice, or wrong, are all symptoms of a cognitive
failure; a failure that can be easily rectified, at least in theory. Consequently, punishment should
seek to rectify this failure through education; instilling in the offender the ‘wrongness’ of their
actions, so as to prevent reoffending, i.e. it is corrective. In so doing, punishment benefits the one
being punished, who becomes less ignorant of what is just and unjust. Now that the offender knows
the ‘wrongness’ of their previous action, then, if one does not desire evil, the offender should no

longer desire to commit this action.

The punishment, however, also benefits the one administering the punishment, since it reduces

both the level of ignorance and the amount of injustice in the community, leading to a

376 |rwin (1979): 143-147; Kahn (1996): 132, 281; cf. Bobonich (2003): 78. Kahn (1996): 231 argues that ‘such
paradoxes clearly have a normative-protreptic appeal. They are designed to provoke the interlocutor (and
reader) into reflecting on what it is that he or she really wants, as what it is that is truly good for them.’ This
thesis posits that the protreptic function of the paradoxes forces the individual to engage with the Platonic
Wager, and reflect upon whether they have opted for the correct choice. The individual who does something
bad in the belief that it is good, is encouraged to consider whether the short term gain of their bad action
justifies its committal, once they have taken into account the immortal aspect of their nature —their soul
(Gorgias 523a1-527e7; Politeia 10.614b-621d). Sokrates presents ethics to the individual as a problem of
probability, and hopes that, if one truly desires what is good, the only reasonable way to live is to adopt the
Sokratic way of life, which never fails to consider the immortal dimension of one’s own decision making. Cf.
Christianity (and Pascal’s Wager) which similarly encourages the individual to pay heed to the immortal aspect
of their nature when making decisions, in order to effect the greatest amount of benefit in the long term.
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corresponding increase in the level of knowledge and justice.3”” Justice and injustice, in this case, are
inversely proportionate to one another; and since injustice and ignorance are directly proportionate,
according to Sokrates, then a decrease in ignorance through education should lead to a decrease in

injustice, and an increase in the amount of justice.

In Hades, punishment appears to function in accordance with its human counterpart, i.e. it is carried
out in the knowledge that it constitutes a benefit for all parties involved. The ‘true’ judges in Hades
possess knowledge of both ‘truth’ and ‘justice,” which ensures they consistently arrive at the correct
judgement of the soul.3”® Consequently, all unjust souls are (a) identified, and (b) prescribed the
correction they require, by the ‘true’ judge. The human judge, on the other hand, is unable to
identify all unjust souls for a variety of reasons. For example, the human judge does not possess the
same level of certain knowledge as the ‘true’ judge; thus it is possible for the human judge to make a
mistaken judgement. Moreover, it is possible for the human judge to be influenced by factors
extrinsic to the judgement itself, e.g. emotion, wealth, or status. This contrast between the human
judge and the ‘true’ judge, presages the comparison between the embodied and disembodied judge
in Sokrates’ account of the judgement, in the forthcoming eschatological account of the Gorgias (see

Chapter 2.4.4).

Sokrates’ understanding of punishment appears to rely upon the existence of an intrinsic telos to the
soul. This telos is exemplified by the judgement of the soul in Hades, in which the soul appears to be
judged according to two particular criteria: (i) to what extent is it just (or virtuous); and (ii) to what
extent is it ignorant? Sokrates, however, appears to believe that (a) one does not desire what is evil,
and (b) one does not err willingly. Accordingly, an individual who commits an injustice (an evil) does
so through ignorance. It is ignorance that causes this individual to believe, mistakenly, that their

action is ‘just’ when it is ‘unjust.” This notion requires further the presupposition of a Form of Justice;

377 E.g. Nomoi 1.630a-d, 1.631b-632d, 2.653a-c, 3.688a-d, 3.693b, 5.730e-731a, 6.770b-771a, 7.807c-d, 8.835b-
¢, 12.962c-d, 12.965c-e; Politeia 4.427e, 4.433a-e, 6.485a-487e, 7.518d-520d; cf. Politeia 7. 514a—520a.
378 Cf. Nomoi 2.668c-d, and 2.669a-b.
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or at least a belief in the existence of an immortal, absolute, and changeless notion of justice,

allowing some actions to be deemed, definitively, ‘just’ and ‘unjust’.

In this way, it could be argued that the second criterion — the cognitive criterion —is the most
important element of the judgement, since the extent to which the soul is just appears to be
predicated on the amount of ignorance present in the soul (see Chapter 2.4.4). One may infer from
this that the soul appears to possess a telos; and this telos appears to be the possession of
knowledge, or at least, the nonpossession of ignorance.*”® Punishment, as presented by Sokrates,
thereby serves to direct the soul towards the fulfilment of this telos, through a reduction in the level
of ignorance in the soul. This appears true whether that punishment pertains to the immortal (the
soul) or the mortal (the human being); both forms of punishment being directed towards the same
end — the education of the soul. In educating the soul, punishment thus benefits both the soul itself,
and the wider community in which it dwells; a more just, less ignorant soul is likely to fare well at the
judgement in Hades, but it also contributes to a more just, and less ignorant community, with

tangible benefits for all who dwell therein.3®

(2.4.2) 469b-469c¢

(b1) Q. Tov aSikwe ye, W £Taipe, AmokTeivavta, Kot EAevov
VE TIPOG- TOV 8€ Sikailwg alnAwTov.

NQA.’H mou 6 ye dmoBvriokwv adikwg EAewvdg te Kai

GOALOC EoTLy.

2Q)."Htrov /| 0 dnoktewic, ® M&AE, Kat ATTov i O

379 Baxter (1992): 105; Sayers (1999): 96, 118-119, cf., 123, 127; Rice (1998): 108.

380 Cf, the idea that like associates with like (e.g. Symposion 195b), and so a higher number of more just, less
ignorant souls is likely to lead to more just, less ignorant community, thereby increasing the level of virtue for
all who dwell within this community (Politeia 4.427e, 4.433a-e, 6.485a-487e, 7.518d-520d; cf. Politeia 7. 514a—
520a; Nomoi 1.630a-d, 1.631b-632d, 2.653a-c, 3.688a-d, 3.693b, 5.730e-731a, 6.770b-771a, 7.807c-d, 8.835b-
¢, 12.962c-d, 12.965c-e). See also Beversluis (2000): 366.
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Sikaiwg Amobvnokwv.

NQA. NM&C SATa, ® SWKPATEC;

2Q. OUTwE, WG PEYLOTOV TMV KAK@OV TUYXAVEL OV TO

ASIKELVY.

NQA.’H yap tolto péyrotov; ov 6 &SikeloBat peilov;
20."Hklota ye.

MQA. 20 apa BoUAowo Gv adikeloBat paAhov A ASIKETY;

(c) ZQ. Bouloipnv pév av éywye o0dEtepa- €l & dvaykalov €in
AbIKeV i} adIkeloBal, EAoipnv Gv paAAov ASikeloBal i ABIKEV.
MQA. U apa tupavvelv oUK Gv S£€alo;

20. OUKk, £l T0 Tupavvely ye Aéyelg Omep Eyw.

MOA. AN\’ €ywye tolto Aéyw Omep Gpti, £€€Tval év Ti

TIOAEL, O Av Sokfi aUT®, ToLelv ToUTo, KAl ATMOKTEWVUVTL KAl
£KBANAOVTL KAl TTAVTA TIPATTOVTL KATA THV auTold §6€av.

[LOEB translation: “Soc. Only he who unjustly put some one to death, my friend, and
| called him pitiable as well: if he acted justly, then he is unenviable.

Pol. | suppose, at any rate, the man who is put to death unjustly is both pitiable and
wretched.

Soc. Less so than he who puts him to death, Polus, and less so than he who is put to
death justly.

Pol. In what way can that be, Socrates?

Soc. In this, that to do wrong is the greatest of evils.

Pol. What, is this the greatest? Is not to suffer wrong a greater?
Soc. By ho means.

Pol. Then would you wish rather to suffer wrong than to do it?

Soc. | should wish neither, for my own part; but if it were necessary either to do
wrong or to suffer it, | should choose to suffer rather than do it.

Pol. Then you would not accept a despot’s power?
Soc. No, if you mean by a despot’s power the same as | do.

Pol. Why, what | mean is, as | did just now, the liberty of doing anything one thinks
fit in one’s city—putting people to death and expelling them and doing everything at
one’s own discretion.”

197



The teleological aspect of punishment — as directing the soul towards the fulfilment of its telos —
reinforces Sokrates conception of punishment as being beneficial both to all involved parties; in this
case for the one being punished, and the judge who imposes the punishment. Punishment,
therefore, when administered ‘correctly,’ constitutes an act of justice from the perspective of the
judge, but also that of the offender. This small passage reinforces these particular aspects of
punishment, through a refutation by Sokrates of Polos’ statement that the one who is put to death
unjustly, is the most pitiful and miserable of individuals (469b3-6). From Sokrates’ point of view, it is
the individual who puts someone to death unjustly who is the most pitiful and miserable (469b1-2,

b5-6, b8-9: ‘uéyloTov TRV Kak®DV'). 38!

Sokrates’ argument against Polos proffers the following hierarchy regarding which individual is most

worthy of one’s pity:

The one who puts someone to death unjustly;

The one who is put to death justly;

The one who is put to death unjustly; and

The one who satisfies none of the above categories, i.e. the one who neither commits an

injustice, nor experiences execution.

The above hierarchy, however, can be amended in light of Sokrates’ understanding of punishment

introduced above (468b1-468e5):

e The one who commits an injustice, without undergoing correction, is the most pitiable;

e The one who commits an injustice, but undergoes correction;

381 |rwin (1979): 147. One must not forget that at the time of the Gorgias’ composition Sokrates was dead —a
fact likely known by all of Plato’s contemporary audience —and he died in the manner Polos describes as the
most miserable. Therefore, this argument serves, to some extent, as an apologia for Sokrates’ showing how he
was not the most pitiful and miserable of men; on the contrary it is his accusers who are to be more pitied for
having committed an unjust act against a just man, failing to take into account the immortal aspect of their
natures — their soul —and the harm they might be inflicting thereupon. See also Kahn (1996): 231.
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e The one who is ‘incorrectly’ judged to have committed an injustice, and is subjected to
correction virtue of this initial error; and
e The one who commits no injustice, and is not ‘incorrectly’ judged to have committed an

injustice.

In the amended hierarchy, above, the one who puts someone to death unjustly is to be pitied,
because they have committed an unjust act, without the possibility of undergoing correction. This
individual, therefore, will remain ignorant of their ‘mistaken’ assumption as to what is and is not
just, increasing the likelihood of them repeating the same unjust act. Hence, upon their arrival at the
judgement in Hades, they will most likely be adjudged worthy of punishment, and so they deserve to

be pitied.

Polos makes this particular assertion as part of a larger thesis, in which he attempts to persuade
Sokrates that the tyrant is the happiest of individuals. Sokrates, however, disagrees; and he
disagrees because the tyrant conforms to this particular category of person — ‘the one who commits
an injustice, without undergoing correction.” The tyrant generally puts someone to death, not in
accordance with any notion of justice, but rather according to their own ‘mistaken’ understanding of
what is of benefit to them, e.g. the execution of political rivals. Moreover, the tyrant’s absolutist

position places them, in effect, ‘above the law,’ in the following manner:

(1) It designates the tyrant as being peerless in status, denying any other inhabitant of the polity
the authority to prosecute the tyrant, and by extension, administer punishment.38?

(2) It focuses legal and penal authority in the tyrant, such that they are, to some extent, the law.

(3) It ensures that no one is willing to go against the tyrant, either through fear of arbitrary

reprisal, or the desire to win favour through flattery.

382 Cf. the Menexenos 238d and the Great King’s need for the Athenians to cleanse his soul, as he possesses no
peer.

199



Consequently, the tyrant is most likely to live their life in ignorance of what is just and unjust, and
thereby repeat the same unjust actions again and again, in the ‘incorrect’ belief that they are in
some way ‘good.’ Hence, as Sokrates demonstrates later in the Gorgias (525c1-526a1; cf. Politeia,
10.615c1-616b1), the tyrant, and those individuals like them, will suffer most of all from the
judgement in Hades. They are the ones most likely to be categorized by the ‘true’ judges as being,
not only unjust, but ‘incurable’ (a new category Sokrates introduces later, in the Gorgias’
eschatological account) — the worst category to which a soul may belong. In terms of the telos
posited above (see Chapter 2.4.1), the soul of the tyrant, and all other individuals with analogous
positions of authority, arrives at the judgement the most ignorant of all souls, and by extension the
soul most likely to have committed many unjust acts. The categorization of such a soul as ‘incurable’
(“aviatog,” 526b8), suggests that this soul is analogous to Ignorance; thus rendering punishment
ineffective, since Ignorance is immortal, absolute, and changeless, and so cannot admit of anything
other than ignorance.®?® Were Ignorance to admit, in any way, of its contrary, it could no longer be
termed Ignorance, since it would possess a quantifiable amount of Knowledge, even if this amount

is, to all intents and purposes, negligible; and the same is true of Knowledge.

According to the amended hierarchy, the one who commits an injustice, but undergoes correction, is
less to be pitied than the one who commits an injustice, without undergoing correction (cf. 486d2-

488b1, Sophistes, 226d9-231b8; and Nomoi, 12.958c7-960c1). In this case, the individual who

383 Though there is no suggestion that the soul is a created entity in the Gorgias, in the Timaios 41a-d, Timaios
posits that the soul was created by the Demiourgos, and given effective immortality, since the Demiourgos
does not destroy what he creates, he being good and perfect, and his creations sharing in his nature (cf.
Chapters 1.3.8 and 1.4.8). The existence of the incurable soul, however, challenges Timaios’ statement, since
the incurable soul is evidently not good, and yet it is not destroyed. If one understands the incurable soul as
being the soul closest to immortal and unchanging Ignorance, this might explain why the incurable soul is not
destroyed. In creating a spectrum of knowledge, with Knowledge occupying one extreme and Ignorance the
other, both Knowledge and Ignorance are understood to share in the same nature, i.e. they are both immortal
and unchanging. Therefore, were the incurable soul to represent, in effect, Ignorance, then it could not be
destroyed since it represents immortal and unchanging Ignorance, were it destroyed then this Form of
Ignorance could no longer exist. Though, as argued below, were the incurable soul literally equivalent to
Ignorance, this would ultimately create an infinite regress, since there would either exist several forms of
Ignorance, in which case, one must ask what do all of these forms of Ignorance possess in common that makes
them Ignorance. Or, if each incurable soul becomes assimilated to Ignorance, then Ignorance undergoes
change, in which case it is neither immortal nor changeless, cf. Timaios 42c-d, 44a-c, on the interaction of the
Same and Different constituting Knowledge and Ignorance, which might help to address this issue.
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commits an injustice is to be pitied, as they have committed an unjust act, thereby necessitating the
imposition of punishment, which is generally painful to the body. However, they are less pitiable
than the tyrant, for example, since their action has been identified as unjust prior to the judgement
of the soul in Hades. This allows for the soul of such an individual (the ‘curable,’®* 526b8) to be
subjected to punishment and education, precipitating a reduction in the level of ignorance in that
particular soul. As this is done prior to its final judgement, this soul is less likely to be judged
‘incurable’ like the tyrant’s soul, but it will still receive the designation ‘unjust’ as it committed acts
of injustice. Yet, this soul will not be considered as ignorant as the ‘incurable’ soul, allowing for their
designation as a ‘curable’ soul (526b8), i.e. allowing for the ignorance they possess to be ‘cured’
through punishment. As the Gorgias does not posit the notion of reincarnation, but suggests that
the soul remains in Hades for all time, so the soul possesses eternity to be ‘cured’ of its ignorance,
ensuring that it will eventually be ‘cured.” This fate of the ‘curable’ soul in Hades, suggests further

that the soul does possess some kind of telos — to be free of ignorance.3®

Contrary to Polos’ belief, Sokrates identifies the individual who is ‘incorrectly’ judged to have
committed an injustice, and is subjected to correction, to be less pitiable than the tyrant — the
unjust, ‘incurable’ individual — and the unjust but ‘curable’ individual. From Sokrates’ perspective,
this individual did not commit this act of supposed injustice, and so they do not possess the
corresponding ignorance in their soul. In this way, when the soul of this individual reaches the
judgement in Hades they will not be adjudged guilty of having committed injustice, and will receive
the appropriate ruling from the ‘true’ judges. Nevertheless, this individual is worthy of some pity,
since they must undergo arbitrary punishment that neither benefits their soul (as they never
possessed the ignorance associated with the unjust act), nor their body (as execution inflicts a

certain level of bodily pain).

384

idoluog,” 526b8.
385 Rice (1998): 108; Sayers (1999): 96, 118-119, cf. 123, 127.
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However, this concept presupposes that the individual is generally just, all other things being equal;
as being innocent of one kind of injustice, does not guarantee innocence of another. For example, an
individual who engages in racketeering may be incorrectly adjudged guilty of murder, and sentenced
to death. Although this individual is innocent of the unjust act of murder, this does not mean that
their soul arrives at the judgement in Hades free of the other injustices they have committed and
the ignorance they possess, particularly if these actions went unpunished. Although Sokrates is an
interlocutor in the dialogue, presumably Plato attempts to evoke the figure of the historical Sokrates
in his description of the wrongly punished individual; in which case, the reader is invited to

understand this individual as being just in their other actions.>8

The final individual in this hierarchy, i.e. the individual least deserving of pity, is the just individual
who has been recognized as such by his peers, or at least not suffered ‘unjust” punishment. Such an
individual fares well in life; suffering no unjust bodily pain, and turning their soul towards the pursuit
of learning and the rejection of ignorance.?®” Similarly, this individual fares well in Hades, as the
‘true’ judges there will adjudge this soul not to require punishment. Through this particular category
of individual, and the hierarchy more generally, Sokrates points to the importance of the
philosopher such as himself. Through philosophical discussion, or the Sokratic elenkhos, the
philosopher (or Sokrates at least) effects a ‘living’ judgement, allowing an individual to identify the
ignorance within their soul, both prior to the judgement in Hades, and to the perpetration of any

unjust act, requiring punishment.

3% Indeed, there is an element of dramatic irony here, since this is what happens to Sokrates — a fact the
audience already knows. From the point of view of the dramatis personae of the dialogue, Sokrates
inadvertently presages his fate — to be a just individual unjustly put to death; perhaps suggesting he possesses
a level of divine foreknowledge. Cf. the figure of Jesus who likewise forewarns that he is to die; though, of
course, the Synoptic Gospels were written by his followers after his death; thus, they already knew he had
died, prior to writing their works (Matthew 26:24-25, Mark 14:18-21, Luke 22:21-23, and John 13:21-30).

387 Cf. Nomoi 12.958¢7-960c1.
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Although a philosopher like Sokrates may not possess absolute knowledge of what is and is not

just, 38 his characterization as a just individual leads to the following understanding:

(a) Sokrates, according to Plato, is just.

(b) Therefore, Sokrates’ actions are just.

(c) Unjust acts are caused by ignorance, and punishment attempts to rectify this ignorance to
prevent reoffending.

(d) If Sokrates’ actions are just, then he never requires punishment.

(e) If he never requires punishment, then he must not possess ignorance (or the ignorance in his
soul is undetectable).

(f) Ergo, of all mortal individuals, he is the one closest to an immortal, absolute, and changeless

form of Knowledge.3®°

As Sokrates demonstrates in the ‘Sokratic’ dialogues, he engages in discussion with various
interlocutors, each of whom believe they possess some kind of ‘knowledge.” Sokrates seeks to
acquire this ‘knowledge’ from his interlocutors, but discovers that their ‘knowledge’ does not satisfy
his criteria — that a concept be immortal, absolute, or changeless of a particular subject.
Consequently, Sokrates concludes that these individuals are ignorant; of both the fact that they do
not know, and of the thing being discussed in itself. This ignorance may then lead to the committing

3% and a corresponding future imposition of punishment. If the

of unjust acts at some future time,
individual is ‘fortunate’ this punishment will come prior to the judgement in Hades, lest they be

adjudged ‘incurable.” In these discussions, Sokrates, in effect, conducts a ‘living’ judgement of the

soul, preceding that in Hades.

38 Cf, Apologia 21d, 29a-d; Chapter 2.4.4.

389 Cf. the Delphic oracle’s pronouncement regarding Sokrates’ wisdom in the Apologia 20e.

3% For example, the character of Euthyphron in the Euthyphron (passim.), who Sokrates dissuades from
committing a potential act of impiety, and violence against his father, due to his ignorance concerning the
divine.
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This ‘living’ judgement possesses a similar aim to that in Hades — to identify, and rectify, this
ignorance. However, this rectification, or punishment, does not seek to instil the ‘correct’ knowledge
into the soul, but rather to remove a particular ignorance. In the ‘Sokratic’ dialogues, Sokrates does
not provide his interlocutor with the ‘correct’ understanding of something after identifying their
ignorance, because this is not his aim. If one agrees that the telos of the soul is the pursuit of
knowledge (see above), then Sokrates’ aim is to highlight to his interlocutor their ignorance, so that
they themselves may choose to search for the ‘truth’ of a particular subject.?! Sokrates merely
identifies a particular conception of a given subject as being ignorance. In a sense, punishment
provides a negative definition of the ‘truth’ of that subject, by informing the soul of what that thing

is not; but it is incumbent upon the soul itself to search for the ‘truth.’

Similarly, in Hades the judges do not aim to instil the ‘truth’ in the soul, but to reveal to the soul its
ignorance, and remove that ignorance through punishment. This punishment does not result in a
knowledgeable soul, but a soul in possession of neither knowledge nor ignorance; it being, once
again, incumbent upon the soul to choose to search for knowledge. If this is the case, then a soul
that experiences reward in Hades, chose through its own agency to search for the ‘truth,” and
succeeded, to differing degrees, in its search, further supporting the aforementioned telos. The
suggestion appearing to be that a removal of ignorance from the soul will allow it to recover its

natural inclination towards ‘the truth.’

(2.4.3) 471e-472d

(e) NQA. OU yap €6€AeLg, €mel SOKeT Y€ 0oL WG EYW Afyw.
(i) 2Q.70 pakdpte, PNTOPKDE yap HE ETUXELPETG ENEYXELY,

worep ol &v Toi¢ Sikaotnplolg nyovevol EAEyxeLv. (ii) kal yap

391 Cf. Menon 86b-c— one must never cease to investigate the truth.
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£kel ol £TepoL TOUC £T€pouG SokoToLv ENEYYELY, EMELSAV TRV
AOYWV WV Gv Aéywol HapTupac TOANOUC TApEXWVTOL Ko
eubokipoug, 6 6¢ Tavavtio Aéywv éva Tva apexnTal i
un&éva. (iii) o0tog 6€ 6 EAeyxog 0UBEVOC AELOC EOTLV PO THV
472.

(a) aAnBelav: éviote yap v kai katapeuvdopaptupnbein tig OO
TOAADV Kot SoKoUVTWVY elval Tt. Kot ViV Tept Wv o AEyeLg
OAlyou ool mavteg cupdricouctv taltd ABnvalol kal ot E€vol,
£€av BoUAn kat’ éuol paptupag napacx£cbal wg oUK AANB
Aéyw: paptuprioouct oo, €av pev BoUAn, Nikiag 6 Nikn-

pdTou Kal ol dSeAdol pet alTol, WV ol Tpinodec ol édeiic
£0TOTEG elowv év T® Alovuoiw, £av 8& BoUAn, ApLOTOKPATNG

(b) 6 ZkeANiou, oL ab £oTwv €v MuBiou ToUTo TO KOAOV AvdBnua,
£€av 6€ BoUAnN, n NepwAéoug OAN oikia fj AAAN cuyyEveLla
Avtva Gv BoUAn TGV £vOAaSe ékAéEaoBad. (iv) GAN &yw ool LG
WV oVX OOAOY®- 0U yap UE oL Avaykalelg, AMa Peudo-
paptupag moAoUc kat’ ol mapacXOUEVOC ETIXELPETS EKBAN-
Aewv pe £k Tiic ovolag kol Tol dAnBolc. éyw 6& Gv un of

aVTOV Eva BVToL HAPTUP TOPAoXWHAL OOAOYOTVTO TEPL WV
Aéyw, oUSEV olpat EEov Adyou pot iemepdvOat mept v &v

(c) AUV O AOyoc fj- olpan 8& oUSE ooi, AV pry £yw 0oL HAPTUP® ELC
WV poévog, tolg &’ GAAoUC TtavTag ToUTOUC XaipeLy €3G. (v) 0TV
H&V 00V 0UTAC TLC TPATIOC EAEYXOU, WS OV Te oleL Kal BAAOL
moANoi- €oTwv 8¢ Kat GANoG, OV €yw al olpat. Tapapa-

AOvteg o0V map’ dAAARAoUC okePwpeda £l TL Sloicouctv GAAA-
Awv. (vi) kal yap Kol TUyXAveL Ttept OV dpdlopntolipey ol vy
OpKpA Bvta, AANG oxeSOV TL Tadta ept Wv eidévat Te
KAAALoTOV WN) €idéval te aloylotov: o yap kedalalov autv
£0TLV fj YLYVWOKELV A AyvoEslv O0TLC T e08aipwy éoTiv Kal

(d) doTic pr. avtika mp®Tov, mept oL viv 6 Adyoc éativ, o

AV 0ldv T elvat poakdplov Evspa adwobvtd te Kail ddkov

ovta, einep ApxéAaov GSkov PEV Nyi elvat, ebdaipova 6€.
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GAAO TL w¢ oUTw cou vopilovtog Slavowpeba;
MNOA. Mavu ye.

[LOEB translation:] “Pol. No, because you do not want to; for you really agree with
my statement.

Soc. My gifted friend, that is because you attempt to refute me in rhetorical fashion,
as they understand refuting in the law courts. For there, one party is supposed to
refute the other when they bring forward a number of reputable witnesses to any
statements they may make, whilst their opponent produces only one, or none. But
this sort of refutation is quite worthless for getting at the truth; since occasionally a
man may actually be crushed by the number and reputation of the false witnesses
brought against him. And so now you will find almost everybody, Athenians and
foreigners, in agreement with you on the points you state, if you like to bring
forward witnesses against the truth of what | say: if you like, there is Nicias, son of
Niceratus, with his brothers, whose tripods are standing in a row in the Dionysium;
or else Aristocrates, son of Scellias, whose goodly offering again we have in the
Pythium; or if you choose, there is the whole house of Pericles or any other family
you may like to select in this place. But |, alone here before you, do not admit it, for
you fail to convince me: you only attempt, by producing a number of false witnesses
against me, to oust me from my reality, the truth. But if on my part | fail to produce
yourself as my one witness to confirm what | say, | consider | have achieved nothing
of any account towards the matter of our discussion, whatever it may be; nor have
you either, | conceive, unless | act alone as your one witness, and you have nothing
to do with all these others. Well now, this is one mode of refutation, as you and
many other people conceive it; but there is also another which | on my side
conceive. Let us therefore compare them with each other and consider if we find a
difference between them. For indeed the points which we have at issue are by no
means of slight importance: rather, one might say, they are matters on which it is
most honourable to have knowledge, and most disgraceful to lack it; for in sum they
involve our knowing or not knowing who is happy and who is not. To start at once
with the point we are now debating, you consider it possible for a man to be happy
while doing wrong, and as a wrongdoer, since you regard Archelaus as a wrongdoer,
and yet happy. We are to conclude, are we not, that this is your opinion?

Pol. Certainly.”

The Gorgias concludes with a rather substantial eschatological account concerning the fate of the

soul after the death of the individual, with particular emphasis being placed on the manner of the

soul’s judgement, as well as the punishment that awaits those who act in an unjust way. Although

this account concludes the Gorgias, Sokrates utilizes the conception of the judgement he presents

there in a systematic manner, in a more ad hoc fashion at various points throughout the Gorgias, as

a means of comparison to the process of judgement in the mortal world; in particular that of Athens

(see above Chapter 2.4.1 and 2.4.2 for prior examples). This application of the judgement in Hades —
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as a comparative — continues in this section of the Gorgias (471e1-472d5), as Sokrates uses it in

order to demonstrate to his interlocutors:

(a) The inherent deficiency of the Athenian lawcourt in pronouncing ‘correct’ judgements (cf.
476d1-477a4); and

(b) The ineffectiveness of oratory as a method of investigating ‘the truth.’

The most important for the immediate context of the Gorgias is (b), as Gorgias is the pre-eminent
teacher of oratory in Athens, who believes that oratory is of paramount importance and usefulness
to all politically engaged citizens, but in particular to those who participate in the lawcourts of
Athens. Polos and Kallikles, his students and Sokrates’ interlocutors, attempt to prove the veracity of
this position to Sokrates throughout the dialogue. Sokrates’ disagrees with this assessment of
oratory’s usefulness, and utilizes the ‘true’ judgement in Hades in order to demonstrate to his
interlocutors that while oratory appears useful in the mortal world, when it matters most — the
judgement in Hades — oratory fails completely. Indeed, the concluding eschatological account is, to
some extent, a ‘final’ refutation of Gorgias’ position. The crux of Sokrates’ opposition to oratory
being that it does not aim consistently at the ‘truth,’ i.e. it has no real concern with the

establishment of the truth.

The other point identified above, (a), serves a twofold function; first, it establishes the human jurors
of Athens as being fallible. This fallibility arises from their mortal nature, in particular their
possession of a higher level of ignorance than the ‘true’ judges of Hades, preventing them from
effectively identifying the falsities in another’s argument a la Sokrates in the ‘Sokratic’ dialogues.
Consequently, the jurors are susceptible to forms of speech that do not necessarily aim at the truth,
e.g. oratory, but that aim solely to persuade or win an argument, e.g. through sounding pleasant or
plausible, regardless of its correspondence to the truth.3¥? Second, it functions as an implicit criticism

of Sokrates’ own trial, since, from Plato’s point of view, if the Athenian judges were in possession of

392 Cf, Kratylos 399e3-400b7.
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‘the truth’ then Sokrates would not have been found guilty. The criticism of oratory throughout the
dialogue, in addition to the deficiencies of embodied judgement given in the concluding
eschatological account, serve as a way for Plato to analyse and explain why Sokrates’ jurors arrived

at the ‘wrong’ judgement.3%3

To the above end, Sokrates begins with a review of the conduct he believes predominates in the
contemporary Athenian lawcourt.3** This review does not purport to relate what the Athenian laws
prescribe regarding the conduct of the lawcourt, but rather the way in which individuals conduct
themselves, in practice, when in the lawcourt. There appears to be, therefore, a divorce between
the prescriptions of the laws themselves, and the practice (or convention) of the Athenians, who
justify their practices as valid interpretations of the laws' intent.3®> The need to defer to
interpretation of a law’s intent, exposes the jurors to a charge of incorrectness, both in terms of

their interpretation of the law, and in their judgements.

From Sokrates’ perspective, the jurors are not experts in the law, and so they do not possess the
knowledge to interpret the laws ‘correctly.” Connected with this lack of expertise, the Athenian jury
itself consisted, most likely, of five hundred individuals, drawn at random from the male, Athenian
citizenry. If it is necessary for each of these five hundred individuals to interpret the laws, without
possessing any expertise of law, it is not difficult to imagine a variety of different interpretations
amongst the jurors. Since each juror possessed one vote of equal weight to the others, all of these

different understandings of the law are legitimated (cf. 476d1-477a4).

For an individual like Sokrates/Plato this legitimization of all interpretations is rather close to a form

of relativism; hence Sokrates’ claim that the lawcourt does not necessarily aim at the establishment

393 1n some ways it functions as an apologia of Sokrates; cf. Phaidon 69d7-e5 and earlier note 362.

3% 1t is not clear whether Plato presents the conduct of the lawcourt contemporary to Sokrates and Gorgias,
i.e. the dramatis personae of the dialogue, or rather contemporary to Plato and his own audience. Of course, it
may be that the conduct of the lawcourt remained relatively unchanged between the two points in time.

3% See Kriton (Chapter 2.3); and Theaitetos, 170c: human beings do not always judge consistently in
accordance with what is true, but produce judgements that may be either true or false, depending on the
extent of one’s ignorance. For a modern analysis of this phenomenon, i.e. convention, see for example
Hobsbawm (1983, repr. 1994): 1-14 and Hobsbawm and Ranger (1983, repr. 1994): passim.
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of truth. Relativism does not allow for the immortal, absolute, or changeless notion of ‘the truth’
Sokrates anticipates; or rather it does admit of this ‘truth,” but it is no more ‘the truth’ than any
other interpretation. This relativistic approach to truth creates an environment conducive to forms
of speech like oratory. If all arguments are equally valid conceptions of the truth, then it is not
possible for one to demonstrate the ‘truthfulness’ of one’s argument. All that remains is for one to
persuade enough other people to adopt one’s conception of the truth, so as to ‘win an argument,’ in
terms of numbers alone. Consequently, one does not necessarily ‘prove’ the truthfulness of one’s
argument, but only that more people subscribe to that conception of the truth than to the others on
offer (cf. 476d1-477a4). In such a system that desires to ‘win an argument,’ oratory does prove
useful (as Gorgias, Polos, and Kallikles argue), as this ‘win’ may be achieved through the use of

oratorical devices in order to persuade enough people to prefer one’s conception of the truth.

Accordingly, Sokrates' review of Athenian lawcourt culture consists of the following:

(i) Inthe lawcourts individuals employ an oratorical style in order to refute some claim (471e2-
3).

(ii) Anindividual believes they are refuting the other if they produce many reputable witnesses
on behalf of their arguments, whilst their opponents produce only one or none (471e3-7).

(iii) This type of refutation, argues Sokrates, is ‘worthless’ (‘o08evog GELOG éotiy,” 471e7) since it
may be that an individual is defeated by the false testimony of many reputable people
(471e7-472a2).

(iv) The aim of the contemporary lawcourt, therefore, is not necessarily ‘the truth’ (tnv
aAnBelav, 471e7-al), but to win an argument (472b3-c2).

(v) Hence, the oratorical style of refutation is preferred by many, e.g. Polos and the orators, but
it is not the style Sokrates believes should be used if one aims to discover ‘the truth,’ i.e.

oratory does not enable a ‘true’ refutation of an argument (472c2-6).
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(vi) As far as Sokrates is concerned (472c6-d4), he believes his method of refutation and
discussion in the lawcourt to adhere to the correct interpretation of the laws (cf. 486d2-
488b1). His method has, as its primary purpose, the establishment of the truth, which
Sokrates believes embodies the intent of the laws (cf. Nomoi, 2.667e10-668a5). In this way,
the character of Sokrates in the ‘Sokratic’ dialogues demonstrates this method for arriving at

‘true’ judgements, in practice.3%®

The review Sokrates presents above demonstrates a clear dissatisfaction with contemporary
Athenian lawcourt procedure;3¥’ in particular its preoccupation with being persuasive and winning
an argument, rather than aiming, always, for the ‘truth.”>® If these are the ways in which judgement
in a human lawcourt is deficient, the judgement of the soul in Hades that Sokrates presents to
conclude the Gorgias (see Chapter 2.4.4), represents an ‘ideal’ version of the lawcourt. It is not clear
whether Sokrates structures the Hadean judgement in this way, in order to juxtapose the human
and ‘ideal’ judgement, thereby emphasizing the fallibility of human judgement. Or, whether the
Hadean judgement represents the ‘ideal,” because it governs those entities akin, in nature, to the
divine, i.e. immortal, incorporeal, and immaterial;3*® and so as the divine is perfect, so the
judgement that belongs to the divine is also perfect.*® Regardless, for Sokrates, the fallibility of the
human lawcourt and juror is certain; and the following practices of the human lawcourt do not

predominate in Hades:

(1) The judgement of the soul in Hades aims at the ‘truth,’ therefore oratory is ineffective, since

it aims at winning an argument, and not the establishment of truth (cf. 480a1-480d6).

3% This further posits a link between the ‘true’ judge and the philosopher, or at least the ‘true’ judge and the
figure of Sokrates.

397 See further Edmonds 111 (2012): 168-171 who argues, and | agree, “in the Gorgias, Plato plays off his
contemporaries' understanding of the way a normal Athenian legal contest worked to level a critique at the
judicial system that condemned his teacher to death, contrasting the contest of litigation with his ideal of
philosophic examination” (page 168).

398 Cf. Theaitetos 172e-173b, 200e-201c.

39 Cf. Phaidon 78b-84b; Phaidros 246b-246e.

400 Nehamas (1999): 171-191, posits that what is incorporeal corresponds to true reality; therefore, the type of
judgement that belongs to the divine must be closer to true reality, since the divine are incorporeal.
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(2) Conventions of the human lawcourt that assist an individual in persuading jurors of their
version of the ‘truth,” e.g. the use of witness testimony, are unavailable to the disembodied
soul.

(3) Moreover, the ‘true’ judges possess knowledge of what is ‘true,” and what is ‘false,” and so
all conceptions of the truth do not possess equal validity; and the ‘true’ judges can recognize
if one is presenting something other than ‘the truth’ (476d1-477a4).

(4) The soul must, therefore, utilize a style of argument that always aims at the truth —i.e. the
so-called Sokratic method (cf. 486d2-488b1; Politeia, 7.531e3-532d1; Philebos, 57e6-

58e3).401

(2.4.4) 523a-527e

All of the above argumentation Sokrates provides culminates in the eschatological account that
forms the concluding part of the dialogue (523a1-527e7).%%% This account provides the most
information regarding the judgement of the soul in Hades, including the identities of the judges, the
kind of nature they are meant to embody, and how the judgement initially came into existence. Of
all the eschatological accounts Plato provides throughout the various dialogues, this is the only one
that focuses almost exclusively on the judgement and its consequences. Much of this may be due to
the nature of the Gorgias as a whole, in which Sokrates seeks to demonstrate to his interlocutors, (a)

the worst thing a human being can do is commit injustice; and (b) the usefulness Gorgias, Polos, and

401 |n this sense | agree with Edmonds |1l (2012): 171 who argues, “Plato crafts his description of the reformed
afterlife judgement [in the Gorgias] to resemble the Socratic elenchos, tailoring the traditional mythic motifs
to fit with the process. Like the Socratic elenchos, the afterlife judgement in Zeus' regime takes place between
two individuals, an examiner and an examined. In both, the examined is the only admissible witness, and that
one witness is sufficient for a judgement, even superior to a crowd of false witness - the body, the clothes, the
friends and relatives of the deceased - who could obstruct the examiner in his inquiry. The striking image of
the naked soul, unprepared and trembling before the expert judge, depicts the interlocutor whose beliefs are
being examined in the elenchos, bereft of appeals to popular opinion or the authority of his social status, and
the chronological structure of the narrative in the myth highlights the logical contrast between types of
refutations.”

402 1rwin (1979): 242; Morgan (1990): 71-78; Rutherford (1995): 171-178.
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Kallikles assign to oratory is illusory, as it aims to win an argument rather than establish ‘truth.’
Consequently, given oratory's indifference to ‘the truth,” individuals are able to utilize oratory as a
means of justifying the carrying out of injustice (see Chapter 2.4.3 above). Through this
eschatological account, Sokrates is able to provide a ‘final’ argument as to why it is necessary for the
individual not to commit injustice; and why oratory’s ineffectiveness during the judgement of the

soul —the most important judgement of all — substantiates his thesis regarding oratory’s

unsuitability for establishing ‘truth.’#%

For the purpose of this investigation, this eschatological account can be divided into four parts:

(1) 523al1-524a7:

(b4) (1) tovTwv &€ Sikaotal émi Kpovou kat £tt

VEWOTL TOU ALOC THV APXAV £XOVTOC {RMVTEC oAV {WVTWY,
gketvn T NHEPQ SKATOVTEC 1] LEAAOLEV TEAEUTAV- KOKKDC OVV
at Sikat ékpivovro. (4) 6 te oUv MAoUTwV Kal ot EmpeAntal ot
£€K HaKApwV vAowV iovteg Edeyov mpog ToV Ala OTL pott@EV
(c) odv vBpwmoL Ekatépwoe AVAELoL. (2) elmev oLV 6 Zelg “ANN
£€yw,” €dn, “mavow tolTo ylyvouevov. viv HEV yap KOK®G

at Sikal dikalovral. Aumexopevol yap,” £dn, “ol kpvopevol
kpivovtat {GvTec yap kpivovtat. moAot olv,” i &’ 8¢,
“Yuxag movnpadg £xovieg NUdLlecpEVOL elol CWUATA TE KAAX
kal yévn kai mAouToug, Kai, EMeLSAav f Kpiotg A, Epxovral
0UTOTG TTIOAAOL HAPTUPEC, HAPTUPHOOVTEG WG SIKalwg BefLw-
(d) kaow- (3) ot 00V Sikaotal UMd Te TOUTWV EKMAATTOVTAL, Kal
Gua kat avtol apmexopevol Sikalouot, po th¢ Yuxic Thg
aUTGOV OPBAAUOUC Kot WTaL Kat HBAOV TO MO TPOKEKOAU -
pévol. talta 81 altoig mavta £ninpooBev yiyvetal, Kal T
QUTOV Gudléopata Kol TA TOV KPLVOUEVWY. TIPQRTOV UEV
olVv,” &bn, “navotéov £0Tiv TPOELSOTAC AUTOUC TOV Bdvatov:
vV yap mpoioaot. Todto pév odv kat 8 elpntat Té Npo-

(e) unO<t drwc Gv mawon adTt®v. Enslta yuvoUG KPLTEoV
AMAVTWY ToUTWV- TeBve®tag yap Sl kpiveoBat. kal TOv
KpLTAV SET yupvov eivat, Tebve®ta, avTh TH Yuxi alThv THY
Yuxnv Bewpoivta €€aidvng drnobavovtog EkaoTtou, Epnov
TIAVTWY TWV CUYYEVOV Kal KATOAUTOvVTa £ML THG i mavta
gKeVoV TOV KOOHOV, iva Sikaia i Kpiolg f. £yw Pev olv
talta £yvwKwe mpoTtepog f UUELS Emotnoauny SIKaotag UELS
€uavutol, dUo pev ék tfi¢ Aolag, Mivw te kal Padauavouy,
524,

(a) &va 6¢ Kk THg EVpWNNG, Alakov- oUToL 00V EMELSAV TEAEU-
THOWOL, SIKACOUGLY £V T AELU@VL, &V Tfj TPLOSW £€ N¢

403 Cf, Irwin (1979): 147; Annas (1982): 122-123.
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dEpeTov Tw 06w, 1 HEV €lg pakapwy vriooug, 1 & eig Tap-
TAPOV. Kal Touc pev £K T Aoilag PaddapavOug kpvel, tolg

6¢ &k T ELpwrning Alakog Mivw &€ npeofeta Swow mbla-
KPLVELY, €AV ATIOPATOV TL T £TEPW, va WG SIKALOTATN R KPLOLS
A Tept Tiig mopeiag Tolc dvBpwrolg.”

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. Of these men there were judges in Cronos’ time, and when Zeus
had but newly begun his reign—living men to judge the living upon the day when each was
to breathe his last; and thus the cases were being decided amiss. So Pluto and the overseers
from the Isles of the Blest came before Zeus with the report that they found men passing
over to either abode undeserving. Then spake Zeus: “Nay,” said he, “I will put a stop to these
proceedings. The cases are now indeed judged ill; and it is because they who are on trial are
tried in their clothing, for they are tried alive. Now many,” said he, “who have wicked souls
are clad in fair bodies and ancestry and wealth, and at their judgement appear many
witnesses to testify that their lives have been just. Now, the judges are confounded not only
by their evidence but at the same time by being clothed themselves while they sit in
judgement, having their own soul muffled in the veil of eyes and ears and the whole body.
Thus all these are a hindrance to them, their own habiliments no less than those of the
judged. Well, first of all,” he said, “we must put a stop to their foreknowledge of their death;
for this they at present foreknow. However, Prometheus has already been given the word to
stop this in them. Next they must be stripped bare of all those things before they are tried;
for they must stand their trial dead. Their judge also must be naked, dead, beholding with
very soul the very soul of each immediately upon his death, bereft of all his kin and having
left behind on earth all that fine array, to the end that the judgement may be just. Now |,
knowing all this before you, have appointed sons of my own to be judges; two from Asia,
Minos and Rhadamanthus, and one from Europe, Aeacus. These, when their life is ended,
shall give judgement in the meadow at the dividing of the road, whence are the two ways
leading, one to the Isles of the Blest, and the other to Tartarus. And those who come from
Asia shall Rhadamanthus try, and those from Europe, Aeacus; and to Minos | will give the
privilege of the final decision, if the other two be in any doubt; that the judgement upon this
journey of mankind may be supremely just.””

Sokrates relates to Kallikles how the process of the soul’s judgement functioned in the
Golden Age of Kronos (émtl Kpovou, i.e. “in the time of Kronos” 523a6). During the transition
to the Age of Zeus (kal £tL vewoTi Tol Aldg TV apxnv €xovtog, i.e. “...and when Zeus had but
newly begun his reign,” 523b4-5) — the current period — this process began to disintegrate,
as the souls being judged were no longer the perfect souls of the Golden Race ((1), 523b4-7),
but the ‘lesser’ souls of the contemporary age ((2), 523c1-d1). Consequently, the judges of
the soul began to make mistakes, sending ‘the just’ to Tartaros, and ‘the unjust’ to the Isles

of the Blessed ((3), 523d1ff. Hades, and the guardians of Isles of the Blessed, ask Zeus to
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reform the process of the soul’s judgement, in order to institute a judgement more

404

appropriate to the present age ((4), 523b7-c1).
(2) 524a8-525a6:

Tadt éotv, 0 KaANKAELS, & £y AKNKOWC THLOTELW
(b) &AnOf elvat: kal £k TOUTWV TWV Adywv TodVSE TL Aoyilopat
oupBaivewv. 6 Bavartog Tuyxavel Wv, we €pol Sokel, oUBEY
GAMo f) duolv mpaypatowv dtaiuotg, Th¢ Yuxic kal tol
owpatog, A’ aAANnAowv: énetbav &€ StaAubijtov dpa am’
AAAfAoLy, o0 TIOAD ATTOV EKATEPOV QUTOLV EXEL TAV EEWV TAV
aUtol Avmep kal Ote €N 6 AvBpwmog, T6 Te cWpa thv duoLV
TV avtol Kal td Bepanevpata kot Td nadnuato Evénia
(c) mdvta. olov €l Twvoc péya v T oo dUoeL i TPodi A
Audotepa {OVtog, ToUTou Kal Emeldav Arnobavn 6 vekpog
péyac, Kat el mayug, moxUg kat amoBavovtog, Kot TaAa
oUTwG: Kal el al MetSeve KOUAY, KOUATNG TOUTOU Kal O
VEKPOC. HaoTyiag ad €1 TG AV Kal (xvn elxe TV MANYGV
oUAAG &V T owpatL | UTIO HOOoTlYyWV A AAAWY TPOUUATWY
{@v, Kal teBve®@tog 10 o Eotly 16tV talta €xov- A
kateayota £ Tou AV HéAN f SlecTpappéva IGVTOoG, Kol
(d) TeBve®Tog TawTd TadTa EvinAa. £vi 6& AOyw, 0log lvat
MapeokeVOOTo TO oo v, Evonla Talta Kal TEAEUTAOAVTOC
A mavta A T@ oA ml Tva xpovov. TauTov 81 ot Sokel
ToUT &pa Kal mepl TV PuxnV eival, @ KaAhikAelg: Evnia
navta €otiv év T Yuyi, éneldav yuuvwoij 1ol ocwpatog, Ta
Te Th¢ PUoswC Kal T mabnuata & St TAv £t devoly
£KAOTOU TIPAYHaTOG E0XEV €V TH Yu)i| 6 AvBpwmog. éneldav
o0V adikwvtaL Tapd TOV SIKAOTAY, ot pév £k TH¢ Actag
(e) mapd oV PadapavOuy, 6 PaddpavBug ékeivoug émotrioag
Bedrtal Ekdotou TV Puxnyv, olk eldwg 0Tou £0Tiv, GAAA
TOAAAKLG ToD peydlou Baohéwg émlaBopevog f GAAou
otouolv BaclAéwg i SuvaoTtou Kateldev oUSEV UYLEC OV THG
Puxig, AMA Slapepaotiywpévny kat oOAQV peothv OO
525.
(a) émopkLdv Kal adikiag, & £kdotn f mpdéLg autod E€wpdptato
gic v Yuyny, kat mavta okoAld UTO Pevdoug kai dAa-
Tovelag kat o06&v e0BOU 61a TO dveu aAnBeiag teBpadBat: kail
UMo é€ouoiog kal Tpudfic kal UPpewg Kal akpatiag Tiv
npaéewv AouppeTpiag Te Kal aioxpotnTog yEoU oAV THV
Puxnv eldev-

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. This, Callicles, is what | have heard and believe to be true; and from
these stories, on my reckoning, we must draw some such moral as this: death, as it seems to
me, is actually nothing but the disconnexion of two things, the soul and the body, from each
other. And so when they are disconnected from one another, each of them keeps its own
condition very much as it was when the man was alive, the body having its own nature, with
its treatments and experiences all manifest upon it. For instance, if anyone’s body was large
by nature or by feeding or by both when he was alive, his corpse will be large also when he is

404 See further Introduction, section (C).
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dead; and if he was fat, it will be fat too after his death, and so on for the rest; or again, if he
used to follow the fashion of long hair, long-haired also will be his corpse. Again, if anyone
had been a sturdy rogue, and bore traces of his stripes in scars on his body, either from the
whip or from other wounds, while yet alive, then after death too his body has these marks
visible upon it; or if anyone’s limbs were broken or distorted in life, these same effects are
manifest in death. In a word, whatever sort of bodily appearance a man had acquired in life,
that is manifest also after his death either wholly or in the main for some time. And so it
seems to me that the same is the case with the soul too, Callicles: when a man’s soul is
stripped bare of the body, all its natural gifts, and the experiences added to that soul as the
result of his various pursuits, are manifest in it. So when they have arrived in presence of
their judge, they of Asia before Rhadamanthus, these Rhadamanthus sets before him and
surveys the soul of each, not knowing whose it is; nay, often when he has laid hold of the
Great King or some other prince or potentate, he perceives the utter unhealthiness of his
soul, striped all over with the scourge, and a mass of wounds, the work of perjuries and
injustice; where every act has left its smirch upon his soul, where all is awry through
falsehood and imposture, and nothing straight because of a nurture that knew not truth: or,
as the result of a course of license, luxury, insolence, and incontinence, he finds the soul full
fraught with disproportion and ugliness.”

After relating the reforms Zeus makes to the process of the soul’s judgement, Sokrates
relates that process of judgement that governs in the present age; with particular emphasis
on how the ‘true’ judges actually judge the soul. Part One establishes that in the corrupt
form of the judgement, many of the erroneous judgements arose from the use of techniques
and devices reminiscent of the human lawcourt (see Chapter 2.3.3 and 2.4.3), e.g. the
judge’s possession of a body, the use of witnesses, and the use of oratory. This part, on the
other hand, demonstrates how Zeus’ reforms reintroduced a perfect, infallible judgement,
as had been the case in the Age of Kronos. In order to achieve this perfect judgement, Zeus
did away with those things characteristic of the corrupt judgement, e.g. the body of the
judge, the use of witnesses, and the effectiveness of oratory. In this way, Sokrates supports
his own thesis by demonstrating oratory’s opposition to the ‘true’ judgement; and that the
just and the unjust, without exception, will always be adjudged correct.

525a6-526¢1:

(1) ibwv ¢ gtiqu tavtny anénepdev V0L THg

dpoupdc, ol péAel ENBolica avatAfjval T mpoorKovta aon.

(b) mpoon kel 8& mavtl T® v TiHwpig 6vtt, LT AAAOU 6pBKG

TILWPOUMEVW, i BeATiovt yiyveoBal kal ovivaoBal i mapa-

Selyparti tolg &AAoLg yiyveoBal, (va GAAOL OpdVTEC TACYOVTA
G av maoxn ¢oPoupevol BeAtioug yiyvwvtal. (2) eiotv 6¢ ol
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MEV wdeloUpevol Te kal Siknv 81d6vTeg UTO Be@v Te Kal
avBpwnwv oUToL ot &V LAoLUA APAPTAKATO AUAPTWOLV- OPWC
6& &U dhyndovwy kal 68uvdv ylyvetal autoig f wodeAia katl
&vBAase kal £vALBOU- 0V yap ooV Te BAAWC adikiog dmol-

(c) AatteoBal. (3) ol &’ Gv td Eoyata adknowat kal S1d Ta
toladta adiknpata aviatol yévwvtal, €K ToUTWVY TA Tapa-
Seiypora yiyvetat, kol oUToL auTol Pev oUKETL dvivavtal
oU&¢ev, Gte aviatol 6vteg, Aot 6€ dvivavtal ol TouTtoug
opvteg 51 TAC apaptiag Ta péylota Kal 6duvnpotata Kal
doBepwtata adn naocyovrag TOV AEL XpOVoV, ATEXVRC apa-
Selypata avnptnuévoug kel év Aldou év T Seouwtnpiw,

Tol¢ del TV adikwv adikvoupévolg Beaparta kal voubetriparta.
(d) (4) Gv éyw pnpL éva kat Apxélaov EoeoBad, el AANOR Aéyel
N®AoG, Kol dAov BoTL¢ &v Toloditog TUPAVVOC - OLpaL 8&

Kl TOUG TOAAOUC VOl TOUTWV TV TTAPASELYUATWY £K
TUPAVWWV Kal Bac\éwv Kal SuvaoTt®v Kol Td TV MOAewv
NPaEAVTWV yeyovotac: ouToL yap S Thv €ouaiav péylota Kol
AvVOOLWTATA AUAPTAUATH GUAPTAVOUGCL. LOPTUPET 6& TOUTOLC
Kal"Opunpog: BactAéag yap kai Suvaotag EKElVog memoinkey

(e) Touc év'ALSOU TOV AEL XpOVOV TILWPOUHEVOUC, TavTalov Kail
Yioudov kal Tituov: (5) Oepoitnv 8¢, Kal €l TLg AANOC TovNPOg
AV I8LWTNG, 0USELC TEMOiNKeV HeyAAALS TLLWPLALS GUVEXO-
HEVOV WG Aviorov—oU yap otlpat €AV auTe)- 610 kal elSatuo-
VEOTEPOC NV A 01C £EFjV—AANA yap, @ KoAAKAELS, €K TOV

526.

(a) dSuvapévwy eiot kal ol opoSpa tovnpot yyvopevol GvBpwrot:
oUBEV UnV KwAVEL Kal &v toutolg ayaboulg avdpag yyiyveodat,
kol 0dpobpa ye GElov dyacBat TV ylyVOUEVWY: XOAETOV yap,
® KaAMikA€LS, kai ToANOD Emaivou GElov év ueydhn éfovoia
100 AdKET yevopevov Sikailwg StapLivat. oAlyol &€ yiyvovtal
ol ToloUToL €mel kal évBase kai GAN0BL yeydvaoLy, olpat 5&
katl Eoovtal kaAol kayaBol tavtny TV Apetnv TRV ol dikalwg
(b) Slaelpiletv & Gv TLC EMUTPETN- €1¢ 6 KAl TAVU EANAOYLUOC
y€yovev Kai £i¢ Toug GAAoug "EAAnvag, Aploteidng o Aualt-
paxou- ot 8¢ moAol, W EPLoTE, Kakol yiyvovtoL Téhv Suva-
oTGV. BTiep oLV EAeyov, EMELSAV O PadAPAVOUC EKETVOC
T0100TOV Twva AGBn, GANO pév Tiept aliTod oUK oldev oUSEY,
o0’ BoTic 0B’ WVTWVWY, BTL 8& TovNPAG TIC: Kal TodTo
KoTdwy anénepPev i Taptapov, EMONUNVALEVOG, EAVTE
LAoLOC EAVTE AVIOTOC SOK{ €lval: O 8& EKEToE ADIKOUEVOC

(c) & mpoonkovta taoyeL.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. Beholding this he sends it away in dishonour straight to the place of
custody, where on its arrival it is to endure the sufferings that are fitting. And it is fitting that
every one under punishment rightly inflicted on him by another should either be made
better and profit thereby, or serve as an example to the rest, that others seeing the
sufferings he endures may in fear amend themselves. Those who are benefited by the
punishment they get from gods and men are they who have committed remediable
offences; but still it is through bitter throes of pain that they receive their benefit both here
and in the nether world; for in no other way can there be riddance of iniquity. But of those
who have done extreme wrong and, as a result of such crimes, have become incurable, of
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those are the examples made; no longer are they profited at all themselves, since they are
incurable, but others are profited who behold them undergoing for their transgressions the
greatest, sharpest, and most fearful sufferings evermore, actually hung up as examples there
in the infernal dungeon, a spectacle and a lesson to such of the wrongdoers as arrive from
time to time. Among them | say Archelaus also will be found, if what Polus tells us is true,
and every other despot of his sort. And | think, moreover, that most of these examples have
come from despots and kings and potentates and public administrators; for these, since they
have a free hand, commit the greatest and most impious offences. Homer also testifies to
this; for he has represented kings and potentates as those who are punished everlastingly in
the nether world—Tantalus and Sisyphus and Tityus; but Thersites, or any other private
person who was wicked, has been portrayed by none as incurable and therefore subjected
to heavy punishment; no doubt because he had not a free hand, and therefore was in fact
happier than those who had. For in fact, Callicles, it is among the powerful that we find the
specially wicked men. Still there is nothing to prevent good men being found even among
these, and it deserves our special admiration when they are; for it is hard, Callicles, and
deserving of no slight praise, when a man with a perfectly free hand for injustice lives always
a just life. The men of this sort are but few,—for indeed there have been, and | expect there
yet will be, both here and elsewhere, men of honour and excellence in this virtue of
administering justly what is committed to their charge: one in fact there has been whose
fame stands high among us and throughout the rest of Greece, Aristeides, son of
Lysimachus. But most of those in power, my excellent friend, prove to be bad. So, as | was
saying, whenever the judge Rhadamanthus has to deal with such an one, he knows nothing
else of him at all, neither who he is nor of what descent, but only that he is a wicked person;
and on perceiving this he sends him away to Tartarus, first setting a mark on him to show
whether he deems it a curable or an incurable case; and when the man arrives there he
suffers what is fitting.”

Part three discusses only those souls adjudged to be unjust ((1), 523a6-b4); introducing the
theory of punishment into the eschatological account of the judgement, in order to
demonstrate how ‘true’ punishment should work. Here, Sokrates distinguishes between
those souls that are ‘curable’ ((2), 523b4-c1) and those that are ‘incurable’ ((3), 523c1-8).
The introduction of the ‘incurable’ category of souls allows Sokrates to emphasize the need
for one to live a life without the committing of unjust acts. As argued above (Chapter 2.4.2)
it is the tyrant, and those individuals who possess an analogous level of authority within a
polity, that are most at risk of falling into this category ((4), 523d1-e2). In this case, one must
guestion whether Sokrates’ account is not so much aimed at the average individual, but
rather at the elite individual, i.e. that individual who constitutes the majority of those
Sokrates interacts with, and also the one most at risk of being adjudged ‘incurable’ ((5),

521eff.)
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(4) 526c1-526d1:
(526c¢1) éviote &’ GAANV eloldbwy 60LwG
BeBuwkulav kal et dAndeiag, avdpocg idlwtou i dAou Tvog,
paAlota pév, Eywye dnut, w KaAAikAelg, prlocddou ta
aUtol mpagavrog kal o MoAUTIpaY OV OAVTOG £V TR Bilw,
Ayaoon te kal € pakapwv viiooug anénepe. tadta 6
tadta kal O AlaKOG—EKATEPOG TOUTWY PABSov Exwy SL-
KAlel— 0 6& Mivwg €mokom®y Kadntal, povog Exwv xpuooiv
(d) okfirtpov, Wg dnowv’'0Oducoeuc 6 ‘Ounpou i6etv altov
[LOEB translation:] “Soc. Sometimes, when he discerns another soul that has lived a holy life
in company with truth, a private man’s or any other’s—especially, as | claim, Callicles, a
philosopher’s who has minded his own business and not been a busybody in his lifetime—he
is struck with admiration and sends it off to the Isles of the Blest. And exactly the same is the
procedure of Aeacus: each of these two holds a rod in his hand as he gives judgement; but
Minos sits as supervisor, distinguished by the golden sceptre that he holds, as Odysseus in
Homer tells how he saw him...”
This final part provides a brief description of what happens to the ‘just’ soul after its
judgement — it is sent to the Isles of the Blessed. If one wishes to exhort others to live a life
in accordance with justice, one might expect this part to be the most descriptive; in
particular, if one posits that all individuals always desire what is not evil (see Chapter 2.4.1).
Sokrates, however, prefers to utilize the contrary — the fear of punishment. Presumably,
Sokrates believes fear to be a better motivator for adhering to justice, since the individuals
most likely to commit injustice are those who are ignorant of what is ‘just’; thus they will
believe their own conception of the ‘just’ to be more accurate than Sokrates. Hence,
Sokrates must emphasize the punitive aspect of his account, in order that these ‘ignorant’
souls might choose to adhere to his conception of justice, once they are aware of the
severity of the punishments for noncompliance.*® This is aided by the prescriptive nature of
the account, characterizing the process of judgement as a divine law. Consequently, as a law,

if one transgresses, one is punished; and the severity of this punishment relies upon the

extent to which one has transgressed.

405 Indeed, though truth is the priority of Sokrates’ type of speech, persuasive is not totally ignored; what use is
knowledge of the truth if one cannot communicate this truth, and persuade others its veracity? See further
Chapter 2.2.1.

218



Part One (523a1-524a7)

Sokrates begins his account by establishing the judgement of the soul as the fulfilment of divine law
(523a5-b4). In this case, the judgement of the soul does not constitute the law, but rather it is the
means by which the divine law is upheld, functioning akin to a human lawcourt. Sokrates does not
explicitly relate what this divine law is, but given that the judgement determines which souls are just
and unjust, and rewards and punishes respectively, one must assume that this forms the basic
premise of the law. In this case, the law prescribes that one should live a just life, which happens to
be one of the aims of Sokrates’ account, and supports the assertion that this constitutes a telos for

the soul (see Chapter 2.4.1 and 2.4.2).

The origin of this divine law, Sokrates locates in the distant past, during the Age of Kronos (‘ént
Kpovou,” 523a6). The Age of Kronos conjures in the mind of a contemporary the image of a ‘Golden
Age’;%% an idyllic time in which human beings were perfect, and lived both in happiness and closer to
the divine.*” Given the infallibility believed to belong to the human beings of this time, it is unlikely
that any soul would have been adjudged anything other than just.*®® Accordingly, there is no need
for Kronos to introduce specific legislation regarding either the procedure of the judgement itself, or
the nature of the judges. The Golden Race are just, and so they would never resort to the use of any
form of argumentation (read oratory) that does not aim consistently for the truth. Likewise, the
judges have no need to possess a ‘true’ understanding of justice or injustice, nor must they interpret
the law to any extent, since they already know that the individual they are judging is just. The

judgement of the soul in the Age of Kronos is, therefore, more of a bureaucratic formality.

As the Golden Age of Kronos ended, and the transition to the Age of Zeus (the contemporary period
began), the divine law governing the judgement of the soul remained in place, unchanged. Soon,

according to Sokrates, mistakes begin to occur, as Plouton (the god) determines that just souls are

406 Hesiodos, Erga kai Hemerai, 106-201.

407 Hesiodos, Erga kai Hemerai, 106-201.

408 Hesiodos, Erga kai Hemerai, 106-201: the golden race of humans are rewarded by becoming guardian
spirits.
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being sent to Tartaros, and unjust souls to the Isles of the Blessed (523b6-c1). These mistakes, as far
as Plouton is concerned, have led to both disorder and disharmony in his realm, as though the

underworld were akin to a human polis, in need of these qualities in order to function correctly.*®®

Plouton identifies the process of judgement used for the Golden Race to be unsuitable for
contemporary human beings, and the cause of these mistakes. Unlike the judges of the Golden Race,
Plouton was able to judge each soul correctly, and his ‘true’ judgement differed from that of the
judges. Why was Plouton able to succeed where the judges had failed? Sokrates’ account suggests

the following reasons:

(i) Plouton exists entirely within the incorporeal and immortal realm?°
(i) Plouton is divine;*!

(iii) Plouton possesses perfect knowledge of what is just and unjust;

(iv) Plouton encounters the soul in their disembodied state, and whilst they are alone.

Zeus, therefore, uses Plouton as the prototypical judge,*'? seeking to embody in his reforms of the
judgement the qualities of Plouton. First of all, Zeus proclaims that an individual must not be judged
whilst still “fully dressed,’ i.e. in an embodied state (523c5-6; cf. 523b4-6). In the time of Kronos, the
Golden Race were judged whilst still alive, and in possession of their body (523b4-6). Moreover, they
were judged on the day they were to die, and by living judges (523b4-6). Zeus identifies this as the
largest cause of the inaccurate judgements. Possessing a body allows for an unjust soul to deceive
the judge, as it may be that their body is beautiful, or they may possess bodily honour, reputation,
and wealth (523c1-d1).*®* Moreover, the individual’s judgement on the day of their death, bestows

upon the individual foreknowledge of their death, and as such they may present witnesses to testify

409 Cf, Plouton’s apparent presentation as a philosopher-king, Kratylos 402d, 403e; Nomoi 1.627d-628¢; 9.855¢-
d; Politeia 5.473d. Cf. Johansen (2004): 3.

410 cf, Nehamas (1999): 171-191.

411 Cf. Phaidros 246b-246e.

412 Cf, Kratylos 403a-404b, 404c-d for the etymology of Pherrephatta, or Persephone; Plouton’s wife and co-
ruler of Hades (cf. Menon 80d-82b).

413 Cf. Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 210.

220



to their ‘justness’ (523c1-d1). Simultaneously, the judge’s possession of a body increases their
susceptibility to the deceptive senses of the body, and allows an individual to use bodily forms of

argumentation, e.g. persuasion or appeals to emotion (523d1-5).41

Zeus’ prescription that the soul must be judged in its disembodied state, removes from it its
foreknowledge of death (523d5-e1: mpos1dotag avtouc tov Bdvartov). It also deprives the soul of the
deceptive body and with it the use of deceptive forms of argument that do not aim at the truth, e.g.
oratory (523e1-2). Finally, the judge should also be deprived of their body, i.e. they must be a
disembodied soul also. This removes the judge’s susceptibility to persuasion and emotion, and
allows them to render the judgement using pure reason alone (523e2-6). Consequently, the
judgement should consist of a personal and intimate study of the soul, occurring after death, when
the soul is isolated from its friends and family, and has left behind all earthly adornment (523e2-

6).415

The final part of Zeus’ amendments prescribes specifics concerning the judges — their number,
identities, and the place at which they will carry out this judgement. In this case, Zeus appoints three
of his sons — Minos, Rhadamanthos, and Aiakos (523e6-524a7) — to be the judges.*'® Moreover, the
judgement shall take place at a distance from the ‘final’ dwelling places available to the soul — the
Isles of the Blessed and Tartaros (524a3-4). In this way, Zeus appoints a set of judges that emulate

the prototypical judge of Plouton:

(i) Like Plouton, the judges exist in a disembodied state, dwelling entirely within the
incorporeal and immortal realm.
(ii) Like Plouton, these judges are divine — virtue of their status as sons of Zeus.

(iii) Like Plouton, they possess a perfect knowledge of what is just and unjust.*Y’

414 Cf, Phaidon 65a-67b; Irwin (1979): 243.

415 The judgement should be of the soul, and the soul alone.
416 Cf. Nomoi 1.624a-625b, 12.948b.

47 Cf. Lysis 210a-c.
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(iv) Like Plouton, they encounter the soul to be judged in its disembodied state, whilst it is
alone.

(v) Finally, like Plouton, they function to safeguard the order and harmony of the underworld
community (524a1-3).**8 They judge the soul at a distance from the community, prior to its
interaction and integration into the community itself. In this way, the judge ensures that the

unjust do not cause disharmony and disorder by ‘infecting’ the just with their pollution.

Part Two (524b8-525a6)

Sokrates begins this second part with a reaffirmation of the veracity of the first part.**® This is
essential for Sokrates who views the information he relates in the first part, as forming the
underlying framework upon which he will derive his description of the soul’s judgement in the
present age. In the first part, Sokrates establishes that the present age of human beings is not the

Golden Race:

(a) Unlike the Golden Race, the present human is susceptible to the deception of the body
(b) This susceptibility to deception leads to an analogous increase in ignorance concerning what
is just.

(c) lgnorance of what is just, presents the human beings the capacity to commit unjust actions.
(d) As the capacity for one to commit injustice is predicated on the possession of ignorance, the
present human being now has a choice: either one may remain in ignorance, and commit

injustice; or one may investigate justice, in order to learn what is just, and avoid committing

injustice.

418 Unlike Plouton who is characterized as a philosopher-king, the judges appear more akin to the guardians of
the Politeia, and the lawkeepers of the Nomoi: e.g. Nomoi 12.964e; Politeia 2.375e-276d, 3.412b-417b,
4.419a-425e, 5.450c-471e, 7.519¢-521b, 7.537a-537d, 7.539e-541b, 8.543a.

419 1rwin (1979): 243. See Gorgias 523a-b in which Sokrates says that he believes in, or trusts, the veracity of
the story, in line with the Platonic Wager’s requirement that one must convince oneself of the veracity of the
wager, if one does not believe fully.
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Sokrates’ purported aims in this dialogue are to demonstrate to his interlocutors that (a) the worst
thing one may do in life is commit injustice; and (b) oratory is ineffective for investigating ‘the truth.’

The establishment of this choice serves to reinforce his aims, demonstrating:

(i) Itis possible for human beings to commit injustice (a response to relativism in which all
one’s beliefs are true);

(ii) This injustice is predicated on one’s possession of ignorance.

(iii) Therefore, one must choose to rid one’s soul of ignorance through an investigation of ‘the
truth.’

(iv) Oratory, according to Sokrates, is ineffective in investigating ‘the truth,” and so anyone who
teaches or utilizes oratory chooses to remain ignorant, and commit injustice. Consequently,
such a person must be prepared for the consequences of their choice (cf. part three, 525a6-

526c1).

In this second part, Sokrates relates to his interlocutors how it is impossible for one who chooses to
remain ignorant, and commit injustice, to escape the pronouncement of the ‘true’ judge, who fails
to be deceived by any attempt at deception. Sokrates begins with a reaffirmation of his definition of
death (see Chapter 1.4), in which death consists of the separation of the soul from the body (524b2-
4). Each of these two entities is separate, independent, and possesses its own unique nature. Upon
death, each of these entities remains in a condition not much different from its final condition prior

to death (524b4-c1).

In the case of the body, Sokrates argues:

e Upon death, the body retains its original nature (at least for a certain period of time), in
addition to the care it received whilst in union with the soul (524d1-3).

e It serves, therefore, as a record of all the things that have happened to it (524b6-c1).
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e Forinstance, if a man had a body which was large (either by nature or through nurture, or
both) at the time of his death, then his corpse will remain large after he has died too (524c1-
3).

e Similarly, if a man had long hair at the time of his expiration, his corpse will continue to have
long hair as well (524c4-5).

e If a man had been a criminal, and had been whipped for his crimes, showing scars and traces
of beatings, then his corpse will likewise exhibit these same marks (524c5-7).

e Finally, if a man's limbs were broken or twisted while he was alive, these very things will be
evident too, when he is dead (524c7-d1).

e Consequently, the body serves as a record of its treatment whilst alive, (or at least most of

them, for a certain period) (524d1-3).

If such is true of the body, then Sokrates concludes the same must also be true for the soul (524d3-
4). Accordingly, once the soul has separated from the body, it continues to retain all that was
present in it prior to its disembodiment (524d4-7); all those things that have come to be in that soul,
as a result of all the choices and actions of the individual of whom it was once a constituent part
(524d4-7). Likewise, it retains all those things that are intrinsic to its nature (524d4-7). So, just as the
body with long hair in life retains its long hair in death, so the soul that is scarred by injustice in life,
retains its scars in death. However, whereas the body records the treatment it received in life, in a
selective manner, and for a specified period; the soul, by virtue of its immortality, retains this record

for a longer period.*?°

This record of its treatment in life forms the basis of the soul’s judgement in Hades. Sokrates relates
that when the soul arrives before the judge, the judge studies each soul without knowing to whom it

belongs (524d7-e2). In this way, the ‘just’ and ‘fair’ nature of the judgement is further emphasized,

420 Cf. in the Theaitetos, a dialogue post-dating the Gorgias, Sokrates suggests that the soul is the centre of the
memory, i.e. that every memory of the individual is stored in the soul, in some manner (163e, 166a, 191b-e,
193b-196a; cf. Philebos 38e-39c).
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as it removes the effect of reputation and honour on the judgement (see part one, 523al-524a7,
above). The personal and intimate access the judge has to the soul (see part one, 523a1-524a7,
above), ensures they possess access to a near-complete record of every action an individual ever
made. In this way, the judge may determine whether the soul committed injustice through
ignorance of what is just, and whether this ignorance results from a conscious choice on behalf of

the soul, e.g. through the active engagement in oratory.*?

Further to this record contained within the soul, the judge possesses a further method of
determining the fate of a soul: looking to its actual shape. When the judge takes hold of the soul,
each act of injustice and perjury, does more than leave a record on the soul (524e2-525a2), but
Sokrates suggests it actually warps and deforms the soul (525a2-6), i.e. it causes a physical change
(to an immaterial entity). If the ‘true’ judge perceives the soul to possess much distortion and
ugliness, then he can be certain the soul is to be categorized as unjust and worthy of punishment
(525a6-b4).*?2 Sokrates’ description equates beauty and purity with justice, such that a soul that
exhibits neither quality must be considered unjust.*?® Just as a body that belonged to the criminal is
made ugly and deformed by the punishment it suffers, so Sokrates equates the deformed and ugly
soul with injustice.*** However, whereas the body is corporeal such that its injustice is evident to all
who see it, the soul is incorporeal and so mortal beings are unable to see the ugliness of the unjust
soul. As Zeus decreed above, (part one, 523a1-524a7), the judgement in Hades must be of a
disembodied soul by disembodied judges. The judges, therefore, cannot fail but perceive the
ugliness of the unjust soul. Indeed, if the unjust soul possesses a beautiful body, it is likely to have

received no correction for its injustice in life, leaving it susceptible to the category of ‘incurable’ soul.

Part Three (525a6-526¢1)

421 Cf, politeia 9.576e-577b.

422 Cf, Kharmides 154d.

423 Cf. Kharmides 154d.

424 Cf. Timaios 43d-44c; Kritias 121a-c.
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In this third part, Sokrates provides a direct response to his claim that the worst thing one may do in
life is commit injustice. This he does by applying his theory of punishment (see Chapter 2.4.1 and
2.4.2) to the disembodied soul, in the process introducing the category of ‘incurable’ (or punishment
by deterrent). Nevertheless, punishment by deterrent is not incompatible with Sokrates’ previous
assertion of the corrective nature of punishment, since although it does not directly educate the
offender, it serves to educate others (particularly through fear). So, punishment by deterrent might
not necessarily be beneficial to the specific offender, but it serves both a beneficial and educative

function for the community as a whole (525b1-c8).#?°

Applying his theory of punishment, Sokrates identifies two specific categories of soul that undergo

punishment in Hades:

(1) Those who may benefit from punishment are categorized as ‘curable’ (525b4-6). Regardless
of the curability, Sokrates asserts that their benefit comes, both here and in Hades, in the
form of pain and suffering (525b6-c1).42

(2) Those, however, who do not benefit from punishment, are categorized as ‘incurable’ (525c1-
3). These are the souls who must suffer the deterrent form of punishment, whereby their
suffering is meant to benefit and educate others, rather than themselves (525c3-d8). In the
Gorgias, the notion of reincarnation is absent, and so Sokrates envisions these souls
receiving punishment for eternity.

a. According to Sokrates, the majority of these souls equate to those who have
committed the greatest injustices, which require an equally great amount of
ignorance. Such individuals he identifies as consisting of tyrants, kings, and those
active in the affairs of the polis. These are the individuals most in a position to
commit the worst injustices, given their greater influence over others, but also the

unlikelihood of them receiving corrective punishment for their ignorance, since they

425 Cf. Protagoras 358d.
428 Irwin (1979): 244.
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are, according to themselves, peerless (525d1-526a1).%”” This statement, in
particular serves, to ‘prove’ to Kallikles and Polos that the tyrant is not the happiest
of individuals as they claim, but in actuality is the most pitiful, since he is most likely

to suffer the fate of the ‘incurable’ soul (cf. 525d1-526a1).%®

Part Four (526¢1-526d1)

In this final part, Sokrates relates the fate of the just soul, devoted to ‘truth,” who lives a life of piety:
they are sent to the Isles of the Blessed (526¢1-d1).**° Regardless of whether or not this account of
the afterlife reflects reality, Sokrates, in accordance with the Platonic Wager, chooses to base his
conduct on the belief that this account is true: ‘éyw pév o0v, @ KaAAKAELS, UTIO TOUTWV TV AOywV
TEMELOPAL, KOl OKOTI® OMwe dnodavold pat T¢ KpLtii we Uyteotatnv v Yuxnyv,’ (526d2-4). Indeed,
Sokrates exhorts Kallikles specifically, and the reader more generally to follow his belief in this
account, in order to ensure for oneself the greatest chance at reward, either in this life or the

next.*

(2.5) The Lakhes

427 |rwin (1979): 246.

428 Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 156; cf. 210. Brickhouse and Smith posit that Sokrates must prove the tyrant
to be the most pitiful, since the tyrant encourages others to possess false beliefs about virtue and justice. An
individual might learn of the wealth, honour, and reputation that the tyrant appears to possess, and so
conclude, falsely, that one must act in this manner in order to obtain the same things. In other words, the
conduct of the tyrant leads an individual away from a consideration of the Platonic Wager, and when that
individual does engage with the Wager, the example of the tyrant might encourage the individual to opt for
the ‘incorrect’ choice; choosing short term gain over long term benefit.

429 Cf. Apologia 40a-e; Vlastos (1999b): 56-77.

B0 Mapakah® 6¢ kai Tolg BANoug tdvtag avBpwrouc, kad’ doov Suvapal, Kai 8A Kai o€ dvtutapakaA® €l
toltov toV Blov kal tov ay®va toltov,” 526e1-3.
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(2.5.1) 198b-198c¢

In the eschatological account that concludes the Gorgias, Sokrates attempts to demonstrate to his
interlocutors that committing acts of injustice is the worst thing an individual can do in life. His basic

argument establishes the following conception of injustice and punishment:

(i) One who commits injustice does so unwillingly.

(ii) All individuals desire what is good.

(iii) Therefore, one who commits injustice does so through a mistaken understanding of what is
good, i.e. they do so through ignorance.

(iv) Punishment aims to correct this mistaken understanding.

(v) Hence, one who never experiences punishment for their injustices, lives their life in
ignorance, and is susceptible to performing even greater acts of injustice.

(vi) According to Sokrates, these individuals are the most pitiable.

As argued above (see Chapter 2.4.4), in his eschatological account, Sokrates utilizes the concept of
fear in order to persuade his interlocutors of the veracity of his hypothesis — that doing injustice is
the worst thing an individual may do. Throughout the Gorgias, Sokrates argued for the
ineffectiveness of oratory for investigating ‘the truth’ (see Chapter 2.4). This argument rested on the
understanding that oratory does not aim consistently for the truth, but rather to persuade; to win an
argument. It is not the ability to argue persuasively that Sokrates criticizes, but the way in which
oratory prioritizes persuasion above the truth, employing various rhetorical devices and techniques
in order to ensure the success of an argument, paying no heed to whether the argument is strictly
true or not. Once such oratorical device consists of an appeal to emotion; fear proving to be a
powerful emotion for orators to exploit for personal gain — in this case, to achieve success for a

particular argument or position.
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Here, Sokrates will put forth a definition of fear, arguing that fear constitutes an expectation of a

future evil (198b7-9):

(198b) 2Q."Exe 6. tadta peév yap opoloyolpeyv, mepl & Thv

Sew@v kat Bapparéwv okePwpeda, 6w ur) oL pev AN

drta AV, NHETS 8¢ GAAa. & pév oLV AKETS yoUpeBa, dpd-

oouEV ool- 6U 6£ av un Opolovyiic, Sbdtelc. youpuebo &’

AUELC S pev elvat & kal S€oc mapéxel, Bappoléa 8¢ & pn

6£0¢ mapéxel—O6£0¢ € mopEXeL oV TA yeyovoTa oUSE T

TLOPOVTOL TOV KAKGIV, AAAY T IPOGSOKWHEVA: SE0C yap €lvat

npoadokioy pEAOVTOG kakol—f oUx oUTw Kot CUVSOKET, K

Aaxng;

(c) AA.MA&vu ve 0podpa, ® SWKPATEC.

$Q. T& pév nuétepa toivuy,  Nikio, dkoVELS, BTL Seva

HEV TA HEMOVTA KoKA dapev €ival, Bappahéa 6€ Ta ) KAKA

f dyaBd peAovta- oU 6£ tadtn f GAAN epl TOUTWV AEYELG;

NI. Tabtn éywys.

Q. Toutwv &£ ye TV €motnuny avépeiav npoo-

QYOpPEVELG;

NI. Kopdi ye.

YQ."EtL 8N 10 tpitov okePwpeba i ouvSoKel ool Te Kal

NUv.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. So much for that; thus far we agree: but let us pass on to what is to be
dreaded and what to be dared, and make sure that you and we do not take two different views of
these. Let me tell you our view of them, and if you do not agree with it, you shall instruct us. We
hold that the dreadful are things that cause fear, and the safely ventured are those that do not; and

fear is caused not by past or present, but by expected evils: for fear is expectation of coming evil.
You are of the same mind with us in this, are you not, Laches?

Lach. Yes, entirely so, Socrates.

Soc. So there you have our view, Nicias,—that coming evils are to be dreaded, and things not evil, or
good things, that are to come are to be safely dared. Would you describe them in this way, or in
some other?

Nic. | would describe them in this way.
Soc. And the knowledge of these things is what you term courage?

Nic. Precisely.

229



Soc. There is still a third point on which we must see if you are in agreement with us.”

Fear, therefore, relies on ignorance; ignorance of what-is-to-come. In such a case, an individual who
eschews ignorance will be less susceptible to fear, since they will no longer approach a given
situation expecting future evils. A reduced susceptibility to fear, results in oratorical appeals to
emotion no longer sufficing to persuade; for such an individual sees through the ornamentation, and
the truthfulness (or lack thereof) of an argument is lain bare. In Chapter 1.4 we saw that Sokrates
consistently puts forth the position that death is something one ought not fear; and that death does
not constitute an evil, as is commonly understood. Applying this understanding to death, one will
find that the one who fears death is the one who is ignorant of what-is-to-come. Thus, the
eschatological narratives of the Gorgias, the Phaidon, and the Politeia, serve to enumerate an
account of what-is-to-come — an account Sokrates advises one should believe (cf. Platonic Wager). In
this way, an individual may live in such a way as to know whether their expectation of a future evil is

warranted or not; if it is not warranted there will be no fear.

Accordingly, here in the Lakhes, Sokrates proffers a definition of fear, associating fear with
ignorance. Fear, according to Sokrates, is nothing more than the expectation of a future evil (198b7-
9).%31 Accordingly, the soul that experiences fear of Hades does so because it anticipates a future
evil. On the other hand, an individual such as Sokrates, who acts in a just and pious manner, does
not experience fear of Hades, since they know what-is-to-come.*®*2 Such an individual, therefore,
must not anticipate the existence of future evils in Hades. In order not to experience the anticipation
of future evils, one must necessarily possess knowledge that there are no future evils to anticipate.

This associates the experiencing of fear with ignorance, since only the individual who does not

431 Cf, Lakhes 198d-199e; Protagoras 358e, 360a-d; Philebos 32b-d; Nomoi 1.644c-d.

432 Cf. Irwin (1977): 58. Moreover, Sokrates is able to live without a fear of Hades, since he has accepted the
Platonic Wager and makes the ‘correct’ choice. Thus, he knows, that whatever the truth may be, he will not
lose or come to great harm.
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possess knowledge of a particular thing experiences fear. For instance, many individuals fear the

dark. Why do they fear the dark? Because the darkness represents the unknown.

Sokrates connects the individual’s fear directly with their ignorance. For Sokrates, it is the unjust
individual who possesses ignorance, and so it is the unjust individual who experiences fear of Hades.

Hence, his eschatological account in the Gorgias emphasizes the punishment that occurs in Hades:

(a) Itis the unjust who are more likely to experience punishment in Hades;
(b) Itis the unjust who are more likely to possess ignorance; and so

(c) Itis the unjust who are more likely to anticipate the experience of future evils in Hades.

According to this understanding, the just individual who hears Sokrates’ account should not
experience fear, since they do not anticipate the ‘evils’ he describes as lying in their future.*3
However, one might argue that if (i) one commits injustice through ignorance, and (ii) one does not
desire evil, then (iii) how could the unjust individual anticipate future evils? Presumably, the unjust
individual dies believing their actions to be just, if they have been committed through ignorance of
what is evil, as Sokrates claims. In order for this individual to experience fear, it must be that the
unjust are aware, to some extent, that their actions are unjust.*** If the unjust are aware of the

unjustness of their actions, then (a) do the unjust desire what is not good; and (b) do the unjust

433 Cf. Nomoi 9.875c-d: “£mel talta €l moté tig avBpwnwv $pUoel ikavdg, Beia poipa yevvnBeic, mapalaBeiv
Sduvatog €in, vopwy o06&v Gv 6€oLto TV ApEOVTwY €autol' EMLOTA NG Yap oUTe VOUOG oUTe TALg o0bepia
KpeiTTwv, 0USE BEpLC 0Tl voTv 00SevVOC UTtrikoov oUSE SolAov GAAA TavVTwY BpxovTa ival, £Gvitep GANBWOC
ENeVBEPOC Te BVTWC A Kot PpUGLY. ViV §E—0U ydp oty oUSapol oUSANGC, AAN f katd Bpoxy” ([LOEB
translation:] (the Athenian:) “Yet if ever there should arise a man competent by nature and by a birthright of
divine grace to assume such an office, he would have no need of rulers over him; for no law or ordinance is
mightier than Knowledge, nor is it right for Reason to be subject or in thrall to anything, but to be lord of all
things, if it is really true to its name and free in its inner nature. But at present such a nature exists nowhere at
all, except in small degree.” | understand the Athenian here as arguing that the just individual requires no laws
or instructions to act in a just manner, but since the number of just individuals in society is few, so laws are
required. Nevertheless, the Athenian does seem to admit that there are just people in this world, and this just
people do not need laws in order to act in a just manner, but rather act in this way by nature (cf. the Ring of
Gyges in the Politeia, 2.359a-2:360d). Sokrates may reason that a just individual is one likely to accept the
Platonic Wager, and opt for the correct choice, thereby accepting Sokrates’ account, either because they truly
believe it to be true, or because they encourage themselves to believe such is true, as per the Wager.

434 Cf. Menon’s paradox and recollection (80d-82b) — does this awareness rely on ‘recollected’ knowledge
within the soul of the Just?
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commit injustice willingly? It is not the purpose of this thesis to apologize for Sokrates; nonetheless,

Sokrates may respond with the following:

o The ‘incurable’ unjust individual, e.g. the tyrant, does die in the belief they have committed
no injustice. This results from their general lack of punishment in life, which fails to remove
any ignorance from their soul. Thus, this individual lives in a state of near-complete (or even
complete) ignorance, believing their desires to be good, and their actions to be just.

e The ‘curable’ unjust individual, on the other hand, does not possess the level of ignorance of
the ‘incurable.” Such an individual is likely to have experienced punishment in their life, and
so be aware that some of their actions have been unjust.**> The awareness that some of
their actions have been unjust causes the individual to anticipate future evils in Hades,
possibly as punishment for these previous misdeeds. Moreover, their experience of
corrective punishment suggests to the individual their unjust actions were caused by
ignorance. This might suggest to them that there may be other actions they have
committed, which they believed to be just, but were unjust. Given their ignorance, they
would be incapable of knowing until the judgement of the ‘true’ judges, in which case they

would have to undergo punishment; hence, anticipating future evils.

Finally, this association of fear with ignorance suggests, in an eschatological context, that as the
‘curable’ soul undergoes punishment, and their ignorance decreases, the soul should experience an
analogous reduction in their anticipation of future evils. As it ceases to anticipate future evils, so it
should cease to experience fear, and presumably, once this occurs, the ‘curable’ soul will become
‘cured’; or at least, exist in some neutral state of neither fear nor pleasure.**® Sokrates, however,
never addresses what happens to the ‘cured’ soul in the conception of the afterlife proffered in the

Gorgias. In later dialogues, Sokrates introduces the notion of reincarnation, which provides a future

435 See note 415.
436 Cf. the average soul in the Phaidon 112e-113e.
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for the ‘cured’ soul (see further Chapter 3).*” The ‘incurable’ soul, on the other hand, cannot be
relieved of its ignorance, and so it must continue to anticipate future evils, and by extension fear, for

all time.*38

(2.6) The Protagoras

(2.6.1) 323b-324d

At this point in the dialogue, Protagoras and Sokrates are discussing the issue of whether virtue is
teachable. Protagoras delivers a speech, of which this section forms a part, intended to show to
Sokrates that virtue is indeed teachable. In demonstrating virtue’s teachability, Protagoras provides
a justification of his profession — the teaching of virtue. Moreover, Protagoras’ speech argues in
favour of systems of governance such as democracy, which permit non-experts to influence the
administration of the polis, since virtue’s teachability ensures that any non-expert may become an

expert by means of education.

In order to support his case, Protagoras introduces to Sokrates a theory of corrective punishment he
believes demonstrates virtue’s teachability. Up to this point, Sokrates had argued the contrary —that
virtue cannot be taught — in order to undermine the status of sophists as philosophers, and
educators of virtue. However, Protagoras’ theory of punishment corresponds to that Sokrates
proffers in the Gorgias, such that the two are indistinguishable. This would suggest that Sokrates
must also believe, to some extent, in virtue’s teachability.**® In the Menon, Sokrates discusses this

issue again, but in more detail; and proffers the theory of recollection in order to suggest that virtue

437 Does this act as a metaphorical ‘restore to factory settings’?
438 Cf. Kahn (1996): 168.
433 Cf. Menon 72d-73c, 88e-89b.
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is both innate and learnable. This conclusion allows Sokrates to accept virtue’s teachability, but
continue to undermine the sophists, through portraying them as ignorant of virtue, and purveyors of

falsehood and ignorance, rather than virtue.*°

Like Sokrates in the Gorgias, Protagoras’s theory of punishment is predicated on the belief that (a)
individuals err unwillingly through ignorance; and (b) punishment should benefit all the parties

involved (323b7-323d6):

(323b7) wg avay-
(c) kalov oUBEva OVTLY oUXL AUIG VE TIWC LETEXEWV AUTAG, A KA
glvaL év AvOpwIoLC.

“OTt pév o0V AVT AvSpa eikdTwe dmodéyovrat mept Tav TG
¢ &petiic ouPPBoLAoV 8Ld TO Ayelobal mavtl peteival avTig,
tadta Aéyw- 8Tl 8¢ avtiv ol PpuceL fiyolvtal eival 008’ &mo
toU avtopdrtou, GAAG S16akTov Te Kal £€ Emueleiog mopayi-
yveoBat @ &v mapayiyvntat, To0To ool META TOUTO MEPATopaL
amodettal. ooa yap nyodvratl GAARAoUC Kaka Exelv AvBpwrtoL
(d) dUoeL { TUYXN, oudeig Bupoltatl oU6E voubeTel 006E SLOAOKEL
0U8¢ KOAAZEL TOUC TaiTa EXovTag, (va pr) ToloUTol Wotv, GAN
g\eoloLv- 0lov TOUC aloypoUC A OHIKPOUC i AoBEeVETS Tic oUTwC
AvoNTOoG WOTE TLTOUTWV ETLXELPELV TTOLETY; Talta PEV Yap
olpat ioactv 8Tt GpUCEL Te Kal TUXN TOTE AVOPWOLC yiyveTay,

TA KOAQ Kal tavavtio Toutolg: 6oa &€ £€ émpelelog Kal
aoknoewg kat dtdaxric olovrat ylyveoBat dyaba avbpwmolg,
(e) éav tic tadta un €xn, AAAA TdvavTia ToUTWVY KAKA, £l
toUToLc tou ol te Bupol yiyvovtol Kol ot KoOAGoeLg Kal ot
VOUBETATELC. Vv £0TWV £V Kal /) &SiKio Kai 1 doéBeta Kal

324.

(a) cUAANBSENV AV TO évavtiov TR MOALTIKAG APETHG: EvOa 61
ndg ravti Bupodtal Kat vouBetel, SfAov OTL wg € émipeleiag

Kol pobnoswce kTntiic olionc. el yap €0€Aelg évvorjoal to

440 Cf. Sophistes 264b-268d; Euthydemos 285a-d.
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KOAGZEWY, W TWKPATEC, TOUC AdkolvTag Ti mote Suvatal,

a0TO og 8LaceL OTL ol ye AvBpwTtoL yolvTal MapacKEUAOTOV
€lVaLL APETAV. OUSELC YAP KOAGTEL TOUC ASLKOTVTOC TIPOC
ToUTW TOV VoV £xwv Kal toutou éveka, OTL NdikNoev, O6OTLG
(b) un Womnep Bnplov dloyloTwe TLHWpPETTAL: 6 &€ PeTd Adyou
EMxelp@v KoAdlelv o0 tol mapeAnAuBotoc éveka ASLIKAUATOG
TILWPETTAL—OU yap Qv TO ye paxBEv ayévntov Bein—aAAd
100 MEMOVTOC XApLY, (val U alBLg ASKAonN UATE AUTOC 0UTOC
UATE AAAoG O Tolitov dwv KoAagBévta. kal Tolautnv dlavolav
EYWV SLOVOETTAL TTALSEUTAV ELVaL APETHV- AMOTPOTHC YoV
gveka KOAGZeL. ToUTNV 0LV TV 86Eav MAVTEC Exoucty doouep
(c) Tpwpolvral kat idia kal Snupooiq. Tipwpolvral 8¢ Kal KoAd-
Tovtal ol te GANoL GvBpwrol o0¢ Gv olwvtal ASLKelY, Kal ol
nklota ABnvaiol ot ool oATtal: Wote Kotd ToUtov ToV

Aoyov kal ABnvalol elol TOV NYOUUEVWY TTOPOOKEUACTOV
ELVOLL KOL SLEAKTOV BPETAV. WG MEV 0DV EIKOTWC AOSEXOVTaL
ol ool moAttat Kal YaAKEWG Kol OKUTOTOMOU GUHBOUAEUOVTOG
TA TOALTIKA, Kal OTL SL6aKTOV Kal mapooKeuaoTov fyodvtat
ApeTrv, AMoSESEIKTaL 00L, () TWKPATEC, LKAVDS, (IC Y€ oL

(d) daiveral.

“ETL 61 Aounn dmopla €otiv, v Anmopelc mepl TV avEpdv
TV ayabQv, Ti 6nmote ol avdpeg ol ayabol ta pev AAAa
ToU¢ aUT@V UETG SLdackouolv a SLéaokAaAwyv Exetal Kol
Tloug oo oLV, TOUTOU 6 TIEPL, W TWKPATEC, OUKETL MOV
ool €pG AAAQ Adyov.

[LOEB translation]: “Pro. Since it is held that all without exception must needs
partake of it in some way or other, or else not be of human kind.

Take my word for it, then, that they have good reason for admitting everybody as
adviser on this virtue, owing to their belief that everyone has some of it; and next,
that they do not regard it as natural or spontaneous, but as something taught and
acquired after careful preparation by those who acquire it,—of this | will now
endeavour to convince you. In all cases of evils which men deem to have befallen
their neighbours by nature or fortune, nobody is wroth with them or reproves or
lectures or punishes them, when so afflicted, with a view to their being other than
they are; one merely pities them. Who, for instance, is such a fool as to try to do
anything of the sort to the ugly, the puny, or the weak? Because, | presume, men

235



know that it is by nature and fortune that people get these things, the graces of life
and their opposites. But as to all the good things that people are supposed to get by
application and practice and teaching, where these are lacking in anyone and only
their opposite evils are found, here surely are the occasions for wrath and
punishment and reproof. One of them is injustice, and impiety, and in short all that
is opposed to civic virtue; in such case anyone will be wroth with his neighbour and
reprove him, clearly because the virtue is to be acquired by application and learning.
For if you will consider punishment, Socrates, and what control it has over wrong-
doers, the facts will inform you that men agree in regarding virtue as procured. No
one punishes a wrong-doer from the mere contemplation or on account of his
wrong-doing, unless one takes unreasoning vengeance like a wild beast. But he who
undertakes to punish with reason does not avenge himself for the past offence,
since he cannot make what was done as though it had not come to pass; he looks
rather to the future, and aims at preventing that particular person and others who
see him punished from doing wrong again. And being so minded he must have in
mind that virtue comes by training: for you observe that he punishes to deter. This
then is the accepted view of all who seek requital in either private or public life; and
while men in general exact requital and punishment from those whom they suppose
to have wronged them, this is especially the case with the Athenians, your fellow-
citizens, so that by our argument the Athenians also share the view that virtue is
procured and taught. Thus | have shown that your fellow-citizens have good reason
for admitting a smith’s or cobbler’s counsel in public affairs, and that they hold
virtue to be taught and procured: of this | have given you satisfactory
demonstration, Socrates, as it appears to me.

| have yet to deal with your remaining problem about good men, why it is that these
good men have their sons taught the subjects in the regular teachers’ courses, and
so far make them wise, but do not make them excel in that virtue wherein consists
their own goodness. On this point, Socrates, | shall give you argument instead of
fable.”

Accordingly, Protagoras proffers two categories of punishment, equivalent to the categories of
‘curable’ and ‘incurable’ Sokrates identified in the Gorgias. In this case, the first category aims to
profit the individual through correction (‘curable’), whilst the second aims to benefit others by
making an example of a particular individual, thereby educating others through deterrence
(“incurable’) (324a3-b5). Both categories of punishment support Protagoras’ initial claim that virtue
is teachable: in the first case, the offender is taught directly that their actions have been unjust. In
the second case, the wider populace learn that the actions of the offender are unjust and

unacceptable, and one should not act in this manner, lest one suffer the same fate.**! However, in

41 The first category of punishment consists of a rational appeal to the soul, thorough highlighting its
ignorance, and prescribing a course of remedial education. The second category of punishment, on the other
hand, consists of an appeal to the bodily. If an individual warrants the second category of punishment, it is
evident to Protagoras that such an individual governs the soul with the body, rather than vice versa. Therefore,
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this second case, the offender themselves, if they suffer a punishment like execution, does not
receive the opportunity to demonstrate the new learning they have required. Their punishment,

therefore, is purely for the educational benefit of other individuals, rather than of their own.

Protagoras then proceeds to define of what he understands an ‘injustice’ to consist; one cannot,
according to Protagoras, punish an individual for an injustice completely out of their control. Given
that Protagoras was well known for his notion of relativism, it seems odd that he would seek to
define so precisely what constitutes an injustice and what does not. Protagorean relativism —man is
the measure of all things (cf. Theaitetos, 160d8-9) — would posit that what constitutes justice and
injustice differs from individual to individual, and each personal conception of these things possesses
equal validity. If this theory of punishment ‘actually’ belongs to Protagoras, how is it possible for him
to reconcile relativism with the normative definition he provides regarding what constitutes an

‘error’ or ‘injustice’ worthy of punishment?

Nevertheless, Protagoras posits that nobody admonishes, punishes, or tries to correct that individual
who suffers due to nature, e.g. through bad luck (323b8-d6). For instance, Protagoras argues that no
one would ever attempt to ‘correct’ one who is ugly or weak, as this forms part of one’s natural
constitution, over which one has no control (323d3-6). This individual ‘suffers’ ugliness or weakness
through no action or choice of their own, but occupies a completely subordinate role in the matter
(either to nature, biology, or god). In punishing the individual who commits an ‘error’ through no
fault of their own, one is not punishing with the intent of correction, since this ‘error’ cannot be
corrected. Punishing such an individual would constitute punishment for punishment’s sake, devoid
of any educational function (324a6-b3). One cannot, therefore, be punished for an action they did
not choose; even the one who commits injustice through ignorance, does so through a conscious

choice to commit that action of which they possessed no knowledge.**

punishment must appeal directly to the governing entity — the body — hence the use of bodily pain in the
hopes of encouraging others, who similarly govern with the body, of the incorrectness of such actions.
442 Cf. Menon 88e-89b.
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Having delineated what type of ‘error’ does not warrant punishment, Protagoras proceeds to define
those ‘errors’ that are worthy of correction; a definition that relies heavily upon a belief in the
teachability of virtue. The type of ‘error’ that does not warrant punishment corresponds to that
which occurs as a result of nature or some other uncontrollable principle, e.g. god. On the other
hand, the type of ‘error’ that does warrant correction corresponds to those things that result from
the contrary, i.e. from things within the control of the human being. For Protagoras, the human
being is capable of acquiring certain good things, e.g. virtue, through learning and practice.
Consequently, the things that result in errors suitable for punishment correspond to the negative

contraries of these good things, e.g. wickedness (323d6-324a3).

According to Protagoras, each of the good things that come to be in the human being, e.g. virtue,
goodness, honesty, etc., possess a corresponding binary negative, which similarly might come to be
in the human being, e.g. wickedness, badness, dishonesty, etc. (323d6-324al). The good things that
come to be in the human being derive from a process of teaching and learning. If the good things
come from teaching and learning, Protagoras concludes so must the negative things. So, if these
negative things can be learnt, they can be unlearnt. In other words, since these negative things
derive from ignorance — ‘bad’ teaching and ‘faulty’ learning — so they possess a seemingly
straightforward ‘cure’ — ‘correct’ teaching and ‘good’ learning.** In this way, all souls possess an
equal capacity for knowledge (as well as ignorance), therefore, there is no excuse for every soul not

to participate in the Platonic Wager.

It is this belief, that one can learn virtue and its contraries, and the existence of this relatively simple
cure, which leads to those who exhibit these negative things being met with anger and
condemnation from their peers (324a1-3). As far as their peers are concerned, those who commit
injustice do so through choice, having chosen to learn these negative things, and to ignore the

relatively easy ‘cure’ available to all — the learning of virtue. One might even argue that the negative

443 Cf. Protagoras 357d-e, 358c¢, 360a-d.
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reactions these contraries illicit from others acts as a method of correction, as these reactions teach
the individual the ‘incorrectness’ of their actions, at least according to the popular conception of
what is just and unjust. It is up to the individual, however, to listen to this negative response, and
adapt accordingly; an individual’s failure to adapt serving to ‘justify’ their peers’ anger, and their

belief that the individual chose to be unjust.

This anger, however, must not lead to the punishment of the unjust individual without a view to
correction. Such punishment would be ‘exercising the mindless vindictiveness of a beast’ (324a7-b3).
All punishment must be directed towards a didactic purpose. Reasonable punishment, argues
Protagoras, does not consist of the distribution of vengeance for some past wrong (324b1-3), since
‘one cannot undo what has been done’ (324b1-3). Punishing with a view to vengeance serves to
neither rectify the initial wrong, nor teach the wrongdoer the ‘error’ of their action, and reduces the

one punishing to an equally unjust state of wantonness. Hence, punishment must either:

(a) teach the individual being punished their initial ‘error,” so they may not repeat the same
unjust action (corrective punishment); or

(b) deter those witnessing the punishment from committing the same ‘error’ as the offender,
teaching through making an example of the offender (punishment through deterrent)

(324b3-c5).44

(2.7) The Symposion

(2.7.1) 198d-199b

444 See also Taylor (1991): 90-91, 93, 96.
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In the Gorgias, Sokrates identifies oratory's ineffectiveness as a means of investigating ‘the truth,’
thereby establishing its unsuitability for the judgement of the soul in Hades. Here in the Symposion,
Sokrates identifies a further unsuitable method for investigating ‘the truth’; a method equally
ineffective for the judgement in Hades: the eulogy. In the particular context of the dialogue,
Sokrates and his interlocutors have been discussing the nature of Eros (both the divinity and
emotion) through the use of eulogistic speech; praising Eros and his effects.**® Following the
conclusion to Agathon’s speech on Eros, Sokrates comes to the realisation that the discussion of
Eros, thus far, has been inadequate, both in terms of content and style. In order to rectify this
inadequacy, Sokrates believes he must provide a refutation of the discussion thus far,*’ in order to
establish the ‘true’ nature of Eros. Sokrates identifies ‘the eulogy’ as the source of this inadequacy,
and proceeds to enumerate the reasons why eulogy is a deficient means of argumentation with
which to investigate ‘the truth.” Instead, as he argues in the Gorgias (see Chapter 2.4.1 and 2.4.2),

one must investigate ‘the truth’ using his own preferred method of investigation.**®

Sokrates' criticism of eulogy begins with a criticism of himself, and his own ‘ignorant’ belief that he
possessed an understanding of the ‘true’ nature of Eros (198c5-d3). His own ‘ignorance’ is further
compounded by his equally ‘ignorant’ belief that his interlocutors likewise possessed an
understanding of these things (198d3-6). In the Gorgias, Sokrates suggests that the philosopher is
akin to the ‘true’ judge, who through an examination of an individual’s soul, is able to identify any
ignorance present;*”° in this way, the philosopher performs a ‘living’ judgement of the soul. In the
present case, Sokrates, who | believe is presented by Plato as being a ‘true’ philosopher (indeed,
perhaps the quintessential philosopher), likewise assumes the position of the ‘true’ judge, effecting

a judgement of not only his own soul, but that of his companions, and identifying an ignorance —in

445 See further Osborne (1994): 86-116.

447 Cf. Phaidros 242e-243c.

448 Again, the issue here is that Sokrates’ style of speech prioritizes the truth above all; this does not mean,
however, that there is absolutely no room for persuasion or eulogy, as long as they serve the pursuit of the
truth. If (a) Knowledge exists; (b) Knowledge may be known; and (c) Knowledge may be communicated, then
one may use all the tools at one’s disposal to communicate this knowledge, but not at the expense of
Knowledge itself.

449 Cf. the Sokratic art of midwifery, Theaitetos 148e-151d.
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this case regarding the nature of the god Eros. Sokrates, heeds this self-judgement, and seeks to
rectify his ignorance, before it leads to the committing of an injustice. | proffer that Plato presents
Sokrates’ conduct in the Symposion as a paradigm, demonstrating the kind of attitude one should

display towards the existence of ignorance in one’s soul, and the correction of this ignorance.

After criticising his own ignorance, and that of his interlocutors, Sokrates proceeds to rectify his
ignorance with a negative evaluation of eulogy — the belief being that his ignorance of Eros arose

from the discussion’s use of eulogy as an investigative tool into ‘the truth’ (198d3-199b10):

(198d3) (i) éyw pev yap O &BeAtepiag Wunv SV TAANOR
Aéyewv mepl €kdotou tol éykwplalopévou, kal todto pév
uTtapyeLy, (ii) €€ avt@v € TouTWV TA KAAALOTA EKAEYOUEVOUG
we evmpenéotara Téval (i) kal mévu 61 péya Eppdvouv We g0
£p@v, ¢ eibwg TNV dAnBelav told ématvelv otlolv. (1) To 8¢ Gpa,
W¢ £0LKeV, 0V TOUTO AV TO KOAKDC EMALVETV OTLODV, GAAL TO (WG
(e) péyloTa AvaTOEvaL TG) TPAYIATL KoL WG KAANOTa, GV TE 1
oUTwG &xovta £dv te ui- (2) i 6€ Peudii, ouSEV &p’ RV TPByHAL.
(3) mpouppnOn yap, wg £otkev, OMWCE EKAOTOC NUAV TOV EpwTa
EyKwuLalewv 606€&eL, ol) OTwe éykwuLdoetal. Sia tadta 6n

OLpLaL TLAVTA AGYOV KWVODVTES AvatiBeTe T&) EpwTL, Kai

pate aUTOV TOLOTTOV T €lvat Kot TosoUTwV aitiov, (4) mwg av
199.

(a) dpaivntat wg kaAALoTog Kal Gplotog, SfjAov OTL TOTC [r| YIyVw-
okouow—oU yap \mou Tolg ye eiddolv—katl KaA&G Y’ Exel

Kol opv@C¢ 6 Ematvog. (5)s AAAA yap €yw oUk /SN dpa TOV
tpoMov Tol £naivou, ou & el6wg LUV WHOAOYNoA KOl AUTOG

v TG pépel nawvéceoBal. ) yAGooa olv UMEoYeTo, i 8¢

dpnv ol xalp£Tw 8r). oL yap £TL eykwualw todtov TovV
TpoMov—oU yap &v Suvaipnv—oU pévtol AAAA Td ye aANnBi,

(b) €l BoUAeoBE, £8EAW £lmelv kAT’ EpauTtov, ol TIPOG TOUG
UMETEPOUC AOYOUC, (va pf yéAwTa dPAw. dpa o0V, & Daidpe,

gl tL kol TolouTtou Adyou 6én, mepi”Epwtoc TAANOR Aeyoueva
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AakoUEeLY, ovopdoel 8¢ kal BEoel pnudtwy tolautn onoia 6v
TIG TUXN €meABoloa.

Tov o0v Daidpov Edn kal ToUC GANOUC KEAEVELY AEYELY,

Omn autog olotto S¢elv imely, Tavn.

"ETL toivuv, pavat, ® Daidpe, mapeg pot Aydbwva opikp’
atra épéoBal, iva dvopoloynoapevog map’ avtol oltwg AdN
Aéyw.

[LOEB translation:] “For | was such a silly wretch as to think that one ought in each
case to speak the truth about the person eulogized; on this assumption | hoped we
might pick out the fairest of the facts and set these forth in their comeliest guise. |
was quite elated with the notion of what a fine speech | should make, for | felt that |
knew the truth. But now, it appears that this is not what is meant by a good speech
of praise; which is rather an ascription of all the highest and fairest qualities,
whether the case be so or not; it is really no matter if they are untrue. Our
arrangement, it seems, was that each should appear to eulogize Love, not that he
should make a real eulogy. Hence it is, sirs, | suppose, that you muster every kind of
phrase for your tribute to Love, declaring such and such to be his character and
influence, in order to present him in the best and fairest light; successfully, of
course, before those who do not observe him, though it must be otherwise before
those who know; your praise has such a fine impressive air! No, | find | was quite
mistaken as to the method required; it was in ignorance that | agreed to take my
turn in the round of praising. ‘The tongue,” you see, undertook, ‘the mind’ did not;
so good-bye to my bond, | am not to be called upon now as an eulogist in your
sense; for such | cannot be. Nevertheless | am ready, if you like, to speak the mere
truth in my own way; not to rival your discourses, and so be your laughing-stock.
Decide then, Phaedrus, whether you have any need of such a speech besides, and
would like to hear the truth told about Love in whatsoever style of terms and
phrases may chance to occur by the way.”

So Phaedrus and the others bade him speak, just in any manner he himself should
think fit.

“Then allow me further, Phaedrus, to put some little questions to Agathon, so as to
secure his agreement before | begin my speech.””

In order to explain why eulogy is an inadequate means of investigating ‘the truth,” Sokrates must

first define what eulogy is; this he achieves through a negative definition of eulogy, i.e. a

consideration of what eulogy is not:

(i)

Sokrates believed the truth would form the basis of all the speeches presented by his

interlocutors on the subject of Eros (198d3-7).
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(ii) He thought that upon hearing these speeches, a speaker would select the most beautiful of
these as corresponding to the ‘truth’; beauty apparently being indicative of the truth
(198d3-7).%%°

(iii) Finally, Sokrates concedes his own vanity, believing his use of eulogy constituted a ‘good’

speech, praising Eros’ ‘true’ nature (198d6-7).

From these three statements, Sokrates appears to suggest that eulogy embodies the following

negative aspects:

(a) The truth does not form the basis of a eulogy.

(b) Eulogy appeals to the vanity of a speaker, who is more concerned with delivering a ‘good’
speech that is pleasant to the ear.

(c) Consequently, the speaker does not present the ‘true’ beauty of the subject, but constructs
an image of this beauty that appeals only to the bodily senses, and not to the soul.*?

(d) Finally, eulogy heaps empty praise on the thing it purports to honour, discarding the truth
with the intention of advancing the personal vanity and reputation of the speaker, or as a

means of gaining some sort of favour.

A definition through negation, although a legitimate form of defining a thing, relies, nonetheless, on
a certain amount of inference, since one must infer what a thing is virtue of the characteristics it
does not possess. Moreover, it provides only an implicit understanding of something, and so is more
susceptible to error, and to an accusation of arguing from silence. Fortunately, Sokrates continues
his discussion of eulogy by providing a more direct and explicit definition, which appears to support

the conclusions given by the negative definition above. Eulogy, according to Sokrates:

450 phaidon 78b-84b. If the Forms are understood to be good and perfect; then the truth, insofar as it is the
Forms, must also be good and perfect. If the truth is good and perfect, then the truth is beautiful; if the truth is
beautiful, then the Forms are beautiful.

451 See further Introduction, section (C) — On Myth.
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(1) Applies to the thing being praised the grandest and most beautiful qualities, whether it
actually possesses them or not (198d7-e2).

(2) Itis of no concern to the eulogist whether these qualities should be ‘false’ (198d7-e2:
Peudi, e2).

(3) What is of most concern to the eulogist is that everyone believes a particular thing is being
praised, regardless of whether the eulogy ‘actually’ praises the thing or not (198e3-199a3).

(4) Inthe context of the Symposion, the discussants apply to Eros ever word, in order to make
their description of him and his gifts appear the best and most beautiful of all things (199a1:
dalvntal wg KAAALoTOG Kal dpLoTog).

(5) This method of argumentation convinces the ignorant listener, appearing to be both

beautiful and respectful, but it does not convince one who knows the ‘truth’ (199a3-b2).%2

As Sokrates suggests with his negative definition, eulogy is not concerned with the establishment of
‘truth,” but rather in the creation of appearances and illusion, in particular, the attribution of a
hyperbolic amount of goodness to something.**® This the eulogist does in order to achieve some
purpose other than to relate the ‘truth,” and praise something for what it really is, e.g. in order to
attain an amount of favour or honour. However, since the ignorant listener possesses no knowledge
of the thing being praised, the eulogist’s illusions succeeds in convincing them of the eulogy’s ‘truth.’
Consequently, like oratory in the Gorgias (see Chapter 2.4.1 and 2.4.2), Sokrates establishes eulogy
as being an equally unsuitable means of conducting investigation into the ‘truth,” and by extension,

its unsuitability for use in the soul’s judgement in Hades.*** The ‘true’ judge does possess knowledge

452 Hence, Symposion 202d-203a — Sokrates’ daimonion interrupts the symposium because it has not been
convinced by the so-called truth of the eulogistic speeches thus far.

453 Cf. Sophistes 264b-268d — the definition of the sophist as a creator and purveyor of illusions.

454 This does not necessarily mean that one cannot use eulogy altogether; indeed, it may be that Diotima’s
speech on Eros is meant to constitute a ‘correct’ use of eulogy (cf. 199b) just as his speeches in the Gorgias
and the Phaidros may serve as ‘correct’ uses of oratory. Cf. Kahn (1996): 269 who suggests Sokrates must be
able to adapt his speech to the particular audience he finds, as per the Phaidros (see further Introduction,
section (C)). Thus, he cannot neglect entirely the use of eulogy or oratory, since this may be the most effective
means for communicating the truth to a particular audience, so long as the truth itself is not harmed by the
use of such techniques.
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of justice and injustice, and so he will remain unmoved by the false praise of the eulogy.***
Moreover, were a soul to attempt to eulogize the ‘true’ judge himself, this would only secure the

soul’s ignorant status, since the judge most certainly knows himself.*®

(2.8) The Phaidon

(2.8.1) 67a-67c

In the dialogues above, Sokrates relates how injustice originates in ignorance; ignorance of what is
‘good’ and what is not. Accordingly, punishment should serve to rectify this mistaken conception of
the good, through making the soul aware of the ‘incorrectness’ of its understanding, thereby
remedying its ignorance. As this soul becomes cognizant of its ignorance, Sokrates suggests that, on
an intrinsic level, this soul will be unlikely to commit the same injustice again, given it now knows the
action is unjust. However, Sokrates hopes that once the soul becomes aware of its own ignorance,
this will instil within the soul a curiosity for ‘the truth,” precipitating investigation into such things as

the ‘true’ nature of the good and justice.*’

Sokrates appears to establish the attainment of knowledge as being the purpose of the soul, i.e. its
telos. It is ignorance, for Sokrates, that is the direct cause of the injustices of the mortal world, and
so it is the responsibility of the individual, and the wider community, to direct the soul towards the
removal of this ignorance. Yet, the removal of ignorance cannot be the end Sokrates’ envisions for
the soul, since, as Sokrates relates in the Menon (see Chapter 3.4), one must always seek to recollect

the truth — a knowledge of the true nature of the reality. The removal of ignorance through

455 Cf. Politeia 2.381e-382c.

456 Cf. Apologia 38a5-6; Kharmides 164d; Nomoi 11.923a; Phaidros 230a; Philebos 48c; Protagoras 343b.
Sheffield (2006): 30-32, 41 cf. 32n32, 41n.1.

457 E g. Sokrates’ discussion with Menon’s slave, Menon 81e-86b.
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philosophical discussion or punishment is merely the first step towards the attainment of the soul’s

telos.*®

This understanding of the soul’s telos forms the basis of this part of the Phaidon. Here, Sokrates
relates to his interlocutors the way in which one should live in order to achieve the good that awaits
the soul after death. In this case, the manner of life to which Sokrates refers, is that which brings the
soul closest to knowledge (67a2-6), which he then uses in order to justify to his companions why he

does not fear death:

(67a2) (i) kol év v LOpeV, 0UTWC, WG E0LKEVY,

£yyutatw £oopeba tol eidéval, £av OTL paliota pndev

OMUADUEV TR CWHATL UNOE KOWWVHDUEY, OTL Ur) mdoa Avaykn,
un6& dvaruunAwpeda tig touTou dUoewc, GAAG KaBapelwpeV
ar’ avtoD, (ii) Ewg av 6 Bg6¢ alTog dmoAlon AUAG: (iii) kol oUTw pev
kaBapol anmaAldattopevol tfi¢ tol cwuatog adpoauvng, (iv) wg to
£ikOG peTd ToloUTWY TE €00peba kal yvwaooueba SU nUGv

(b) otV mav to eilkpLvég, tolito &’ €oTiv lowg TO GANBEG:

i kaBap® yap kabapod édantecBat P ov BepLtov f.”

Toladta olpat, W Spia, dvaykalov eivat tpdg AANGAOUG

Aéyewv te kat Sofalelv mavrag Toug 6pOK¢ Pphopadeic. A oU
Soketl ool oUTwG;

Mawvtog ye MEANOV, M SWKPATEG.

Oukodv, bn 0 SwkpdTng, £l Tadta AANOH, W £Talps,

TIOANT) €ATILC ADIKOHEVW OL £y TIOPEVOMAL, EKET IKAVGIC,

elmep mou EAN0BL, KTcacBaL ToUTo ol &veka i TTOAAR
TipaypoTela NV év TR TapeABOVTL Biw yEyovey, WOTE 1 ye

(c) dmodnuia f viv pol mpooTteTaypévn HeTtd ayadig EAmtidoc
yiyvetal kol GAAw avdpt 6¢ fyettal ol mapeokeuacBal Thv
Slavolav Wormep KekaBappévnv.

[LOEB translation:] “And during the time we are alive, it seems that we shall be
closest to knowledge in this way: if as far as possible we have no dealings and share

458 Rice (1998): 108; Sayers (1999): 96), 118-119, cf. 123, 127.
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nothing with the body, except where absolutely necessary, and we are not infected
with its nature, but cleanse ourselves of it until the god himself releases us: by
keeping ourselves untainted in this way away from the foolhardiness of the body it’s
likely that we shall be among people of like nature and we shall discover through our
own real selves all that is pure, band this perhaps is what the truth is. For it may not
be allowed by the gods for the impure to lay their hands on what is
uncontaminated.” These are the kinds of things, Simmias, | think all who are true
lovers of learning should be discussing with each other and believing. Or do you not
think this is right?”

“Absolutely, Socrates.”

“Well then,” said Socrates, “if this is true, my friend, there is every hope for anyone
arriving at the place where | am going, that there, if anywhere, he will gain in good
measure what most of our preoccupations in our past life have been concerned
with, so that the journey hence that is now determined for me will actually take
place with good prospects for any other person too who thinks his mind is
prepared—purified, as it were.””

For Sokrates it seems:

(i) One must refrain as much as possible from association with the body, as only in this way will
one be closest to knowledge (67a2-4).

(ii) One must continuously attempt to purify one’s soul of the pollution arising from association
with the nature of the body, until ‘the god himself frees us’ (67a6: £€wg v 6 Bg6¢ alTOC
amoAlon AUAG).

(iii) Only in this way can the individual escape the inherent irrationality of the body (67a6-7); and

(iv) Ensure the soul’s purity, since only the pure soul is permitted to attain what is akin to it in

nature — knowledge of ‘the truth’ (67a7-b2: 16 dAnb<c, bl).

The way of life Sokrates describes establishes two contraries: Knowledge and Ignorance. These
contraries, however, are not binary but exist on a spectrum.*° Ignorance, for Sokrates, embodies all
that is corporeal, physical, and mortal; whilst Knowledge embodies the contrary — the incorporeal,
the immaterial, and the immortal, i.e. all that is akin to the soul in nature,*® though this form of
Knowledge is eternally changeless, unlike the soul which is capable of motion, i.e. change.*! Utilizing

the notion that one does not desire what is evil, Sokrates assumes that the soul always desires what

459 Morgan (1990): 12; Sallis (1996): 81.
460 Cf, Phaidon 79a-c.
461 5allis (1996): 81; Nehamas (1999): 171-191.
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is good; and to know what is good; one must possess Knowledge. Consequently, one must refrain as
much as possible from association with the body, (in particular the bodily senses), i.e. that which is

contrary to Knowledge and akin to Ignorance.*¢?

Yet, Sokrates recognizes that the beliefs one possesses generally have an empirical origin, since one
believes that the world one inhabits is coterminous with reality. This leads to the ‘incorrect’ notion
that one can learn about ‘the truth’ using bodily perception and experience alone. For Sokrates,
however, this ‘truth’ relates to those things that are akin to Ignorance, such that knowledge of the
mortal world represents, to some extent, a knowledge of Ignorance. In order to possess Knowledge,
one must utilize an entity akin to it in nature — the soul. Once one makes use of the soul to
investigate ‘the truth,’ it becomes evident, for Sokrates, that reality differs from the everyday
experience of the human being. According to Sokrates, it is necessary to purify the soul of the
ignorance it might possess due to the body, and henceforth, one must disassociate from the body,

and utilize only the soul in order to investigate ‘the truth.’

Given the human being is an embodied soul, it is not possible for the human being to possess
Knowledge, this can only be achieved once the soul is finally free of the body, i.e. in death. In this
way, when the soul returns to its disembodied state of existence, it lays closer to Knowledge on the
spectrum, and by extension, closer to the ‘good,” ‘truth,” and all such things that are akin in nature,
e.g. the divine.*® Consequently, when the soul now desires what is good, it will actually know what

is good, and thereby attain the ‘true’ good, whilst the ignorant soul will continue to fall short.

(2.8.2) 80d-82c

462 Cf, Irwin (1979): 243; Phaidon 65a-67b.
463 See also Pender (2012): 209.
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Above, it appears the soul possesses a telos — the attainment of knowledge. Although the human
being, as an embodied soul, may not possess Knowledge whilst alive, Sokrates argues that one must
live that way of life, which brings the soul closest to Knowledge. This notion receives further support
from Sokrates’ examination of the fate of the soul, once it journeys to Hades, and undergoes
judgement by the ‘true’ judges (80d5-82c8). Sokrates emphasizes in particular the association
between the use of the bodily senses as the basis of one’s conception of ‘truth,” and ignorance. The
soul, argues Sokrates, concludes its journey (for now) in a location similar to it in nature. So, an
ignorant soul will dwell in a place of ignorance, always anticipating future evils, i.e. existing in a state
of fear (see further Chapter 2.5), since they possess no conception of the ‘true’ nature of Hades,
punishment, or the soul (81c4-e3). The converse soul, on the other hand, will dwell in a pure place of

knowledge (82b10-c1).

Sokrates begins by drawing a distinction between two types of soul: the ‘pure’ and the ‘impure.’ The
‘pure’ soul is roughly analogous to the ‘just,’ soul, closer to Knowledge, whilst the ‘impure’ soul is
analogous to the ‘unjust,” ‘ignorant’ soul. He then describes the different journey each category of
soul experiences as it travels to its judgement in Hades. First, however, Sokrates establishes those

things that happen to all soul, regardless of whether they are ‘pure’ or ‘impure.’
All Soul

(80d5) H &€ Yuyxn dpa, (i) o adEg, (i) T0 €ig Tololitov TOMOV ETEPOV
oixopevov yevvalov kat kaBapov kal adi, eig’Atdou wg

AANB®C, oA TOV AyaBOV Kol ppovipov Bedv, oL, &v BedC

B£An

[LOEB translation:] ““On the other hand does the soul then, the invisible part, which
makes its way to another place of that kind, noble, pure and invisible: Hades in the
true sense, to be with the good and wise god where, if the god wills it.””

| believ we can draw the following conclusions:
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(i) All souls are incorporeal, or at least possess an incorporeal part (80d5-6).4%*
(ii) Upon death — the soul’s separation from the body — the soul journeys to a location of the

same incorporeal nature, i.e. Hades (80d5-8).4%°
The Pure Soul

(80d8) avtika kat T £un Yuxi itéov, altn 6& & AUV R
tolaUTn Kal o0tw mepukuia AAAAATTOUEVN TOU CWUATOG
£000¢ Slamepvontal kat andAwAev, ¢ paoty ol oMol

(e) &vBpwroL; ToAOU ve S, ® dike KEPNG Te KAl Stupia,

GG TIOAAG AoV 08’ Exel- (i) v pév KaBapd amoAAdTTNTAL,
(i) und&v 1ol owpatog cuvedérkouoa, dte o06EV Kowwvoloa
alT® &v T® Blw ékolioa eivat, GAAA pelyouoa alTd Kal
ocuvnBpolopévn auTh eic éautny, dte pehet®oa del tolto—

TO 8¢ 008EV AAAO €oTiv i 0pBWG dLhocodoloa Kal T@W BTl

81.

(a) teBvaval pedet®oa pasdiwg i o ToUT Gv £ln pelétn
Bavarou;

MNavtanaoti ye.

(iii) OUkoUv oUTtw pev Exouoa €ig (iv) T6 dpolov alTh TO GLdEG
anépyetat, T© OeTOV Te Kal dBdvatov kat Gpovipov, ot
adkopévn Undpxel autii evdaipovt lvat, (v) TAAvNG Kal dvoiog
Kol dOBwv Kal dyplwv EpwWTwV Kal TV GAAWV Kak®OV TRV
avOpwreiwv antnAAayuévn, Wormep 6£ AEystal Katd TV e-
MUNUEVWY, WG AANBGKE TOV Aoumov xpodvov Petd Bedv dlayouoa;
oUTw dGpEeV, ® KEPNC, A BAAWG;

OUtw vn Ala, £dn 6 KEPnc.

[LOEB translation:] ““my soul too must go directly—will this soul of ours, being
naturally of such a kind, be immediately dispersed and destroyed when it is
separated from the body, as most people say? Far from it, my dear Cebes and
Simmias; on the contrary, it’'s much more as follows: if it is pure when it separates
off and drags nothing of the body with it since it has not willingly had any association
with it in life, but has avoided it and drawn itself together into itself, since this has

464 Cf. Phaidros 246b-246e.
485 Trye reality for the soul; cf. Nehamas (1999): 171-191.
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always been its habit—that is nothing other than practicing philosophy correctly
and, in fact, practicing dying readily. Or would this not be the way to cultivate
dying?”

“Yes, absolutely.”

“Being in such a condition, does it then make for what is like it, the invisible, the
divine and immortal and wise, and on arriving there isn’t it’s lot to be happy, being
rid of wandering aimlessly, foolishness, fears, wild sexual passions and the other
human evils, and, just as it’s said of the initiated, does it not truly spend the rest of
time among the gods? Are we to put it like this, Cebes, or in a different way?”

“Zeus, no! Just like this,” said Cebes.

| believe we can draw the following conslusions:

(i) Upon arrival in Hades, the soul reaches the place of judgement, and is adjudged ‘pure’ by
the judges (80e2).

(ii) For Sokrates, the ‘pure’ is defined as that soul which neither retains anything of the bodily
upon death, nor associated with it willingly, but avoided it and practiced philosophy in the
‘right” way — ‘6pB@&¢ dlhocodoloa,’” 80e6, i.e. the Sokratic/Platonic way (80e3-81a1l, cf.
82a10-c8).

(iii) The ‘pure’ soul then continues its journey to another location where it will dwell for a period
(81a4ff.).

(iv) This location is like in nature to the ‘pure’ soul, i.e. divine, immortal, and wise (81a4-11).

(v) Here, the soul dwells in happiness, free of ignorance, fear, and anything else pertaining to

the body (81a6-11).
The Impure Soul

(81b1) (i) EQv 8¢ ye olpat pepLaopévn Kal dKEOPTOC TOD GWHATOC
amaAAattntay, (ii) dte T owpatt del cuvoloa kal todto Bepa-
nevouoa Kal épdoa Kal yontevopévn O’ adtold Mo Te TV
EmBUILV Kal ASOV®Y, HoTe UnS&v GANo SoKelY lvat GANBEC

AAN’ fj TO cwHaTOELSEC, oU TIC Av duparto Kal (8ot kal miot

Kol payol kat mpog td adpodiola xprioatto, to &£ Tolg
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OUMaoL oKOTWEEG Kal ALSEC, vontov &€ kal phocodig aipetov,
tolto &€ €lBlopévn HLOETY Te Kal TpEUELY Kal pelyeLy, oUTW
(c) 61 Exouoav olel Puyxnv otV Kad’' avTAv eiAkpLvii AmaA-
Aa€eoBay;

00&’ onwotiolyv, Edn.

AM [Kail] SteAnppévny ye otpat UTIO To0 CWHATOELS0UC,

0 auTtii ) OpAia te Kol ouvoucia Tol cwpotog S1d TO Actl
ouvelval kal 8L v ToAANV LEAETNV €venoinoe cUUdUTOV;
Mavu ye.

(iii) EpnBpLOEC 8¢ ye, W dpile, ToUTo olecBal xpr) elvat Kal
Bapu kat ye®Oeg kai opatov- 6 8r kai Exovoa ) Tolaltn
Puxn Bapuvetai te kal EAkeTal MAALY €ig TOV OpaTOV TOTIOV
dOBw o0 ALdolc te Kal’Albou, WoTep Aéyetal, Tepl T

(d) pvApatd te kai toug tddoug KUAVEOUUEVN, Tiept A & Kol
WPON drra Puxdv oKLOELSH povTdopaTa, ola TapéxovTal at
toladtal Yuyat eidwAa, atl pun kabapig drnolubeloal GANG
ol opatol petéyouvoal, 510 kal opivral.

EiKOC yE,  SWKPOATEG.

Eikoc pévtol, @ KEPNc: kat o Tt ye T TV dyaddv

a0TAC ivat, AN TAC TGV davAwy, al mepl Ta Toladta
avaykalovtal mAavaoBat diknv Tivouoal Tfig mpoTEépag Tpo-
dfic kakfic olonc. Kal péxpl ye Toutou mAov@vTal, Ewe av Ti
(e) tol ouvemakoAouBolvtog, Tol cwpatosldolc, émBupia MaAv
€vbeBiow ei¢ opa- évdolvtal 8¢, Worep €ik0Og, €i¢ Tolalta
AOn omol’ att’ Gv Kal pepeAeTnkuiol TUXWoLV év TR Blw.

(iv) T& moto 61 Tadto AéVELS, M SWKPOTEG;

Otlov ToUG pév yootpLpapyiog Te kol UBpeLS Kal plomoaiag
MEUEAETNKOTAG KOl KR StNUAAPBNUEVOUG £1¢ TA TWV OVWV YEVN
82.

(a) kat t@v toloUTwV Bnpiwv eikog EvbueaBal. fj oUK olel;
Névu pév olv ikog AéyeLc.

ToUg &€ ye adikiag te Kai tupavvidag kai aprmaydg npo-
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TETUNKOTOC €1 TA TWV AUKWV TE Kal lepdkwv Kal iKTivwv

VEvN: f ol v AAAOGCE dapev TAG TOLOUTAG iEval;

AuéAeL, €dn 0 KEBNC, €ig Ta Toladta.

Oukodv, i & 8¢, 5fika &1y kat TdAAa ) v Ekaota (ot

KOTA TG a0TGV OpoLOTNTAG THC LEALTNG;

AfAov 61, Edn- g &’ oU;

OUkoUv evdalpovéotatol, £¢n, kal ToUTwV eiot Kal €ig
BéAtioTov Tomov 10VTEeG ol TV SNUOTLKAV KAl TOALTIKAV

(b) apetnv émitetndeukoteg, fv &r kalolol cwdpoouvny Te Kal
Skatoauvny, €€ €Bouc te Kal peAETng yeyovuiav Gveu dlo-
codiag te kai vo;

N§j &) o0toL ebSapovESTATOL,

“OTL TOUTOUC €1KOC €0TLV £i¢ ToloUTtov MAALY ddikveiobal
TIOALTIKOV KOl AUEPOV YEVOE, f} TTIOU HEALTTWV | opnKGV A
HUPUNKWY, Kal €i¢ TadTOV Ye TAALY TO GvBpwTtLvov YEVOC,

Kol ylyveoBat €€ aut@v Gvdpag petploug.

Eikog.

(v) Eig 6€ ye BeGv yévog un dthocodnoavtt kail movteAig

(c) kaBap® amdvtL ov BEpLG ddikveloBal AN A T®) d\opabel.
GG ToUTwV Eveka, @ £Taipe Sipia te kai KEBNG, ol

0pBWG dpNdoodoL améxovtal TV Katd TO oWua EMBUULY
anac®v kal kaptepolol kal ov mapadiddéacitv altaic éoutolg,
o0 tL oikodBopiav te kat meviav doPoupevol, Wormep ol
mtoANoL Kol ploxpripatol oU8E ab dtipiav Te Kol ddofiav
poxBnplag 6e610tec, Worep ol pilapyoi Te Kal GpAdTILOL,

£Melto Améxovral auTv.

[LOEB translation:] “On the other hand, in my view, if when it is released from the
body it is polluted and uncleansed, in that it has been continually with the body and
serving it and loving it, and so bewitched by it and the influence of its desires and
pleasures as to think that nothing is real but the corporeal, which one can touch and
see and drink and eat and use for sexual pleasure, and it has become used to hating,
fearing, and avoiding what is obscure and invisible to the eyes, but intelligible and to
be grasped by philosophy: do you think the soul in this state would be released

untarnished alone by itself?”

“In no way whatsoever,” he said.
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“No, I think it will have been bound up with the corporeal, which the association and
close proximity of the body has made naturally ingrained in it, because of continual
association and frequent practice?”

“Very much so.”

“And you must suppose, my friend, that this corporeal element is weighty and
heavy, earthy and visible. Indeed such a soul that has this is weighed down and
dragged back to the visible world by fear of both the invisible and Hades, so it’s said,
circling aimlessly among the tombstones and graves, among which indeed some
shadowy apparitions of souls have actually been seen, the kind of images that such
souls produce that have not been released in a pure state, but having a share in the
visible can thus be seen.”

“It seems likely, Socrates.”

“Indeed it is likely, Cebes, and in no respect are they the souls of good people, but of
inferior ones that are forced to roam about in such places paying the price for their
former way of life that was evil. Moreover they roam about to the point when
through their desire for their close companion, the corporeal, they are bound again
to the body. And as you'd expect they’re bound to whatever characters they actually
cultivated in their lifetime.”

“What types do you mean by this, Socrates?”

“For example those who have indulged in gluttony, outrageous behavior and love of
drinking and haven’t been on their guard against them are likely to take the form of
the family of asses and such animals. Or do you not think so?”

“Oh | do. What you say is very likely.”

“And those who have given priority to injustice, tyranny, and stealing belong to the
family of wolves, hawks and kites: or where else do we say such souls go?”

“Doubtless,” said Cebes, “into such families.”

“So it’s clear then,” he said, “that wherever the others go is in each case according
to the similarity of their training, isn’t it?”

“It’s clear indeed,” he said, “of course.”

“So are the happiest of these and those who go to the best place the ones who have
practiced common and civic virtue, which they actually call temperance and justice,
which have come about from habit and practice without philosophy and reason?”

“In what respect are these the happiest?”

“In that it’s likely that these return to a civic and cultivated family, such as of bees
perhaps, or wasps, or ants, or back again to the very same one, the human race, and
from them we get men of moderation.”

“That’s likely.”

“But for one who hasn’t practiced philosophy and who leaves without being
thoroughly purified it isn’t sanctioned to go to the family of gods, unless he is a lover
of learning. This is the reason, my friends Simmias and Cebes, that those who are
rightly philosophers abstain from all bodily desires, strengthen their resolve and do
not surrender themselves to them, not through any fear of squandering their
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resources, or poverty like the majority of lovers of money; nor again do they keep
away from them through fear of dishonor or the disgrace of depravity such as those
who are ambitious to rule and be respected.””

| believe we can draw the following conclusions:

(i) Upon arrival in Hades, the soul reaches the place of judgement, and is adjudged ‘impure’ by
the judges (81b1-2).

(ii) For Sokrates, the ‘impure’ is defined as that soul which is the converse of the pure soul. This
soul associated with the body and served it, following the bodily desires. Moreover, it
conceives of ‘reality’ in terms of the physical and empirical, avoiding the practice of
philosophy, as conceived by Sokrates —i.e. through rational, psychic investigation (81b2-c7).

(iii) The ‘impure’ soul then continues its journey to another location, wherein it dwells until the
time of reincarnation (81c8-81e3).

(iv) This location — a place of ignorance — is akin to the ‘impure’ soul (81e4-82b9).

(v) Here, the soul experiences those things associated with ignorance, and its correction:

punishment and fear (82b10-82c8).

Sokrates’ account establishes the existence of at least three locations — all incorporeal — that
constitute Hades: (1) a place of judgement; (2) a place where the ‘pure’ dwell; and (3) a place where
the ‘impure’ dwell. The soul’s admission to either location (2) or (3) depends upon the adjudication
of the ‘true’ judges; yet, this adjudication appears predicate upon the soul’s closeness to Knowledge,
and everything akin to it in nature, e.g. incorporeal, immaterial, immortal. Consequently, the soul
that adhered to the body, basing their conception of reality upon empirical experience, is likely to be
closer to Ignorance, and therefore judged to be ‘impure’ (at least according to Sokrates). The future
that awaits this ‘impure’ soul is determined by its ignorance, being one of punishment (in order to
rectify this ignorance), and fear (since the soul’s ignorance causes it to anticipate future evils). The
‘pure’ soul, on the other hand, experiences the contrary, existing in a place closer to Knowledge in

nature — wise, divine, and immortal. Unlike the Gorgias, however, this future dwelling place is not
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fixed for the majority of souls, but is only a temporary way station before reincarnation, since

Knowledge is changeless, but the majority of souls are not (see further Chapter 3).

(2.8.3) 107¢-108c

The soul, according to Sokrates, journeys to the place of judgement after its separation from the
body. How is this possible? If a soul possesses ignorance, for example, how does it know how to get
the judgement? These questions form the beginning of Sokrates’ eschatological account of the
afterlife. The purported purpose of this account is to demonstrate to his companions why one
should always investigate ‘the truth’ and pursue knowledge, through the reasoning powers of the
soul alone (107c8-d5). Sokrates argues that the soul must rely upon the knowledge it has acquired in

life, in order to navigate to the place of judgement (107d5-e2):

(107c8) i pév yap AV 6 BAVATOC ToU IavTog

aralhayn, €ppatov &v Av Tolg kakoig amobavolot Tod te
owpatog Ay’ antnAAdyxBal kat thg alTiv Kakiag LeTd TAG
Puxiic viv & €neldn aBdvatog paivetat odoa, ouSepio &v
(d) €ln avTi GAAN drmoduyn kak®v o06E cwtnpia MARY To0 WG
BeAtiotnv te KAl ppovipwTATNV YevéoDal. oudEv yap aAAo
gyouvoa ei¢’Adou N Puxn Epxetat ANV TAg motdeiag te Kol
TPOodiig, & &r Kal péylota Aéyetal wdeAely i PAATTELY TOV
televtioavta VO év dpxi Tfic €ékeloe mopeiag. Aéyetal

6¢ oUtwg, we dpa tedeutnoavta EKACTOV O €KACTOU daipwy,
domep LWvra eifxel, oUTOC Byely Emuyelpet ic 61 Twa

TOMOV, 0L €1 ToUC GUAEYEVTOG Sladikacapévoug i AtSou
(e) mopeUETHAL PETA YEUOVOC EKEIVOU () 81| T(POCTETOAKTOL TOUG
£vBevée ékeloe mopeloal:

[LOEB translation:] “You see if death were a release from everything, it would be a
godsend for evil people when they die to be simultaneously released from the body
and from their evil ways along with their soul. But now, since it appears to be
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immortal there would be no other refuge for it from evil and no safety except by
becoming as good and wise as possible. You see the soul approaches Hades with
nothing but its upbringing and nurture, which are indeed said to bring the most
benefit or harm to the one who has died at the very beginning of his journey there.
The story goes like this: When each individual has died, the spirit of each one that he
was allotted when he was alive undertakes to lead him to some spot where those
who are gathered together are compelled to submit themselves to judgment and
then make their way to Hades with that guide with whom it has been ordained that
those from this world are to go to the next.”

This account is intertwined with a geological account of the earth, apparently mapping the
incorporeal world of Hades, on to the corporeal world of the Earth; something with no obvious
relation to knowledge.**® Moreover, Sokrates introduces the notion of a ‘guardian spirit’ (107d6-7: 6

£kdotou Saipwv, domep {Wvta eilnxel) that guides the soul to the place of judgement.*¢’

Is the introduction of a guardian spirit compatible with the notion that the soul must use its own
knowledge to navigate to its place of judgement? If one connects the later view (found in the
Timaios, 89d2-90b1; esp. 90a2-b1) that the reasoning, divine part of the soul is also the ‘guiding’
part of the soul, this might suggest that the guardian spirit is akin to the guiding part of the soul.*®®
Such a notion would appear to support Sokrates’ assertion that the soul must use its own knowledge
to navigate to its place of judgement. However, the connection of the reasoning part of the soul with
the guiding part of the soul, appears in a later dialogue, after the composition of the Phaidon. It is
not necessarily the case, therefore, that Plato would have such a connection in mind at this

particular time.

Nonetheless, a consideration of its consequences may provide a reason for how Sokrates reconciles
the guardian spirit, with the assertion that the soul guides itself to the place of judgement using its

own knowledge. In this particular case, unless knowledge of this journey is instinctive to all souls, the

466 The presentation of a geological account of the physical Earth, in conjunction with an account of the
incorporeal world of Hades, suggests a presentation of the Earth as a macrocosm of the individual, being
composed of a physical, corporeal part (the earth), and an immaterial, incorporeal part (Hades). The Earth,
therefore, like the human being is a constituent entity composed of the physical and nonOphysical; cf. Cook
(1996): 49.

467 See further Chapters 2.9 and 3.8; Nomoi 9.877a, 10.905d-907b; Kratylos 397d-398c. Cf. Baxter (1992): 142-
143.

468 Timaios 90b-c; Baxter (1992): 142-143; Sedley (2003): 38.
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ignorant soul would seemingly fail to navigate to the judgement, according to such a connection.*®®
In effect, the ignorant soul would be able to ‘escape’ justice; this is something Sokrates cannot
permit within the context of his account. The introduction of a guardian spirit, however, ensures that
even the ignorant soul is able to navigate to the place of judgement, in order that it may not ‘escape’

justice.

Accordingly, the guardian spirit must possess knowledge of the journey. If the guardian spirit
possesses knowledge of the journey, and the pure soul possesses knowledge of the journey, then
the guardian spirit would be relatively superfluous to the pure soul. Most souls, however, do not
possess the knowledge of the pure soul (see further Chapter 2.8.1), and so the guardian spirit is

necessary in order to ensure that these souls arrive at their judgement (107e2-108c5):

(107e2) TuxdvTog 8¢ €KET WV 81 TUXETV

Kol peivavrtag 6v xpr xpovov &AAog Selipo TAALY Hysuwv
KouiZel v MOANIC XxpOVoU Kal pakpols meplodolg. ot 6
Gpa f mopeila oUX wg 6 AloxUAou TrAedog Aéyel- €kelvog
108.

(a) pév yap AmAijv olpov pnotv eic’Adou dpépely, 1y 8’ olte
ArAf oUte pia paivetal pot givat. oU8E yap Av AYEROVWY
£6¢eL- 00 yap mou T &v Stapdptol o0dapooe pLdg 6600
olong. viv 8¢ €olke oyloelg Te Kal TpLodoug MoOANAG ExeLy:
Ao TV BuoL®V Te Kal VoUWV TRV £vOAade TEKUALPOUEVOG
Aéyw. 1) pév oLV Koouia Te kal dpdvipog Puxn Emetal Te

Kol 00K Ayvoel Ta mapovta: i &’ EMBUUNTIKGC To0 CWHATOG
gxouoa, OTep v TG EUMpPOoCBeV eUtov, TiepL EKETVO TOAUV
(b) xpovov émtonuévn kal mepl TOV 6pATOV TOTIOV, TTOAAL
avtiteivaoa kat moAa naboloa, Big kal poytg U6 tol
T(POOTETOYUEVOU Saipovog olxeTal AYopEévn. adLkopévny &€
00utep ai aM\at, TAV pév akabaptov Kai TL menotnkuiav

tololtov, fj dovwv Adikwv AuPEVNY i GAN" Gtta tolalta

463 Cf. Phaidon 108a.
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elpyaopévny, & Toutwv aderdad te kal adehdpdv Puxdv Epya
TUYXAVEL OVTa, TOUTNV UEV Grmag heVYEL TE Kl UTIEKTPETETOL
Kol oUte cUVEUTIOPOC OUTE NYEUWV €B€AeL yiyveoBal, alth
(c) 6& mAavaral &v maon éxopévn Amopla Ewg Av 61 TVEG
XPOVOL yEvwvTaL, WV ENBOVTWV UTU avaykng dépetal i¢ TV
aUTH mpémouaoav olknotv: 1 6& kKaBapwg Te Kal PETPLwG TOV
Biov d1e€eNBolioa, kal cuveuTOpwy Kal AYELOVWY Be®v
tuxoloa, WKNoev TOV QUTH €KAOTN TOTIOV MPOCHKOVTA. EiGLV
6& moMhol kat Bavpaoctol Thg yfig Tomot, kat autr olte ola
oUte 0on dofaletal UTO TWV Mepl Yiig ElwBOTWV AEYELY, WG
£y OMO TWVOG METELCAL.

[LOEB translation:] “When they have experienced there those things that they have
to, and have waited as long as required, another guide conveys them back here after
many long periods of time. But the journey in fact is not as Aeschylus’ Telephus
describes it. For he says a simple path leads to Hades, but to me it seems to be
neither simple nor single. It wouldn’t have required guides in that case. You see |
don’t think anyone would go astray anywhere if it were a single path; as it is it seems
to have many branches and crossroads. | say this judging from the evidence of
sacrifices and rituals here. Now the well disciplined and prudent soul follows and
doesn’t fail to recognize its situation. But the one that lusts after the needs of the
body, such as | talked about earlier, having fluttered around it and the visible region
for a long time, and having resisted and suffered a great deal, is led away by force
and with difficulty by his appointed spirit. When it gets to where the others are, the
soul that is uncleansed and has done something such as, for example, committing
unjust killings or performing any other such deeds as are akin to these or are
actually the work of kindred souls—everyone avoids this soul and turns away from it
and is unwilling either to be its fellow traveler or guide; instead it wanders about at
a complete loss until certain periods have elapsed, and when they are completed it
is conveyed compulsorily to the dwelling appropriate for it. On the other hand the
soul that has passed its life in a pure and disciplined way and actually has gods as its
fellow travelers and leaders, lives in the place that is appointed for each one. There
are many wonderful places on the earth and it is itself neither of the kind nor size
imagined by those who are accustomed to talk about the earth, as | am persuaded
by someone.””

Sokrates’ suggests that the ignorant soul is given, initially, the opportunity to navigate on its own
(107e2-108c5). The use of a guardian spirit, therefore, and the time in which the soul arrives at the
judgement post its disembodiment, might serve to demonstrate to the judges the extent to which a

soul possesses ignorance. In such a case, the pure soul that arrives at the judgement, without
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reliance on the guardian spirit, and in an appropriate amount of time, might be akin to the guardian

spirit — an entity close to the divine, knowledge, and the good (107e2-108c5).#”°

According to Sokrates, each individual soul is assigned a ‘guardian spirit’ prior to its embodiment.*’*
This guardian remains with the soul until it has reached that place to which it has been sentenced by
the ‘true’ judges (107d5-e4).4”? Unlike the guardian spirits of Hesiodos, or the notion of Hermes
Psykhopompos, these guardian spirits do not merely lead the soul to its place of judgement, but also
to its place of reward or punishment after the judgement (108b3-c5). This is particularly applicable
for the impure soul, which through its ignorance, fears the punishment to come, and may delay its
departure (108b8-c3). When it is time for the soul to be reincarnated, a new guardian spirit is
allotted to the soul in order to lead it back to the mortal realm (107e2-108a4; cf. Politeia, 10.620d6-

e1).473

(2.8.4) 111c-114c

Above, Sokrates began his eschatological account of the afterlife with a description of the soul’s
journey to its place of judgement; now, Sokrates completes his account, relating the fate of the soul
via a geography of Hades superimposed upon a geological description of the Earth.*”* Sokrates’
account identifies five categories of soul, each of which undergo a different experience in the

afterlife:

(1) Theimpure, ‘incurable’ soul;

470 The presence of reincarnation in the eschatology of the Phaidon (see Chapter 3.5) suggests the existence of
a time element to the soul’s judgement and punishment or reward, since it must, at some later point, be
reincarnated as a new living being.

471 Cf, Chapter 2.9.4 and Nomoi 9.877a.

472 The notion of a guardian spirit is not necessarily unique to Plato; Hesiodos (Erga kai Hemerai 106-201)
proffers something similar in his description of the fate that befell the mortals of the Golden Age; as does the
popular religious (or poetical) notion of Hermes psychopompos — Hermes the soul's guide to the Underworld.
473 See further Chapter 3. Cf. Bostock (1999): 418-420.

474 Cf. Annas (1982): 125; Bobonich (2002): 14. See note 443 above.
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(2) The impure, ‘curable’ soul;
(3) The average soul;
(4) The pure soul; and

(5) The philosopher’s soul.

The Impure soul

e The ‘incurable’ soul

For each category of impure soul — the ‘incurable’ and ‘curable,” in addition to that of the average
soul, Sokrates first provides a geographical description of their location, juxtaposing the incorporeal

location of these souls with its corresponding corporeal locale:

(111e6) (i) &v TL TV YaopdTwV TAG Yiig BAAWG TE
112.(a) péylotov TUyXAVEL OV Kal Slapmepeg Tetpnpévov U OANG TG
yfic, ToUto dmep “Ounpog €ine, Aéywv avtod

THAE LAN, (XL BaBLoTOV UM XBoVAC £oTL BEPeBpOV-
0 kal GANoBL kai £ékelvog kal GAAoL toANol Tiv otV Tap-
Tapov kekAnkaouv. (ii) eig yap tolto 0 xdoua cuppeéouati te
TLAVTEC ol TtoTapol katl €k ToUutou ALy Ekpéouaty- (iii) ylyvovtat
6¢ EkaotoL tololtol 6L olag Gv kal TAC yiig pEwatv. 1) &€
(b) aitia éotiv TOU ékpelv Te évteliBev kal elopelv mavta ta
pevpata, 6tL mTuBpéva oOK Exel 006E BAoLy TO UypOV TolTO.
ailwpettal M Kal kupaivel dvw kal KAtw, kat o anp kat to
nivedpo T0 mepl alTo TAUTOV TOLET: CUVETETOL Yap alT® Kal
otav ig T0 &’ £kelva T g yiAg Opunon Kat otav ei¢ To &mi
Tad¢g, KAl WOTEP TWV AVATIVEOVTWVY Ael EKTIVET TE Kol AVaTVel
péov 10 mvelipa, oUTw Kol £KeT cuvalwpoUpevoy TG Lyp® TO
nivedpa 8evolg Tvag AVEUOUG KOl AUNXAVOUG TTOPEXETAL Kal
(c) elotdv Kal &€1dv. tav te oUv UMoxwpron T USWP g TOV
TOMOV TOV 6N KATW KaAoUPEVOV, TOTG Kot £Kelva Td pevpota
[61a] Tg Yi¢ elopel te kat mAnpol alta Worep ol £mav-

tAolvteg Otav te av ékelBev pev amnolinn, dslpo 6€ dpunon,
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Td évBade mAnpol avdic, Ta 8¢ TMAnpwOEvTa pel S1d THV
OxeT®V Kai 8L Th¢ YA¢, Kal gic Tolg tomoug ékoota ddLlkvou-
peva, €i¢ oUG ékaotolg wdomointal, BaAdrtag te Kal Alpvag
Kal motapoUg Kat Kprvog ToLel- évtedBev & aAy Sudueva
(d) kot Thg YA, TA LEV LOKPOTEPOUC TOTOUG ePLEABOVTA Kal
mAgioug, Ta 6€ ENATTOUC KAl BpaxuTépouc, TTAALY €I TOV
Taptapov EUPAANEL, TA PEV TTOAD KATWTEPW <A> 1) EMNV-
TAElTOo, Ta 6£ OAlyov: mavta 6& UmokATw eiopel TFig £Kpofig,

KoL Evia pHév KaTavTikpL <i> N [elopel] €€éneoey, évia 6€

KOTA TO a0TO PEPOG: £€0TL O A MAVTATTAOLV KUKAW TIEPLEA-
Bovra, fj anaf f kol MAeovakig epleAyBevta nepl TV yiv
worep ol 0deLg, €ig TO Suvatov KATw KoBevta TAAY EUPAAAEL.
(e) (iv) duvatov &€ éotiv Ekatépwae pEXPLTOD pEoou Kabléval, mépa
6’ 00 Gvavtec yap AUdoTEPOLG TOTC PEVAOL TO EKATEPWOEY
yiyvetal p€pog.

[LOEB translation:] “One of the chasms in the earth happens to be especially huge
and is pierced right through the whole earth. It's what Homer is talking about when
he says:

‘Far away where there is the deepest pit under the earth’

which both he and many other poets elsewhere call Tartarus. For into this chasm all
the rivers flow together, and flow out from it again. Each of them becomes what it is
on account of the nature of the earth it flows through. The reason all liquids flow out
of there and in again, is that this fluid has no bottom or foundation. Indeed it
oscillates, swells back and forth and the air and the wind around it do the same; for
they accompany it both whenever it rushes to that side of the earth over there and
when it rushes to this side. And just as the breath of creatures who breathe exhales
and inhales in a constant stream, so too over there the breath oscillates with the
water and causes enormous terrifying winds as it goes in and comes out. So
whenever the water retreats to the so-called nether region, it flows into the places
along those streams there through the earth and fills them, like men irrigating.
When again it leaves that area and rushes back this way, it fills its streams over here
again and those that are full flow through the channels and through the earth, and
when they have each arrived at those places where a channel has been made, they
form seas and lakes, rivers and springs. From there they sink back under the ground,
dsome going around places greater in size and number, others fewer and smaller
ones, and discharge back again into Tartarus, some a long way below the point
where they were channeled off, others a little way. All of them flow in lower down
than where they flow out, and again some enter opposite the place where they
flowed in, some around the same place. There are some that flow around in a
complete circle, winding either once or a number of times around the earth like
snakes, and having dropped as far as possible, burst out again. It is possible to drop
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on both sides as far as the center, but not beyond; you see, for both streams, the
direction from either side is uphill.

The ‘incurable’ soul, according to Sokrates, is sentenced to Tartaros:

(i) The corporeal locale of Tartaros is the biggest hollow of the earth, constituting a great
chasm (111e6-112a4).

(ii) Into this chasm flow all the great rivers of the earth, and then again flow out (112a4-112a5).

(iii) These rivers flow into and out of Tartaros, as Tartaros possesses no bottom or solid base, but
oscillates up and down in waves, as does the air and wind that accompanies this water
(112a5-112c1).

(iv) The waters flow down as far as the centre, but not beyond, as the sides of the chasms are
too steep for the water (112del1-112e3). The bottomless nature would lead to the

disappearance of all the water on earth, unless the water were able to return somehow.

Onto this description of the corporeal locale of Tartaros, Sokrates maps the incorporeal location of

Tartaros, the place to which the ‘incurable’ soul is condemned:

(113e1) (i) ot &’ &v 66Ewov

AVLATWG ExeLV SLA TG PeYEDN TGV apaptnuatwy, (ii) A lepo-
oUAiag moAAQG kal peydAag | dovoug Adikoug Kal mapavopoug
moAAoUG £€etlpyacpévol i GAAa doa toladita TuyXAvel ovta,

(iii) TouTtoug 8¢ N MpoorKkouoa polpa Pimtel €ig TOV TapTapov,
00¢ev olmnote ékBaivouaoty

[LOEB translation:] “But those who are judged to be incorrigible on account of the
enormity of their wrongdoing, having committed either much great sacrilege or
unjust killings and many lawless acts, or any other cases of this kind, their
appropriate destiny flings them into Tartarus whence they never emerge.”

For Sokrates:

(i) The ‘incurable’ are defined as those souls who have committed great impiety, wickedness,

unlawful murders, or crimes of equal magnitude (113e1-4).47

475 Cf. Nomoi 9.872c-873c.
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(ii) The great injustices of these souls corresponds to the existence of a great amount of
ignorance (113e2-4).

(iii) Such souls are condemned to Tartaros, never to emerge (113e5-6).

Unlike the ‘incurable’ souls in the Gorgias (see Chapter 2.4.4) who Sokrates describes as
experiencing great fear for eternity, in the Phaidon, Sokrates condemns these souls to the never-
ending chasm of Tartaros.*’® The ‘incurable’ souls of the Gorgias underwent this punishment, in
accordance with the notion of deterrence, so that others souls might see their fear and suffering and
learn how not to act. In the Phaidon, the ‘incurable’ soul still undergoes this kind of punishment, but
their suffering is not witnessed, directly, by other souls. Rather, other souls must utilize their own
knowledge, in order to understand for themselves the nature of Tartaros and the fate of these souls.
This is in line with the purpose Sokrates outlined at the beginning of this account — to demonstrate
that one must arrive in Hades as close to Knowledge as possible, since this is all the soul has to rely

upon in its disembodied state.

e The ‘curable’ soul

The ‘curable’ soul is sent to a similar location to that of the ‘incurable’ soul, i.e. to Tartaros. Unlike
the ‘incurable’ soul, however, there exists a possibility for escape from Tartaros. This escape is
related to the four great rivers Sokrates describes as flowing into and out of this chasm. Above

(112a5-c1), Sokrates argued that the water, air, and wind associated with the rivers, oscillate in

476 Annas (1982a): 125, claims that “in the Phaedo there are several shifts of emphasis which together
downgrade the role of the judging.” Annas, however, completely ignores the existence of the incurable
category of soul in the Phaidon, and | think the existence of said category of soul demonstrates that the role of
the judge has not been downgraded. The incurable soul is described as remaining in Tartaros for all time; for
the incurable soul, therefore, the judgement is a final judgement, and so the authority of the judge, | believe,
remains as strong here as it was in the Gorgias. Indeed, the role of the judge may even increase in the Phaidon
given the existence of reincarnation. The Phaidon presents another category of soul — the philosopher’s soul
(or rather the philosopher who followed the Sokratic way of life) — as being the only category of soul that
breaks the cycle of reincarnation, and achieves, for lack of a better term, “enlightenment.” All souls get the
opportunity to achieve said enlightenment, but if the judge classifies your soul as incurable, then your soul is
removed from the cycle of reincarnation prematurely, and according to Plato, your soul can never achieve
“enlightenment.” The judge, therefore, may decide whether your soul can ever achieve “enlightenment” or
whether it will remain in the darkness for eternity; this seems to me to be on par with their role in the Gorgias,
if not slightly increased.

264



Tartaros. These elements, and the rivers themselves, are corporeal and physical, unlike the soul in
nature. Does Sokrates mean to suggest that this oscillation extends to the incorporeal realm of the
soul also? Or, is the impure soul’s particular association to the body, and its nature, meant to
condemn the soul to experience the oscillations of the chasm, the fires of the Periphlegethon, etc.,
as though still corporeal? Or, still further, does the punishment rely upon the impure soul’s
ignorance, such that the soul believes it will experience these things, being ignorant of the soul’s

‘true’ incorporeal and immaterial nature?

First, Sokrates relates the corporeal location:

(113a5) (i) Tpitog 6& mMOTAUOC TOUTWVY KATA

péoov EKBAMEL, Kal £yyUg Tig EKBOARG EKTIMTEL €1 TOTOV
péyav mupl TOAAQD Kaopevov, Kat Alpvnv motel pellw Tig

nap’ AUV BaAattng, {€ovoav Udatog kail Aol (ii) évtelBev 6&
(b) xwpel KUKAW BoAepOC KAl TNAWSNC, TtepLEALTTOUEVOC OE T
vij GAAoGE Te ddikveital kal map’ Eoxata Thg Axepouotadog
Alpvng, o0 ouppelyvUpevog t@ USartt (iii) mepleAyBelg 6& MOAAAKLG
OO YAC EUBANEL KaTWTEPW TOU Taptdpou- (iv) ovtoc &’ éoTiv
dv énovopdlouctv MupipAeyéBovta, oL Kal ot PUAKEC dro-
onacpara dvaduoi®oty Omn av TUXWol TAG yis. (v) Toutou &€
al KOTAVTIKPU O TETAPTOC EKTITTEL £i¢ TOTOV PHTOV SELVdV

Te Kal &yplov, W Aéyetal, xp®dpa & €xovto GAov olov 6

(c) kvavdg, 6v 61 €movoudlouot ITuyLov, (vi) kal thv Alpvnv Av
ToLET 0 MOTApOG EUBAAAWY, ZTUYA: (vii) 0 & éumecwv évtalba
kot 8ewvac duvapelc Aapwv v Td 08at, SU¢ KaTd THC VG,
TEPLEATTOMEVOG XWPET EvovTiog TG MupldAey£Bovtl kail

anavtd €v tfj Axepouotadt Alpvn €€ évavtiag: (viii) kal oudE To
ToUTOU USWP 0UBEVL pelyvuTtat, GAAA Kat 0UTOC KUKAW TtepLeA-
Owv guPalel gic tov Taptapov évavtiog Td MuptdpAsy£Bovtl:
(ix) 6vopa &€ TouTw £oTiv, WG ol mowntal Aéyouaoty, KwKuTog.

[LOEB translation:] “The third river rises between these two and near its mouth
drops into a large area blazing with a huge fire and creates a lake larger than the sea
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around us, seething with water and mud. From there it proceeds in a circle, turbid
and marshy, band winding round inside the earth it reaches, among other places,
along the borders of the Acherusian Lake without mixing with its water. After
winding round many times under the earth it discharges into a lower part of
Tartarus. This is what they call Pyriphlegethon, whose lava streams spew up detritus
at various places over the earth. Then opposite this the fourth river discharges first
into a place that is terrifying and wild, so it’s said, with a color entirely a kind of blue-
gray, which they call Stygian and the lake that the discharging river forms is called
the Styx. Having poured in there and gained formidable force in the water it
descends underground and winding round passes in the opposite direction to
Pyriphlegethon and meets it in the Acherusian Lake from the other side. And the
water of this river does not mix with any other, but it too moves round in a circle
and discharges into Tartarus opposite Pyriphlegethon. The name of this, so the poets
say, is Cocytus.”

For Sokrates:

(i) The third great river that flows into and out of Tartaros, falls into a region burning with much
fire, and creates a large lake boiling with water and mud (113a5-8).

(ii) From there it travels in a circle, like Okeanos and the Akheron, and arrives at the edge of the
Akherousian lake, but is incapable of mingling with its water (113a8-b3).

(iii) It then journeys underground and flows into Tartaros (113b3-4).

(iv) This river is called the Periphlegethon (113b4-5).

(v) The fourth great river is called the Stygion, and flows in the opposite direction to the
Periphlegethon (113b6-c1).

(vi) The lake formed by this river is known as the Styx (113c1-2).

(vii) As it travels in the opposite direction to the Periphlegethon, it arrives at the opposite side of
the Akherousian Lake (113c2-5).

(viii) Its water also do not mingle with those of the lake, and eventually flows into Tartaros also
(113c5-7).

(ix) This river is also known as the Kokytos (113c8).

It is these two rivers, according to Sokrates, that distinguish the ‘curable’ from the ‘incurable’ soul,
since it is by these rivers that the ‘curable’ souls are able to escape Tartaros, and travel to the place

where the soul awaits reincarnation — the Akherousian lake. According to Sokrates:
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Accordingly:

(113e6) (i) ot &’ v idowa pév peyaha 6

SOEWOLV HAPTNKEVOL AUOPTHHATA, OLOV TTPOC TOTEPA A UN-

114.

(a) tépa O 6pyfiic Bladv TL mpagavtec, Kal petapélov alTolg
TOV GAMov Biov BLiowy, 1 avépodovol TolouTw Tvi GAAW

TPOTW yévwvtay, (iii) touTtoug 6€ Eumeoelv pév gig TOvV Taptapov
avaykn, (iv) éumecovrag 6& alTolg Kal EVIAUTOV EKET YEVOUEVOUC
EKBAN\EL TO KTpa, (V) TOUG pEV AvdpodOvou Katd TOV KwKUTov,
(vi) toUg 6 matpadoiog kat pntpaloiag kotd tov MupLdAsy-
£0ovta- (vii) £émeldav 6€ pepduevol yEvwvtal Katd thv Alpvnv thv
Axepouaotada, (viii) évtalba Bohoti te kail kaholaowy, ol pév olg
amnéktewvay, ol 8¢ oU¢ UPBploav, kahéoavteg &’ iketelouol

(b) kat 6€ovtal £doat odpag EkBrival €ig TV Alpvny Kal d£€acbal,
Kol €av pev elowoly, ékBaivouat te kal Ayouot Tv

Kak®v, €l 8& pn, pépovrat alBLg gic Tov Tdptapov Kat

£KeTOeV TTAALY €i¢ TOUC oTapoUE, Kal Tadta mdoXovieg ou
npoTEPOV Malovtal mpilv av meiowotv oU¢ Adiknoav: altn yap

1 6ikn UTO TOV SlkaoTGV alTOlg £TayOn.

[LOEB translation:] “If others are judged to have committed great wrongs that are
remediable, such as doing violence to a father or mother out of anger, and have
lived the rest of their lives in remorse, or those who have killed in some other similar
way, must firstly be thrown into Tartarus, but once they’ve been thrown in and
spent a year there, the wave throws them out: the murderers by way of Cocytus, the
violators of father and mother by way of Pyriphlegethon. When they’re carried along
and come up alongside the Acherusian Lake, there they cry out and call, some to
those whom they’ve killed, others to those upon whom they’ve committed outrage.
Having called them they beseech and beg them to be allowed to come out onto the
lake and be admitted, and if they persuade them, they come out and put an end to
their troubles. But if not, they’re carried back to Tartarus and from there back to the
rivers and they do not stop suffering in this way until they win over those whom
they’ve wronged: for this is the sentence assigned to them by the judges.”

(i) The ‘curable’ soul is defined as that soul which has committed a crime but felt remorse or

guilt for their actions (113e6-114a3). They are, in other words, souls that have either

recognized their own ignorance, or their own unjustness, such that they are willing to learn

from their mistakes, and initiate change.
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(ii) The ‘incurable’ soul enters the bottomless chasm of Tartaros and never returns, i.e. they
reach distances where even the great rivers no longer flow.

(iii) The ‘curable’ soul, on the other hand, journeys into Tartaros, reaching only as far as the
centre — the same terminus as the great rivers. Just as the rivers are able to travel out of
Tartaros upon reaching this centre point,*”” so the ‘curable’ soul follows the path of these
rivers in order to return from Tartaros (114a3-4).

(iv) After a year in Tartaros, these souls return from the chasm (114a4-5).

(v) Those who had committed murder return by way of the Kokytos (114a5).

(vi) Those who had committed a crime against their parents (i.e. impiety) by way of the
Periphlegethon (114a6-7).478

(vii) Each category of ‘curable’ soul then approaches the Akherousian lake where the average
souls dwell (see below on the average soul), from their respective side, dependent upon
which river returns them from Tartaros (114a7-8).

(viii) These souls must then ask for forgiveness from the souls they have wronged. If they are
forgiven they join the rest of the average souls; if not, they travel back not Tartaros for

another year, and the cycle begins anew (114a8-b6).

It is not entirely clear what function this particular aspect serves, since in the Protagoras and the
Gorgias Plato argues that punishment #vengeance or retribution (see Chapter 2.6). Given the
epistemological purpose Sokrates assigns to his account, it may be that this forms a test of the soul’s

ignorance. In this case, each of the souls in question perform their own intimate examination of each

477 The existence of a centre point suggests, contrary to what Sokrates affirms earlier (Phaidon 112a-c), that
Tartaros cannot be bottomless. If it were bottomless, it could not possess a centre point, since there would be
no centre; it is impossible for one to calculate half of infinity. See further Introduction, section (C) on the use of
myth — it is not necessary for all the details of the myth to be true, so long as the underlying truth value of the
myth remains intact. In this way, Sokrates may use the tools at his disposal in order to convince his
interlocutors of the validity of the Platonic Wager, thereby inciting them to follow the Sokratic way of life that
prioritizes truth, knowledge, and virtue above all else.

478 Cf. Nomoi 4.716d-718a, 9.872¢-873c, and 9.880d-881b.
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other, in order to test the extent to which ignorance remains in the soul, thereby determining

whether it is suitable for reincarnation. 4’°

The Average Soul

In addition to the categories: ‘pure’ and 'impure' souls, the judges in the Phaidon identify a further
category of soul, the ‘average’ soul. This category of soul contains those souls that are neither pure
nor impure, i.e. they are neither ignorant nor knowledgeable. Corrective punishment, as outlined
previously (see, for example, Chapter 2.4 and 2.6), aims to remove ignorance from the soul. This
removal of ignorance, however, does not mean that the soul is left in a state of knowledge, but
rather not-ignorance with regards to a particular issue. The category of the average soul further
supports this understanding, since Sokrates demonstrates it is possible for a soul to be neither

knowledgeable nor ignorant, but exist in a state of non-ignorance and non-knowledgeableness.

Sokrates claims his purpose is to demonstrate that the soul must journey to Hades existing close to
Knowledge, in order to obtain the goods of the afterlife. The average soul shows, for Sokrates, that it
is not enough for an individual to be non-ignorant in order to obtain the good in Hades, but one
must actively seek to investigate the ‘truth.” Hence, Sokrates assigns the greatest of rewards in
Hades to the philosopher —the one who arrives in Hades with their soul closest to Knowledge. It is
for this reason Sokrates places the majority of souls in this category, since, in general, most people
do not commit great injustices, and so do not possess great ignorance, but neither do most people

actively search for the ‘true’ nature of reality.

The impure souls are sent into the chasm of Tartaros; the average soul is sent to dwell at the

Akherousian lake (112e4-113a5, 113d1-113e1l). Sokrates describes the lake in the following terms:

(112e4) (i) Ta pé&v o0V 6/ G TTOANG Te Kal peydha kal avtodard
pedpaTA €0TL TUYXAVEL &’ Gpa OvTa €V TOUTOLG TOTG TTOAAOTG

téttap’ &rta pevparta, (i) Wv TO HEV HEYLOTOV Kal EEWTATw PpEov

479 Cf. Chapter 1.3.9; and Apologia 38a5-6 — the unexamined life is not worth living for a human being.
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Accordingly:

mepl KUKAW O KaAoUpevog Qkeavocg éotuy, (iii) toutou &€ katav-
TIKpU Kal évavtiwg pewv Axépwy, (iv) 0¢ 8L €prHwy T TOTIWV

113.

(a) pet GAAWV Kkal &n katl UTO YAV PEWV €ig TAV Alpvnv ddikveitol
TV AxepoucLdsa, (v) ob ai TV TETEAEUTNKOTWY Puxal THOV
TOAAQV adikvolvtal (vii) kal Tivag elpappévouc xpovoug Heivoaoalt,
ol HEV HOKPOTEPOUC, al 8& BpaxUTEPOUC, TTAALY EKTTEUTTOVTAL

£l¢ Ta¢ TV {wwv yeveoelLg.

(113d1) (vi) Toutwv 8¢ oUtwg MedpukoTWY, EMeLdav ddikwvtal ol TeTe-
AEUTNKOTEC €i¢ TOV TOTOV 0L O Saipwy EKaoTov Kopilet,

MPAOTOV UV SLeSIKATAVTO ol Te KAANC Kal O0iwG BLwoavteg

Kol ol unA. kal ol pév av 80¢wal pEowe BePLwKEval, TTOPEU-

Bévtec émi tov Axépovta, dvapavteg & 61 adtolc OxAUOTA

£0TLY, £Ml ToUTWV adikvolvral gig thv Alpvny, kal kel

oikoUol te kail kaBalpdpevol TV Te ASIKNUATWY SLEOVTEC

Sikag dmoAvovtay, €l Tig TL ASIKNKEY, TV T eDEPYECLOIV

(113e) Tnag dépovral katd Thv aiav ékaoTog:

[LOEB translation:] ““As for the other streams there are many in number, size and
description, but among these many there are some four in particular, of which the
biggest and the one that flows in a circle farthest out is the one called Oceanus, and
opposite it, flowing in the other direction is Acheron, which flows through other
desert regions and in particular flows underground and arrives at the Acherusian
Lake where the majority of the souls of the dead arrive and, after remaining for
certain appointed periods of time, some longer, some shorter, are sent back to be
born as living creatures.”

Such is the nature of these things. When the dead reach the place where the spirit
brings each one, firstly they submit to judgment: those who have led good holy lives,
and those who have not. Now those who are considered to have led a moderate life
make their way toward the Acheron, embark on rafts provided for them, and on
these they arrive at the lake. There they dwell, are purified and are absolved of their
wrongdoings by paying penalties, if anyone has done any wrong, and they win
recognition for their good deeds, each according to his worth.”

(i) There are four great rivers (112e4-6).

(ii) The biggest, which flows on the outside of the earth in a circle is called Okeanos (112e6-7).
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(iii) Opposite it, and flowing in the contrariwise direction, is the Akheron (112e7-8).

(iv) The Akheron flows through many deserted regions and, further underground, makes its way
to the Akherousian lake (112e8-113a2).

(v) It is here the souls of the majority — the average souls — journey after judgement (113a2-3,
113d1-6).

(vi) Here they remain, undergoing punishment for any ignorance they possess, and reward for
any knowledge, reflective of their intermediate position between the pure and impure souls
(113d6-e1).%°

(vii) After a specified time, these souls then undergo reincarnation (113a3-5).%!
The pure soul

Sokrates’ description of the ‘pure’ soul’s dwelling place does not correspond to any particular earthly
location, but to what he terms ‘the true surface of the earth.” This ‘true surface’ is a place both pure

and divine, wherein the gods directly communicate with those who dwell there (114b7-c2):

(114b7) ol &€ 61\ av 6&woal

SLabepOVTWE PG TO doiwe PLivat, ouTol eiotv ol TRVSE pev
TOV TOMWV TV &V Tij vl EAeuBepolipevol te Kal AmoAAaTTo-

(c) pevolr womnep deopwtnplwy, dvw 6£ €i¢ TAV KaBapav olknowv
adkvoupevol kal £mi yii¢ oiki{opevol.

[LOEB translation:] “But as for those who are judged to have been distinguished in
leading a holy life, those are the ones who have been set free, released from these
regions in the earth as from prisons, and have come up into the pure dwelling and
are settled upon the earth.”

Relating it to Sokrates’ purported aim, this dwelling place reflects the nature of the pure soul itself:
pure, divine, and close to knowledge. The pure soul’s ability to communicate directly with the divine,
who possess perfect knowledge, rewards that soul that exists close to knowledge, with the

opportunity to acquire ‘true’ knowledge. The description of this place as reflecting ‘true’ reality,

480 Cf. Nomoi 5.733c-d.
481 See further Chapter 3.
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suggests further that ‘true’ reality, and existence, is analogous to what is divine, incorporeal,
immaterial, and immortal.*®? Hence, only the soul, which is akin to this reality in nature, is able to

participate fully in the acquisition of Knowledge, and ‘true’ existence.*3
Finally, Sokrates separates from the rest of the pure souls, the soul of the philosopher (114c2-8):

ToUTWV &€ ATV ol

docodiq ikavidg kabnpapevol Gveu Te cwWHATWY {HOoL TO
napanayv eic tov Enelta xpovov, kat eig oiknoeLg £TL TOUTWY
KaAAloug adikvoivral, &g olte padlov SnAkoat oUTe 6 XpOVoG
KavOC &V T() mapdVTL. AL ToUTwV 81 Eveka xpr Wv SteAnAv-
Bapev, W Syupio, oV TOLETY DOTE APETHC KAl PPOVACEWS €V
T Plw PETAOKEWV- KOAOV yap TO AOAOV Kal 1) EATTLC HeyAAn

[LOEB translation:] “Of these some people, those who have been adequately
cleansed by philosophy, lead their entire lives henceforth without the body for the
whole of the time to come and they reach dwellings even more beautiful than these,
which it’s neither very easy to describe, nor is there enough time in the present
circumstances. Well, for these reasons we’ve talked about, Simmias, we must do
everything to have a share of goodness and wisdom in our lives: for it’s a noble prize
and the expectations are great.”

This soul, argues Sokrates, is freed from the bodily and the physical for all time, as it ascends to
dwell above the ‘true’ surface of the earth. Although the gods communicate directly with the pure
souls, Sokrates does not describe them as dwelling there, but as appearing at certain designated
places, e.g. groves, in order to communicate with the pure souls. This suggests the gods dwell
somewhere else, somewhere above even the ‘true’ surface of the earth, it is in this place the
philosopher’s soul appears to dwell after death. The philosopher’s soul thus dwells in the realm of
the divine, and this originates in their existence as philosopher qua philosopher —an individual close

to the divine, always seeking to investigate the ‘truth.”*®* Moreover, Sokrates describes the

482 Cf. Phaidros 246b-246e.
483 Cf. Chapter 1.5.
484 See further Chapters 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, and 3.8.
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philosopher’s soul as being removed from the cycle of reincarnation, thereby suggesting this pursuit

of the ‘truth’ and Knowledge constitutes a telos for the soul.*®

(2.9) The Politeia

(2.9.1) 2.375d-376¢

Above, it has been suggested that the ‘true’ judges act in a manner comparable to the guardians of a
polis.*® The Politeia is the dialogue in which Sokrates introduces the concept of the guardian (along
with the philosopher-king), and he seeks to enumerate to his interlocutors the nature of the
guardian — their purpose, function, qualities, etc. To this end, he describes the guardian as being
similar to the pure breed dog, and embodying a similar set of qualities. This description further
supports the understanding of the ‘true’ judge as being akin to the guardian of a polis; the polis
being Hades.*®’ Yet, his statement that the guardian of the polis must possess a philosophical
education (2.375d10-376c7), in concert with his description elsewhere (see further Chapter 2.2 and
2.4) that the ‘true’ judges possess perfect knowledge, suggests the existence of a parallel
relationship between the guardian, the ‘true’ judge, and the philosopher (the forthcoming

philosopher-king being an amalgam of these three entities).

Sokrates argues that it is in the very nature of the pure breed dog to be gentle to those it knows, but

the contrary to those it does not (2.375d10-376a7), his reasoning running thus:

(375d10) (1)"180L pév v TIS Kat v BANOLS ZWOLS, 00 HEVTAV FHKLOTOL £V M

485 Cf, Baxter (1992): 105; Sedley (2003): 95.

48 Cf, White (1979): 103-104; Williams (1999): 255-264; Pender (2012): 226, “for all their horrors, the regions
of Tartarus are nevertheless part of a just and ordered universe. As places of punishment, they are still
regulated by rational powers: the intelligent design of the universe at large but more specifically also the
underworld judges.”

487 Johansen (2004): 3.
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AUETC mapePEANOHEY TG PUAAKL. (2) oloBa yap TToU TGV yewaiwy
(e) Kuvdv, 8TL ToTTO PUCEL AVTHV TO RO0C, (3) MPOC eV TOUC
OUVABELC T Kal YWWPIHOUC KC OLOV TE TPOOTATOUC Elva,
TpOG 6€ ToUC Ayv@dTOC TOUVAVTIOV.

Otda pévrot.

(4) ToUto pév dpa, Av & £yw, Suvatdy, Kai ol mapd GuoLY
{ntoUpev TolodToV £lval TOV pUAAKA.

OUK €olKev.

Ap’ 00V oot 0KeT £TtL T0U6e MPOGSETTOaAL 6 GUAAKLIKOC
£00EVOC, TTPOG TG BupoeldeT Tt TpoayevEéaBal dphocodog
Vv dLoL;

376.

(a) N&c én; Ebn: oL yap évvo®.

Kot todto, Av &’ éyw, &v Toic Kuaotv Katopel, & Kat dftov
Bavpdocat tol Bnpiou.

T6 nolov;

(5) "OtL OV pev av 16n ayvata, YaAemaivel, o06& KOKOV
npornenovowe: Ov &’ Gv yvwpLuov, omaletal, Kav undev
nwrnote U’ awTtold dyabov nemoven. i olmw tolto é8avpa-
oag;

00 mavu, £dn, LEXPL TOUTOU IPOCEDXOV TOV VOUV: OTL 6€
niou 6pad talta, SfjAov.

(b) (6) AANG pAv kopdov ye dalvetal 10 abog autod Thg dpUoEWS
Kol WG AANB&C pLhdcodov.

M &n;

Hi, Av &’ éyw, 6Py oUSevVE AW piAnv Kol ExBpav

Slakpivel A T@® TV HEV Katapabely, v &€ dyvoijoal. kaitol
WS oUK Gv dhopaBeg ln ouvéoel Te Kal ayvola 6pllopevoy
TO T€ oikelov Kal TO GANOTPLOV;

0VdapdCc, A & 8¢, dnwg od.

AMA pévTo, oV éyw, TO ve GLAOHaBES Kat dhdcodov

Ta0ToV;
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Tautov yap, E€on.

OUkoUv Bappolvteg TIBWHEV Kal £v AvBpwnw, €l HEAAEL

(c) mpog TouC oikeloug Kol yvwpipoug mpdog tig éosobat, puoeL
ddoodov Kal dAopabdf avtov Seiv ivat;

TOO ey, Ebn.

Du\doodog 61 kat Bupoeldng kat taxug kai loxupodg ARV

TV dUoL Eotal O PEANWY KAAOC KAyaBog EoecBat pUAaE
TIOAEWC.

Navtdnaoct pév olv, £bn.

[LOEB translation:] ““We did not notice that there are natural dispositions that we
didn’t think existed which have these opposing qualities.”

“Where are they in that case?”

“We may see it in other animals, not least in the one we compared to our guardian.
I’'m sure you know about dogs with good breeding: that their character is naturally
to be able to be most friendly to those they are used to and recognize, but the
opposite with those they don’t know.”

“Yes, | did know that.”

“Then this is possible,” | said, “and we are not looking for our guardian to be the
type that contradicts nature.”

“It doesn’t appear to be so.”

“Do you then think he who is going to be watchful still lacks something: in addition
to being strong-spirited, he must be naturally interested in philosophy?” “How
come? | don’t understand.”

“You will also see this in dogs, something that deserves our admiration in the
animal.”

“What is that then?”

“That at the sight of someone unknown to it, it becomes aggressive, even if it hasn’t
had an adverse experience before. But whoever it sees that it recognizes, it
welcomes them even if it has never been well treated by that person. Or have you
not yet wondered about that?”

“Up to now, | haven’t really thought about it,” he said.
“That it does do this sort of thing is clear enough | suppose.”

“Furthermore this natural instinct of the animal makes it seem clever and truly a
philosopher.”

“In what way?”

“In that it distinguishes what it sees as either friendly or hostile, by no other means
than being familiar with the one and not recognizing the other. Yet how could it not
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be eager to learn when it can distinguish by what it knows and what it does not
know what belongs to its world and what is alien to it?”

“There’s no way this can’t be true,” he said.

“And as a further point,” | said, “is passion for knowledge the same thing as the
passion for wisdom?”

“Indeed they’re the same.”

“In that case, let’s go for it and apply it to mankind as well. If a person is going to be
amenable toward his own kind and those who are known to him, then he must be
naturally passionate about knowledge and wisdom.”

“Let’s do that.”

“Then the man who is going to be a good fine guardian of our city-state will be
naturally passionate about wisdom, and noble-minded, quick and strong.”

nn

“Yes,” he agreed, “absolutely.

| believe the following conclusions may be drawn:

(1) The pure breed dog is pure (375d10-11).

(2) The pure breed dog is pure in both body and soul (375d11-el).

(3)
(4)

The pure breed dog is able to identify other entities akin to it in nature (375e1-3).

Since the pure breed dog knows what is pure; it knowing its own nature and what is not
(375e5-376a2, see further Chapter 2.2 and 2.4).

Therefore, when the pure breed dog meets another dog or a human being, it is able to judge

correctly whether this other entity is like itself, i.e. pure, or not like itself, i.e. impure (376a5-

Whatever the pure breed dog judges to be like itself, it rewards by being gently disposed
towards it; but whatever it judges to be unlike itself, it punishes by displaying the contrary

disposition (376b1-c7).

Applying this to the guardian, Sokrates argues that the just and good guardian will act in a manner

similar to the pure breed dog. The guardian, like the dog, will be able to identify correctly those

individuals akin to them in nature, and be positively disposed towards them. Conversely, should they

identify an individual unlike them in nature, i.e. an unjust and wicked individual, then they will

display towards them the appropriate attitude. This ability to judge correctly is, according to
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Sokrates, symptomatic of their philosophical nature, allowing the guardian to judge those who are
unjust, since they possess knowledge of the just, virtue of knowing themselves (2.376b1-8).4%8
Although a knowledge of the just does not guarantee knowledge of the unjust, only of what is not-
just; hence Sokrates’ suggestion that the guardian and judge must associate with a variety of souls in
order to acquire this knowledge (3.408¢5-409e2).%® |n effect, the guardian performs a ‘living’
judgement upon those souls it encounters, identifying those souls who are just and rewarding them,

whilst punishing those souls that are unjust and ignorant.

The above characteristics Sokrates ascribes to the guardian are also applicable to the philosopher,
and the ‘true’ judges. In the ‘Sokratic’ dialogues, Sokrates frequently associates with a range of
individuals, and identifies the ignorance that dwells within their soul. Meanwhile, the ‘true’ judge
(see further Chapter 2.4.4) utilizes the same method as the guardian and pure breed dog, in order to
effect the judgement of the soul in Hades. This serves to proffer yet another reason why Sokrates
(see further Chapter 2.6) views the sophist as constituting a danger. The sophist is not a
philosopher;*® they are neither just, nor do they know themselves. Conversely, they are ignorant,
and they utilize this ignorance in order to effect their own judgements of the soul. Yet, their
ignorance leads to false judgements, relating to an ignorant soul that they are not ignorant, or to a
non-ignorant soul that they are. This ensures these individuals do not live just lives, and arrive at the

judgement in Hades in possession of much ignorance.

Indeed, in an eschatological context, the most famous guardian of Hades happens to be a three-
headed dog names Kerberos (e.g. 9.588c2-5). Kerberos allegedly guards Hades by preventing
embodied souls from entering, and disembodied souls from escaping, thereby ensuring the
conservation of order/social cohesion. The corrupting influence of the body and the corporeal is

prevented from entering the community of Hades. Likewise, the ‘ignorant’ souls, who experience

488 Cf, Politikos 309a-310a; Menon 89a3; Apologia 38a5-6.

48 Cf, Politeia 3.409a-e, and 6.485a1-487al.

450 Cf, Sophistes 264b-268d — the final definition of the sophist; but also 217a-b in which the Xenos relates that
the sophist, statesman, and philosopher are three separate entities, not one entity with three variant names.
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fear, or think they know more than the divine (either the judges, or the god Plouton himself),** are
prevented from escaping, and disrupting not only the order of Hades, but the natural order that
exists between the living and the dead; the corporeal and incorporeal; the mortal and immortal.
Kerberos acts, therefore, in a similar manner to the guardian of the polis, and the ‘true’ judge of

Hades, both of whom attempt to maintain order by identifying the ignorant and the unjust, and

ensuring their ignorance does not disrupt the wider order.**?

(2.9.2) 3.414b

The relationship established above between the guardian of the polis, the ‘true’ judges, and
Kerberos, receives further support in this brief passage, in which Sokrates summarizes the basic

functions of the guardians.** According to Sokrates:

(b) Ap’ 00V W¢ AANBHS 6pBOTATOV KOAETY TOUTOUC eV BUAAKAC
TavteAelc TV te £EwBev MoAepiwy TV Te €vtog dhiwy, OTWE

ol pév ur Boulnoovtal, ot 8¢ pr Suvoovtal KAKoUpyelv, ToUG
6¢& véoug, o0¢ 61\ viv dpUAakoc ékalolpev, £MIKOUPOUC TE Kal
BonBol¢ Toig TGV ApxoVTWY SOyHacLy;

"Epolye SOKel, £dn.

[LOEB translation:] ““Does this then mean that it is truly most correct to refer to
these men as guardians in the fullest sense, fighting against our enemies from
without and looking after our friends within, so that the latter will not wish and the
former will not be able to cause us harm, and the young men whom we are now
calling our guardians will be the auxiliaries who assist the governors and implement
their decrees?”

“l think so,” he said.”

We can draw the following conclusions:

491 p|ato prefers the term Hades for the location, and Plouton for the god.

492 Indeed, Kerberos was understood to be a dog with three heads who guarded Hades. In this way, Kerberos is
akin to a guardian of the polis — Hades — who guards with his three heads — the three judges: Minos,
Rhadamanthos, and Aiakos. Cf. Baxter (1992): 12; Johansen (2004): 3.

433 Cf. Politeia 4.428c-429a, 6.501e.
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(i) The guardian guards against external enemies, depriving them of the power to harm the
polis; and
(ii) The guardian guards against internal friends, depriving them of the desire to harm the polis

(3.414b1-6).4%

This summarization of the guardian’s function within the community is clearly comparable to the
function of the ‘true’ judge in Hades.*® The ‘true’ judge, therefore, is a guardian of Hades. He

protects Hades from ‘external’ enemies:

(a) Inthe case of the ‘curable’ soul, the judges ensure it undergoes the necessary correction in
order to deprive them of their ignorance, thereby preventing them from harming the
community of Hades through the committing of injustice.

(b) Inthe case of the ‘incurable’ soul, there is both a greater chance of them causing harm to
the community, and also a greater chance of them causing great harm to the community.
Consequently, the judges ensure it undergoes consistent punishment in order to deprive the

‘incurable’ of the power ever to do harm to the order and harmony of Hades.

Similarly, however, the judges protect Hades from ‘internal’ friends, using a system of reward in
order to deprive the pure souls, (that do not belong to the philosopher),*® from ever desiring to

disrupt the order and harmony of the community.*”

(2.9.3) 9.584¢-585a

494 Cf, Kratylos 403a.

495 Cf. White (1979): 103-104.

4% Cf, Politeia 6.485a1-487al for some characteristics of the philosopher that may explain why only the
philosopher is exempt.

497 Cf. the Kratylos 403a and the definition of Hades Sokrates provides therein. Cf. Kraut (1984): 218-228; Irwin
(1986): 410-414; Reeve (1989): 103n.44; Baxter (1992): 12; Rutherford (1995): 210; Johansen (2004): 3.
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The passage above (Chapter 2.9.2) argues that the ‘true’ judge, in his capacity as guardian of Hades,
deprives both the pure and impure souls from causing harm to order and harmony of the
community, i.e. Hades. In the case of the impure souls, this takes the form of punishment, which is
understood as possessing an element of suffering (Politeia, 10.614e-616b). On the other hand, in the
case of the pure souls, this deprivation takes the form of reward, understood to possess an element
of pleasure. Pleasure and pain thus appear to play some role in the judges’ ability to maintain order
in Hades. Accordingly, Sokrates attempts to present an understanding of both pleasure and pain,
considering how it is that a soul, particularly the rational disembodied soul, might experience these
sensations, given their association with the body, and empiricist notions of knowledge, no longer

pertain.

Sokrates begins by assuming the existence of both pleasure and pain. These he then subdivides into

the following categories:

(1) Pleasure = (i) Bodily Pleasure A; and (ii) Psychic Pleasure A;.

(2) Pain = (i) Bodily Pain B; and (ii) Psychic Pain B;.

Implicit in Sokrates’ categorizations of pleasure and pain is the notion that the psychic versions of
these sensations somehow represent the ‘true’ nature of these things, since they come to be in the
soul. In this way, the bodily forms of pleasure and pain represent likenesses of these ‘true’ psychic
forms of the sensations. More explicitly, pleasure, according to Sokrates, can be defined as the
anticipation of future goods, whilst pain can be defined as the anticipation of future bad things
(9.854b9-c1, ¢7-10, e6-585a7):4%

(854b9) Mn &pa mel@wueda kabapav RSoviv ivat THV AUTNg

(c) dmaAAaynyv, pn&€ AUTINV TV NSOVAC.

M yap.

AN pévrol, oy, al ye 81 Tod owpatoc £mt Thv Puxiv
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498 Cf. Philebos 32b-d; Nomoi 1.644c-d; 1.646e-648a; Chapter 2.5.
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[LOEB translation:] ““So let us not believe that pure pleasure is a relief from pain,
nor pure pain a relief from pleasure.”

IINO.II

“While on the other hand,” | said, “the so-called pleasures which spread through the
body toward the soul are mostly the greatest in size and number and are of this
form: a kind of getting rid of pains.”

“Yes, they are.”

“So does that mean that by the same process the anticipation of pleasure and pain
comes about through expectation, before they actually occur?”

“Yes, it’s the same.”

“So then you are aware what sort they are like?”

“What?” he said.

“Do you reckon that there is in nature a top, a bottom, and a middle?”
“I do.”

“Then do you think anyone being carried from below toward the middle is aware
he’s being conveyed any way but upward? And when he’s standing in the middle
looking at where he’s come from, could he think he’s anywhere but at the top, even
though he hasn’t seen the real top?”

“No, by Zeus, | myself don’t think anyone in this position would think otherwise.”

“But if he were brought back down again, he would think he was being conveyed
downward and he’d be right in so thinking?”

“Of course.”

“So he’d experience all this because he’s not had experience of the true top, middle,
and bottom?”

“Obviously.”

“Would you be surprised, then, if people who have no experience of the truth also
have no sound opinions of many other things and are so conditioned in their minds
as to pleasure and pain and what lies between that when they are moved toward
the painful they think it’s real and actually feel pain, and when they move away from
pain toward the center, they seriously think they’ve found gratification and
pleasure? But just as they are misled by looking at gray against black in their
inexperience of white, so too aren’t they also misled when they compare pain
against painlessness in their inexperience of pleasure?”

“No, by Zeus, | wouldn’t be surprised, but | would be much more surprised if this
weren’t the case.””

Accordingly, with regards to the body,

282



(1) Bodily Pleasure A = the anticipation of future good things, in accordance with a bodily
understanding of what constitutes the good, e.g. being free of bodily pain, and more
generally, the attainment of those things the body desires.

(2) Bodily Pain B = the anticipation of future bad things, in accordance with a bodily

understanding of what constitutes the bad, e.g. the suffering of bodily tortures.

As is evident, the bodily conception of what constitutes pleasure and pain, relies upon an
understanding of ‘the good’ and ‘the bad’ originating in empiricist reasoning, in which the
perspective of the soul is not taken into account. This, for Sokrates, is why bodily pleasure and pain
does not represent the ‘true’ forms of these things, since they arise, ultimately, from ignorance —
ignorance of the ‘true’ nature of the body and the soul, and the relationship between the two
entities.**® On the other hand, the psychic forms of these sensations appear to consist of the

following:

(1) Psychic Pleasure A; = the anticipation of future good things, in accordance with an

understanding of the immortal and unchanging good.

Psychic pleasure, according to this understanding, belongs only to that soul that possesses an
understanding of pleasure purely through the reasoning faculties of the soul alone. For Sokrates the
only soul capable of arriving at such an understanding belongs to the philosopher,*® and so the

future ‘good’ it anticipates is the acquisition of wisdom and knowledge of the ‘true’ nature of reality.

4% This is why | disagree with Annas (1982a): 128 who argues, in reference to the Phaidon myth, that “if the
philosophers' reward is final disembodiment, then the Isles of the Blessed, the second-best reward of the non-
philosophical good, will have to represent some kind of embodiment. Yet this has been put forward as a
repulsive punishment, whereas the Isles of the Blessed must symbolize some afterlife reward.” | believe the
rewards that Sokrates presents as belonging to the pure souls who dwell on the true surface of the Earth (what
Annas calls the Isles of the Blessed), are in accordance with the Bodily understanding of Pleasure and Pain |
have outlined above. The souls that dwell here are not the souls of philosophers, so they do not possess a
philosophical understanding of what-is-good. These souls acted in a just way in this life via a bodily
understanding of pleasure and pain, which meant they avoided certain actions not because those actions were
in and of themselves bad, but because they learnt, either through convention or the desire to avoid bodily
pain, not to do these things. Simiarly the good they did was not because those actions were good in and of
themselves, but because they acted either out of convention or the desire to be rewarded.

500 Cf, Phaidon 59c-69¢, 111c-114c.
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This is so, since Sokrates assumes that pleasure, on a basic level,*®* occurs when one lacks
something. This lack leads to a desire for that thing, such that the fulfilment of this desire leads to
pleasure. The philosopher as a lover of wisdom desires the acquisition of ‘true’ wisdom or
knowledge, indicating a corresponding lack of ‘true’ knowledge on the part of the philosopher.
Consequently, the fulfilment of this desire, i.e. the acquisition of ‘true’ knowledge, results in
pleasure for the philosopher. Since, the philosopher’s desire relates only to the soul, and not to the
body, Sokrates assumes that this must constitute ‘true’ pleasure. If this represents ‘true’ pleasure,
this further supports the assertion that the soul possesses a telos — the acquisition of ‘true’

knowledge.>®? In this way, alone, may the soul experience ‘true’ pleasure, and fulfil its desire.

The fulfilment of this desire suggests the soul no longer lacks anything, a condition Sokrates assigns
to the gods.>®® One must assume, therefore, that this state of existence, wherein the soul lacks for
nothing, constitutes its ‘true’ existence (or its original existence). Hence, the notion that the soul’s
telos consists of the acquisition of ‘true’ knowledge, since only in this way may the soul return to its

original state of existence, being free of want and desire.*

If psychic pleasure belongs to the philosopher’s soul, understood by Sokrates as being a ‘pure’ soul
close to both Knowledge and the divine,*® then psychic pain must belong to the opposite kind of
soul. The opposite soul, in this case, is the ‘incurable’ soul, which exists close to Ignorance, such that
it is no longer capable of deriving benefit from corrective punishment, so near complete is its
ignorance.’®® Accordingly, psychic pain is not based simply on an empirical understanding of pain (as
Bodily Pain B, above), as this can be ‘cured’ through corrective punishment. Rather, psychic pain

consists of an understanding of pain based on an ignorance, impervious to any form of correction.

501 Cf. Philebos 32d-33c

502 Cf, Rice (1998): 108; Sayers (1999): 96, 118-119, cf. 123, 127.

503 E g, in Sokrates’ recollection of his discussion with Diotima in Symposion 201d-212b.
504 Cf. Philebos 32d-33c.

505 Cf, Chapter 2.8

506 See Chapters 2.4. and 2.9.
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An ignorance, in this case, that runs deep in the soul, such that the unjust soul believes, truly, that

the injustices they commit are just, i.e. that the ‘bad’ is the ‘good.’

(2) Psychic Pain B; = the anticipation of future bad things, based on a near-complete ignorance,

resulting in the belief that what is ‘just’ is ‘unjust,” and vice versa.

For example, the soul of a tyrant travels to the judgement in the belief that their unjust actions were
just in every way. The ‘true’ judges, however, adjudge the tyrant’s soul to be ‘incurable,” and
prescribe that it must be made an example of, so that their punishment may be of benefit to others
if it cannot be to themselves. The tyrant’s soul, being ‘incurable,’ continues to feel as though its
unjust actions were just, and so rather than anticipate future bad things, they feel as though they
should receive future good things.”” In other words, the ‘incurable’ soul, through its own reasoning
faculties, misunderstands the ‘true’ nature of the Just and the Unjust. Consequently, their
punishment is two-fold, since first, it must remove this mistaken reasoning from the soul and try to
show the ‘incurable’ soul that its understanding of the Just and the Unjust is contrary to reality.
Then, it must attempt to remove any ignorance arising from a reliance on the bodily senses to form

an understanding of justice.

Combining the above definitions of pleasure and pain suggest, with the eschatological account of the
Phaidon (see further Chapter 2.8.4), each category of soul conforms to one of these particular

categories of pleasure or pain:

(1) The philosopher’s soul experiences Psychic Pleasure.

(2) The ‘pure’ soul experiences Bodily Pleasure.

(3) The ‘average’ soul (which is absent from the Politeia, see further Chapter 2.9.4 and 3)
experiences both Bodily Pleasure and Pain.

(4) The ‘curable’ soul experiences Bodily Pain.

507 See Chapters 2.4. and 2.9.
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(5) The ‘incurable’ soul experiences Psychic Pain.>%®

The type of pleasure or pain the soul experiences, thus depends on the extent to which the soul
exists close to Knowledge. The most ignorant soul — the ‘incurable’ soul — experiences the ‘true’ form
of pain that belongs to the soul; whereas the most knowledgeable soul — the philosopher’s soul —
experiences the ‘true’ form of pleasure: psychic pleasure.>® These two categories constitute the
extremes of the spectrum, and all other souls lie somewhere in between; the more ignorance the

soul possesses the more pain it experiences:

Philosopher's Psychic
Soul Pleasure

'Pure’ Soul Bodily Pleasure

Bodily Pleasur

Average' Soul and Pain

'Curable’

Soul Bodily Pain

'Incurable’ Soul Psychic Pain

Sokrates considers the epistemological component of pleasure and pain, offering a theory to explain
why it is that the more knowledgeable soul experiences pleasure, whilst the more ignorant soul
experiences pain (9.584b9-585a7). In this case, he reduces this explanation to the idea of descent
and ascent, so that a soul that experiences a ‘descent’ suffers pain, whereas a soul that undergoes

an ‘ascent’ experiences pleasure. Here, ‘ascent’ is analogous to a move closer to Knowledge, whilst

508 Cf. Irwin (1977): 93; Bobonich (2003): 6-7, 476.
509 See also Frede (1999): 345-372.
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‘descent’ consists of moving closer to Ignorance.>*® Hence, the philosopher’s soul, which exists
closest to Knowledge, experiences the greatest ascent, and so the greatest pleasure — the pleasure
that belongs to the soul (psychic pleasure). Meanwhile, the ‘incurable’ soul, which exists closest to
Ignorance, experiences the greatest descent (see diagrams above), and thus the greatest pain —

psychic pain.

Knowledge is used as the determinant factor in whether the soul’s experience of a descent or
ascent, and so pleasure or pain. This further establishes the possession of knowledge as the only
means by which the soul may experience ‘true’ pleasure, and undergo an ‘ascent’ back to its original
state of self-sufficiency, which happens to be the same state of existence as the divine.>!! In this
way, the ignorant soul not only experiences the greatest descent, and so the greatest pain, but it

also places the ignorant soul the furthest from its telos, being almost the contrary of the divine.*?

(2.9.4) 10.614b-619¢

The Politeia culminates in the eschatological account of the afterlife known as ‘the Myth of Er.” In
this account, Sokrates provides an account of the soul’s journey from corpse to Hades, and back
again.>'® In particular, Sokrates seeks to emphasize the notion that the greatest of rewards await
that soul, which has lived a life of justice, far from ignorance. As he suggests above, Chapter 2.9.3, it
is the philosophical life that affords the soul the best opportunity to achieve this kind of life, and
experience the ‘true’ kind of pleasure — psychic pleasure. Even if the soul does not live the

philosophical life, Sokrates attempts to demonstrate through his description of reincarnation, that

510 Cf, Sayers (1999): 162 who posits that there is no suggestion the just may escape from the cycle of
reincarnation. This is true of the Politeia (see further Chapter 3.6), but in subsequent descriptions of
(re)incarnation in the Phaidros (Chapter 3.7) and Timaios (Chapter 3.8), the just soul — the philosopher’s soul —
regains the ability to break free of the cycle of reincarnation, as it possessed in the Phaidon (Chapter 3.5.3).

S11E g. Philebos 32d-33c.

512 See further White (1979): 229.

513 Cf. Nomoi 10.903e-905d.
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any soul which prizes truth and knowledge, will be in a better position to navigate the afterlife, and
choose an acceptable next life.>'* In this sense, the Myth of Er serves as a response to the account of
the afterlife offered by Kephalos in Book 1. Sokrates proffers an ‘improved’ account of the afterlife;
one that will ensure the individual lives a life closer to justice and knowledge, far from the ignorance

and fear characterized by Kephalos. In this way they might experience some reward in Hades, and

secure for themselves the opportunity to choose an adequate next life.>%°

Journey to Hades

(614b1) Aéyolg v, Edn, wg ol MOAAX GAN’ fiSLov dkolovTL.
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[LOEB translation:] ““Please tell us,” he said, “as there are not many other things |
would more gladly hear.”

“Mind you, I'm not going to give you an Alcinous’ tale,” | said, “but the story of a
brave man, Armenius’ son Er, by race from Pamphylia. nce upon a time he was killed
in battle, and when the bodies of those who had already decayed were collected up
ten days later, his was found to be sound, and when he’d been taken home for
burial, on the twelfth day, as he lay on the pyre, he came to. Having done so, he
described what he had seen on the other side.”

The Myth of Er begins with the apparent separation of Er’s soul from his body (10.614b1-7). His soul
then travels, in the company of many others, until it reaches somewhere divine (Satpdviov,
10.614c1). Unlike in the eschatological account in the Phaidon (Chapter 2.8.4), there is no mention
of a guardian spirit guiding each soul to the place of judgement. Nevertheless, in the conclusion of
the process of reincarnation a guardian spirit is assigned to the soul (10.620d6-621a3). One might
argue that the guardian spirit does exist in the Myth of Er, but it does not operate in the same way

as in the Phaidon. This may reflect the differing needs of the two accounts, since the notion of a

514 Cf. Chapter 3.6.
515 Cf. Politeia 7.514-520a.
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guardian spirit possesses greater relevancy to Sokrates’ thesis in the Phaidon, than it does here in

the Politeia.

Nonetheless, both in the Phaidon and the Politeia, Sokrates argues in favour of the thesis that one’s
soul should arrive in Hades being free of both ignorance and injustice. This would suggest the two
accounts possess the same basic thesis, and so if the guardian spirit is relevant to the Phaidon, so it
should be for the Politeia. It is possible, therefore, that given the guardian spirit’s appearance later in
the account, one is meant to assume the guardian spirit’s presence in the soul’s journey to the place
of judgement, though it is not mentioned explicitly. This must necessarily be so, since all souls are
described as arriving at the palace of judgement, even the souls of the ignorant. Thus, either all souls
possess an instinctive knowledge which allows them to navigate to the judgement,®® or the
guardian spirit helps to shepherd the souls there. If this were not the case, then the ignorant soul

would wander for a large period of time, potentially avoiding the judgement, and by extension,

justice; a situation unacceptable to Sokrates.>’

The Place of Judgement

(614b8) "Edn 8¢, meldn ol xPiivay, THV Puxnv mopevecOal PETA
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oUpavol al €v T@® dvw AN KATAVTIKPY. SIKAOTAC 8¢ HETALY
toUtwv KabfioBat, olg, éneldn dladikdoelay, TOUG HEV Sikai-
ou¢ KeheVelv mopeVeoBal TV eig Se€Lav te Kal Gvw 61 Tol
oUpavol, onuela meplaavrog TV SeSIKACUEVWV €V TQ)
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516 Cf. Timaios 89e-90d.
517 Cf. Phaidon, Chapter 2.8.4
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[LOEB translation:] ““He said that his soul left him and made its way with many
others and they came to a sacred spot where there were two openings in the
ground next to each other, and two others opposite them in the sky above. Between
them sat judges who, when they had passed sentence, ordered the just to make
their way to the opening on the right leading up through the sky, and they fixed
placards on the front of their bodies indicating their judgments, while the unjust
were sent to the left-hand downward path and they also had indications of all they
had done attached to their backs. But when he himself came forward, they said that
he must become the messenger to mankind of what was happening there, and they
ordered him to listen to and observe everything in that place.”

According to Er, the souls arrive somewhere divine, in which there are two adjacent openings in the
earth going below, and two opposite them going upward; between these openings sit the judges

(10.614b8-d3). This creates an image of five potential paths for the soul:

(1) One going to the place of judgement;

(2) One going upward to the place of reward;

(3) One going downward to the place of punishment;
(4) One going downward from the place of reward; and

(5) One going upward from the place of punishment.

Despite the introduction of five paths, the imagery Sokrates utilizes remains fairly consistent with
previous accounts in which there are three paths, one leading to the place of judgement, one to the
place of reward, and one to the place of punishment. The use of five paths in this particular account,
reflects (a) the presence of reincarnation in this accounts — something that did not exist in the
Gorgias, for example; and (b) the particular process of reincarnation described here, which differs in
some aspects from the previous iteration given in the Phaidon, it being both more formalized and

systematized.>8

The Judgement

Sokrates’ aim is not to provide a detailed account of the soul’s judgement, as in the Gorgias (Chapter
2.4.4) for example; rather, he provides only a brief overview of the judgement, insofar as it pertains

to the progression of the soul to the system of reincarnation. Indeed, it appears as though Sokrates

518 See further Chapter 3.
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assumes one is already familiar with the procedure governing the soul’s judgement, as outlined in

the Gorgias (even though the Gorgias was composed prior to the introduction of reincarnation).>®

The soul, according to Er, arrives at the judgement, and here it is separated into ‘just’ and ‘unjust’;
the ‘just’ journeying upwards, and the ‘unjust’ downwards (10.614b8-d3).>%° This accords with the
idea of ascent and descent Sokrates introduced above (Chapter 2.9.3), in which a descent results in
pain, whilst an ascent results in pleasure. Here, the soul adjudged unjust and worthy of punishment,
experience a descent; whilst the contrary — the just souls — experience a clear ascent, suggestive of

pleasure.

In the specific context of this account, Sokrates introduces a further detail: each soul travels upwards
or downwards, with a record of their judgement attached to their chests. The record attached to the
unjust soul included, further, a catalogue of the deeds that condemned that soul to its present fate
(10.614c8-d3). In outlining, specifically, the deeds that resulted in this adjudication, the unjust soul is
able to learn which of their acts were unjust, in order that they may understand the nature of their
injustice. Yet, the inclusion of a record detailing the soul’s injustice affixes a further condition to the
corrective punishment of the unjust soul — an element of public humiliation. Public humiliation
serves (a) as a form of correction, since it shames the unjust soul into not committing the same acts
of injustice; and (b) as a form of deterrence for other souls, wishing to avoid such a public display of
humiliation. Consequently, the judges utilize both categories of punishment: corrective and
deterrence, in order to ensure the unjust, ‘curable’ soul benefits from their punishment and learns
from their mistakes. In the case of the ‘incurable’ soul, the catalogue of their deeds serves merely to
accentuate their being made an example, by demonstrating to other souls the punishment of the

‘incurable’ is complete.>?

Punishment and Reward

513 Beversluis (2000): 382; cf. Bobonich (2002): 57-58.
520 Cf. Politeia 9.584c-585a.
521 Cf. Rice (1998): 29.
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TOAAR G topeiag dpaivecBal HKeLy, Kal Aopévag G TOV AsLuiva
anovoac olov év mavnyUpel karaoknvaoBat, kot dondlecdatl
Te AARAAG o0t yvwpLpoL, Kal tuvedveoBal TAg Te £K TH¢ Vi
nkovoog Mapd TV ETEPWV TA EKET Kal TAG €k Tol olpavol ta
nap’ ékeivalg. SinyeloBal 6& GAAAAALG TAG eV dSUpopEVaG TE
615.

(a) kal KAaoVoaC, AVapLUVNOKOopEVaC Boa Te Kal ola tdBotev Kal
{Sotev &v Tij UTO YiiC Mopeilq, elvat 8¢ TAV Topeiav XIMETN, TAC
&’ ab €k tol oUpavol eUmadeiac SinyeloBat kat BEag dpnxd-
VoUC TO KAAAoC.

T pév o0V oA, ® MavKwv, ToAoD xpovou Stnyroa-

oBat 1o & o0V kepdAatov Edn TOSE elvat, OO TIWIOTE T
néiknoav kol 66ou¢ £kaaTol, UTIEP Amavtwy Siknv Sedwkévat
&V UEPEL, UTEP EKAOTOU SEKAKLC, TOUTO &’ €lval KATA £KATOV-
taetnpida €kdotny, wg Blou évtog tocouTou Tol AvBpwrivou,
(b) tva ekamAdolov T0 Ektelopa To0 ASLKAUATOG EKTIVOLEV, Kal
olov €l Tve¢ ToAOTS Bavdtwy Aoav aiTlol, fj TOAELS TTPOSOVTES
| otpatoneda, kai ic Souleiag €uBePAnkoOTEC f TLVOC GAANC
Kakouxiag petaitiol, maviwy Toutwv dekamlaaoiag dhyndovag
UTEP £KAOTOU KopioawTo, kat ab & Tvac evepyeoiac eVep-
VETNKOTEC Kot SiKaLoL Kol BOLoL yeyoVOTEC €1eV, KATA TOUTA

v a€lav kopilowrto. Thv 6& 0BV yevouEvwy Kai OAlyov

(c) xpovov Blrotvtwy méptL GANa EAeyev UK AELa LVALING. €i¢ 6&
BeoU¢ doePelog te kal eboePelog Kal yoveéag Kal alTOXELPOG
dovou peifoug £t tolg pLoboug dinyetto.

"Edn yap 6 mapayevecHal EpWTWHEVW ETEPW UMO ETEPOU

émou €ln ApSiaiog 6 péyac. 0 8¢ Apdlatog oUToGC THC
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MNapduAiag v TVt TOAEL TUPAVVOG EYEYOVEL, HON XIALOOTOV
£10¢ £iG €KETVOV TOV XpOVOV, YEPOVTA TE TTATEPA ATOKTEIVOLC

(d) kat mpeaPButepov adeAdov, kal aAAa 61) ToAAA T Kal dvoola
elpy0opEVOC, WG EAEYETO. £ 00V TOV EPWTWHEVOV ELMETY,
“OuY fikeL,” pavat, “o0d’ avntel Sedpo. é0sacdpeda yap ovv
61 kal tolto thv vy Beapdtwy: €meldn éyyug tol otopiou
AHEV MEANOVTEC AVLéval Kal TOAO TIAVTA TTEMOVOATEC, EKETVOV
te Kateidopev £€aidvnc katl GAAoug, oxedov tL alTt®V TolG
mAeloTouC TUpAvvoug, Aoav 8¢ Kal iStetal Tveg TV peydia
(e) AnapTnkOTWY: 00¢ olopévoug OGN AvapBrioeaBbal oUk £6€xeTo
TO OTOMLOV, GAN EUUKATO OMOTE TIC TV OUTWE AVIATWG
£xoviwv eig movnplav A ur ikavdg dedwkwg diknv €miyelpot
aviéval. évtadBa 6n Gvdpeg, £dn, dyplot, Stamupol ibely,
MAPEoTWTEC Kal KatapovOdvovteg 1o GpOEypa, Toug pev
SLOAaBOVTEC fiyov, TOV 6€ ApdLaiov Kal BAAOUC CUMMOSIoAVTES
616.

(a) xelpag te kal modac kat kepaAnv, katafarovteg Kal EkSei-
POVTEC, ELAKOV TTAPAL THV 080V £KTOC € AOTIOAGO WY KVA-
TITOVTEC, KOl TOTC Gel TapLoiol ONAVOVTEC WV EVekd Te Kal
OTL eig TOV Taptapov éumecoupevol Gyolvto.” EvBa 61 dpopwv,
£dn, moA\QV kal mavtodaniv odiotv yeyovotwy, Tolitov
UmepBAMAELY, U YEVOLTO £kGoTw TO GOEyua Ote avapaivol,
Kol dopevéotata £K0OTOV OLynoavtog avapival. kat Tag pev
81 Sikag Te Kol TLHWPLOC TOLAUTAC TVAG VAL, KAl o TG

(b) evepyeoiag TavTalg dviiotpddoug.

[LOEB translation:] ““In this way, then, he said he saw the souls, when judgment had
been passed, leaving by one of the openings in the sky and one in the ground, while
by the other two, out of the one coming up from the ground, were souls covered in
filth and dust, and down from the other one from the sky came others purified.
Those arriving in a steady stream seemed to have come from a long journey and
gladly came into the meadow and settled themselves down as if at a public festival,
and those who were acquainted greeted each other. And those coming up out of the
ground asked the others about what was up there above, while those coming down
from the sky asked the others about where they had been. They conversed with
each other, the former lamenting and weeping when they recalled how much and
what kind of things they had suffered and seen on their journey underground, and
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that the journey took a thousand years. And those coming from the sky described in
their turn their pleasant experiences and the sights overwhelming in their beauty.

Now he said that most of this, Glaucon, would need a long time to describe, but the
main thing was this: whatever wrongs they had committed, and however many
people they had individually wronged, they had paid for them all in turn, ten times
over for each one, that is each one a hundred years on the grounds that such was
the life span of a human being, so that they might pay a tenfold penalty for their
wrongdoing. For example, if any of them had been responsible for the deaths of
many people, or they had betrayed cities, or armies, or thrown people into slavery,
or had been responsible for any other maltreatment, they would bring upon
themselves ten-fold pain for every one of these, and again if they had performed
some good services and become just and devout, by the same token they would gain
a worthy reward. He made some other remarks not worth mentioning about those
who had just been born and only lived a short time. He explained the still greater
rewards and punishments for those impious and pious toward the gods or their
parents, and for murder.

He said, you see, that he was there when someone asked another where Ardiaeus
the Great was. This man Ardiaeus had made himself tyrant in one of the cities in
Pamphylia (it was already a thousand years back to that time), and it was said that
he had killed his aged father and his elder brother, and committed many other
wicked deeds. So he said that the man questioned answered, ‘He hasn’t come, nor
will he ever come up here. For we saw the following among the terrifying sights:
when we were near the entrance waiting to come up when all our other sufferings
were over, we suddenly saw him and others: nearly all of them had been tyrants,
but there were also some private individuals from those who had committed great
misdeeds. They already thought they would be on their way up, but the exit didn’t
let them through, but roared whenever any of those who were so incorrigible as
regards their depravity, or hadn’t sufficiently paid the penalty, tried to go up.
Thereupon,” he said, ‘men wild and fiery to look at who were standing by and paying
attention to the noise, took hold of some and led them away, but they tied Ardiaeus
and others up by their hands, feet, and necks, threw them down and flayed them.
They dragged them away by the side of the road, carding them on thorns and
indicating to those who were continually passing by the reasons for this and the fact
that they were being led off to be thrown into Tartarus.” Then, he said, of the many
fears of every kind they experienced there, the one that predominated was in case
the sound should break out when each one went up: indeed, each one went up
most gladly when there was silence. So these were the various kinds of punishment
and retribution, and again their counterparts the rewards for the good.””

Er continues his account of the afterlife with a recounting of the fates of the ‘just’ and ‘unjust’ souls
(10.614d4-616b1). In particular, Er details the length and scale of punishment or reward
respectively. In dialogues such as the Gorgias or the Apologia, the notion of reincarnation was
absent. It was enough, in these cases, to relate that punishment or reward occurred for the rest of
time. The Phaidon, however, introduces the notion of reincarnation into the afterlife. This

necessitates the existence of a timescale in relation to punishment and reward, as the soul must
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cease, at some point, to experience these things and proceed to reincarnation. The Phaidon
provided no details regarding the length of time a soul spent in Hades, but it is evident that the soul
does not spend eternity in the afterlife, unless it happens to belong to two particular categories of
soul: ‘the philosopher’s soul’ and the ‘incurable’ soul.>?? In the Phaidon, these two categories appear
to correspond to those that experience psychic pleasure and psychic pain (see further Chapter
2.9.3), thus proffering the suggestion that only those souls that experience bodily pleasure or pain in
the afterlife continue to experience reincarnation. These two categories of soul continue to exist in
the Politeia, but whilst the incurable soul continues to be exempt from re-entering the cycle of
reincarnation, the philosopher’s soul re-enters the cycle, in contrast to the Phaidon. Thus, either the
philosopher’s soul does not experience psychic pleasure in Hades, or Sokrates does not believe it
possible for even the philosopher to achieve true knowledge, thereby attaining full psychic pleasure

(See further Chapter 3.9).

First, Er relates the length and scale of the punishment that belongs to the ‘curable’ soul. It is useful
to note that in the Politeia, the category of soul identified in the Phaidon as the ‘average’ soul, no
longer appears to exist. This category appears to have been subsumed by the wider categories of
‘just’ and ‘curable’ souls. It could be that this category is removed given the theory of ascent and
descent Sokrates introduces in the Politeia. The ‘average’ soul in the Phaidon experiences neither a
descent nor ascent but remains at the Akherousian Lake, and undergoes both punishment and
reward for its deeds. In the Politeia, it is not possible for the soul to experience punishment or
reward without experiencing some kind of ascent or descent; therefore, it is not possible for the
‘average’ soul to exist, whilst still undergoing punishment and reward. This may be why the soul,
upon its return from punishment or reward, is described as travelling, prior to reincarnation, to a
meadow. At the meadow, the souls undergo neither punishment nor reward, and so require neither

an ascent nor descent, allowing them to exist as ‘average’ souls. Indeed, the Akherousian Lake is

522 Cf, Chapter 3.9. Despite the clear finality of the judgement for both the philosopher’s soul and that of the
incurable soul, Annas (1982a): 131 makes the absurd claim that “in the Republic ... there is no longer any
suggestion that this is a final judgement.”
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described in the Phaidon as the place where souls dwell prior to their reincarnation, and the
meadow in the Politeia, occupies a similar function. Here, according to Er, the souls dwell prior to

their reincarnation.>?

The punishment of the ‘curable’ soul consists of the following:

(a) The sign that accompanies the ‘curable’ soul relates the unjust deeds of that soul, including
the people they have wronged (10.614e6-615a2).

(b) The ‘curable’ soul pays the penalty for each individual injustice they committed, and for each
person they wronged (10.615a5-8).

(c) The ‘curable’ soul pays the penalty ten times over, once in every century of their journey
(10.615a8-9).

(d) A century corresponds, roughly, to the length of a human life, thus the ‘curable’ soul pays a
tenfold penalty for each injustice (10.615a9-b1).

(e) In this way, the unjust soul suffers ten times the pain they had caused to each individual

(10.615b4-5).

The punishment an individual suffers lasts ten times an average human lifetime of one hundred
years, thus the period of punishment lasts approximately 10 x 100 years = 1,000 years.>?*
Punishment, therefore, last for roughly one thousand years, and by extension, one may understand
a particular period of incarnation as lasting for a similar one thousand years. Moreover, the nature
of this punishment combines the different conceptions of punishment given throughout the

dialogue:

(a) Punishment occurs to the ‘curable’ soul due to its ignorance, which leads it to commit
injustice. The soul thus experiences punishment in order to rectify this ignorance, and

prevent reoffending.

523 Cf. Chapter 3.5.3 and 3.6.
524 See also Phaidros 248e-b.
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(b) Punishment occurs because the ‘curable’ soul experiences bodily pain, anticipating future
bad things based on its bodily conception of the bad (10.618b7-619e5), indicative of its
aforementioned ignorance. Thus, the ‘curable’ soul experiences pain and fear.

(c) Finally, punishment occurs because the ‘curable’ soul experiences a descent, travelling
downwards from the place of judgement.>® Thus, the ‘curable’ soul experiences punishment

as it believes it undergoes a perceptible descent.

Conversely, the ‘just’ or ‘pure’ soul (as it is described in the Phaidon, Chapter 2.8.4), undergoes
reward on the same scale as the ‘curable’ soul undergoes punishment (10.615b5-7). Just as the
‘curable’ soul experiences one thousand years of punishment, paying the penalty tenfold, so the
‘just’ soul experiences one thousand years of reward, each reward occurring tenfold. The ‘just’ soul,
like the ‘curable’ soul, experiences reward in such a manner that combines the different conceptions

of reward given throughout the dialogues:

(a) Reward occurs to the ‘just’ soul due to its lack of ignorance, such that it commits more acts
of justice than injustice. The soul thus experiences reward demonstrative of the just manner
in which it lived its life.

(b) Reward occurs to the ‘just’ soul as it experiences bodily pleasure, anticipating future good
things. These ‘good’ things, however, are based upon a bodily conception of the good
(10.618b7-619e5), indicative of the fact that they still possess ignorance, though of a lesser
extent than the ‘curable’ soul. The ‘curable’ soul’s conception of justice is both based on
ignorance, and the source of injustice, whereas the ‘just’ soul’s conception of justice, is
based on ignorance, but does not cause the same level of injustice.

(c) Finally, reward occurs because the ‘just’ soul experiences an ascent, travelling upwards from
the place of judgement.>?® Thus, the ‘just’ soul experiences reward as it believes it undergoes

a perceptible ascent.>?’

525 Cf. Politeia 9.584c-585a.
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Er’s description of punishment and reward proffers the same spectrum of pleasure and pain as that
in Chapter 2.9.3 (cf. the two diagrams there). Here, the two categories of ‘philosopher’s’ soul, and
‘incurable’ soul (10.615a5-c2) occupy the two extremes, whilst the other categories exist at various
points along this spectrum.>? The ‘philosopher’s’ soul dwells closest to Knowledge, experiences the
largest ascent, and that pleasure most akin to psychic pleasure (‘true’ pleasure). The ‘incurable’ soul
experiences the contrary — it dwells closest to Ignorance, experiences the largest descent, and

psychic pain (‘true’ pain, 10.615c1-3, 615c4-616b1).°%

It is for this reason that | must disagree with scholars, such as Edmonds 11l (2012) who argues that
Plato uses “a threat of hell-fire” to convince his readers that “justice pays ‘in the end.””>* This |
understand to mean that Plato is using the threat of physical pain in the afterlife as the “greatest of
punishments,” in order to, essentially, scare his readers into acting a particular way. First, | proffer
that such arguments are too entrenched within Western Christianity and the popular image of “Hell”
as a place of eternal torment and the worst things a human mind could imagine (e.g. Dante’s
Inferno, or Milton’s Paradise Lost). This Western Christian tradition leads many Western scholars
into assuming that any conception of the afterlife that proffers a system of punishment and reward
for some kind of disembodied soul, must rely on the existence of “hell-fire,” since this is ultimately

the default position of their conceptual framework.

Second, as | believe | have shown above, the greatest “punishment” Plato can think of is being as
close as possible to Ignorant on the Knowledge-lgnorance spectrum. Rather than undergoing some
kind of physical suffering, Plato presents an Incurable soul as being a soul forever in “the dark” far

away from the “love” of wisdom/knowledge, and the “light” of the “truth,” possessing none of the

526 Cf. Politeia 9.584c-585a.

527 cf. Nomoi 10.903b-903e.

528 This may explain their initial exclusion from Er’s account, necessitating for the separate description.
529 Cf. White (1979): 263-4, 265-6; McPherran (2006): 258.

530 Edmonds 11l (2012): 165.
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“good.”>3! | admit that just as Western scholars are influenced in their conception of the afterlife by
the culture and society to which they belong, so it is true that | may be influenced by the culture and
society to which | belong. In my case, | belong come from a predominately Eastern Christian culture
and society, one which conceives of “Hell” differently to Western Christianity; rather than eternal
“hell-fire,” an Eastern Christian “Hell” is more a place of eternal darkness, far away from the loving

embrace, and the truth of Jesus Christ.

Nonetheless, having enumerated this potential influence on my reasoning, | think Plato’s description
of the punishments and rewards that await in the afterlife, in addition to the Knolwedge-lgnorance
spectrum | have enumerated, and the existence of Incurable souls, are consistent with that
understanding of the “greatest of punishments” | have outlined above. This understanding, in turn,
emphasizes the importance of the Platonic Wager, since the only way in which one can avoid this
“greatest of punishments” is by accepting the Wager, and following the Sokratic way of life — one

devoted to truth and knowledge.

(2.10) The Theaitetos

531 See also Rowe (2012): 195 who argues, in reference to the Gorgias myth, “Socratic 'punishment,' as | have
argued, is Socratic dialectic: as Socrates himself puts it at 505¢3-4”; and “Socrates claims that the [Gorgias]
myth, for him, is a logos, because it says what is true. An what it says, above all, is that the unjust suffer, are
damaged, harmed, and go on being harmed, by the very fact that they commit injustice ... Tyrants like
Archelaus are supposed already to have plumbed the depths of bad judgement and ignorance. What makes
their lives so bad is just the distance that separates them from the good and wise life” (page 197). | believe
that Rowe’s arguments here support that which | have argued for above. See too Pender (2012): 199 who, in
reference to the geographic account of the afterlife in the Phaidon, argues “my view [is] that the myth
presents five distinct regions of the true earth, where the different terrains and climates match the moral
condition and cognitive capacities of the souls dwelling there”; and Pender (2012): 217, “The most significant
outcome of this further application is the identification of Tartarus as a place where the soul cannot
philosophize.” Cf. Pender (2012): 209-210, 216-217, 220, 223, 227, 229, and especially Pender’s refutation of
Annas’ analysis of the Phaidon from pp. 231-232; indeed, | highly recommend Pender’s article for a more in-
depth application of the above understanding of punishment and reward to the eschatological myth of the
Phaidon.
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(2.10.1) 150a-151d

Throughout Chapter 2, one idea appears consistently — the idea that the philosopher, through
discussion and dialectic, effects ‘living’ judgements of the soul. In this way, the philosopher (or
maybe ‘Philosophy’ in the abstract), helps an individual identify the fallacious beliefs in their soul.
These fallacious beliefs, according to Sokrates, constitute ignorance, and it is this ignorance that
leads to the perpetration of injustice. This particular conclusion Sokrates bases on the notion that
one does not desire what is evil, therefore, one cannot commit injustice willingly. Only through
ignorance may one commit such an act, mistakenly believing that what they desire is ‘good’ when it

is not.

The philosopher’s ability to examine an individual’s beliefs, and identify any ignorance that may exist
within the individual’s soul, affords that individual the opportunity to rectify their ignorance — to
‘cure’ themselves. Why would it be necessary to avail one’s soul of ignorance? From an ethical
perspective, Sokrates argues the individual will be less likely to commit a future injustice, based
upon this present ignorance. In this way, one lives a life closer to justice, free of wickedness and
impiety, and all those things encompassing the category ‘evil.” From an epistemological perspective,
the recognition of one’s own ignorance, Sokrates believes, will exhort and incite one to engage in

discussion, and investigate ‘the truth.’>32

Finally, from a metaphysical perspective, identifying an individual’s ignorance, prior to their death,
ensures they are afforded the opportunity to correct any injustice they may have committed
because of this ignorance, and, in learning of their ignorance, to refrain from committing future
injustice. This ensures their soul arrives at the judgement in Hades in as ‘pure’ a state as possible,
free from injustice, and in the possession of something other than ignorance. Only in this way may

the soul, according to Plato, achieve its telos (see above). Of course, both the ethical and

532 Cf. Sokrates’ discussion with Menon'’s slave, Menon 82bff. Sayers (1999): 123, 127.
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epistemological perspectives exist independent of the metaphysical. Yet, it is through this
metaphysical thesis that Plato unites these disparate threads, in order to justify the need to avail

oneself of ignorance, and live a just life.

The so-called ‘Sokratic’ dialogues, in particular, present a Sokrates actively engaging in this form of
‘living’ judgement of the soul. He demonstrates to various interlocutors the ‘ignorance’ of their
beliefs; their aporia serving to instigate their corrective punishment, beginning the removal of this
ignorance, and the desire to investigate ‘the truth.” In addition, the various eschatological accounts
Sokrates relates, e.g. the Myth of Er (Chapter 2.9.4), serve to compliment these ‘living’ judgements,

by exhorting the individual to action:

(i) to choose a life free of injustice and ignorance;

(ii) to choose to discover whether they possess ignorance within their soul;

(iii) to choose to engage in philosophical discussion, and test their beliefs; and

(iv) to choose to investigate ‘the truth’; rectify their ignorance, and avoid the committing of

future injustice.

The role given to philosophy and the philosopher in identifying the ignorance within the soul
culminates in Sokrates’ so-called ‘art of midwifery’ (€ufj Téxvn tfi¢ Laleboewg, 150b6), first
introduced in the Theaitetos (150a1-151d6), though this might be retroactively applied to the

‘Sokratic’ dialogues in particular.

The Sokratic Art of Midwifery

(150a) 2Q. OU yap. GAAG 8L TV ASLKOV TE Kal Atexvov
ouvaywynv avdpdg kal yuvakog, f 81 mpoaywyia dvopa,
peUyouot Kai THV TPOUVNOTIKAY &Te oepval oUoal ai paiat,
doPoupeval pur gig ékelvnv v aitiav S1d taltny EUNécwaoly:
£Tel TATG YE OVTWE Palalg LOVaLG TTOU TIPOCHKEL KAl TTPOUVA-
cooBat 6pOQG.

OEAI. Qaivetodt.
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20). T pév tolvuv TGV pativ toooltov, EAattov &€

o0 €uol Spapatog. oU yap MPOCeoTL yuvalélv Eviote pév

(b) €ldwAa TikTeLY, £0TL &’ OTE AANOWVQA, TOUTO &€ I pasdlov
glvalL SLayvval. €l yap mpooiiv, HEYLOTOV Te Kail KAAALOTOV
gpyov AV v Taic paiolg o Kpively T© GAnBEC Te Kal pi-
oUK olel;

OEAL."Eywye.

0. TH 6€ v €UR Téxvn TAC HaleVOEWG TA PEV BAAN

UTtapyelL 0oa ékeivalg, Stadépel 6& T te Avopag AANA pr
yuvaikog patevecBat kal Td Tag Puxag adT®V TIKToUoag
£TILOKOTIETV AANA KN TQ owpoTa. péylotov & ToUT évt

(c) Tij ARETEPQ TEXVN, Pacavilelv SuvVATOV Elvat AVTL TPOTIW
notepov ldwlov kat Peblidog anotiktel tol véou i Stavola
f YOVLUOV T€ Kal AANBEC. €mel TOSE ye Kal éuol UTIApP)XEL

Ormep tolc paiolg ayovog sipt codiag, kat omep 6N moAol
poL Wveldloav, we toug pev GAAOUC EpwT®, aUTOC 6& oUSEV
amodaivopal mept oUSeVOG S1a TO UNdEv Exelv codov, AANBEC
ovelbilouotv. TO &€ aitliov TouTou TOdE: patslecBal pe 6
BedC AvayKAlel, yevwdv 8¢ amekwAuoev. gipt 8f) o0V avTog
(d) pév o0 mavu tL 00d0o¢g, 00SE Ti pot EoTy eUpnua Tololtov
yeyovoc T ¢ £uiic Yuxiic Ekyovov: ol & éuol ouyylyvopevol
TO Hév ip@ToV daivovtal £viol PEV Kal TAvVU AUaBETS, TAVTECG
8¢ mpoiovong Tii¢ cuvouoiac, olomep Gv 6 BedC Mapeikn,
Baupaotov 0oov EMBLEOVTEG, WG AUTOLG Te Kal Tolg GAAOLG
Sokolot kal tolto évapysg OtL ap’ éuod oUdEv MwoTe
poOodvteg, AAN avtol map’ auT®v TTOAAA Kal KAAX EUPOVTEC
TE KOl TEKOVTEG. TA¢ HEVTOL paleiag O Bed¢ Te Kal Eyw

(e) aitioc. MEe ¢ Sfihov- ToANOL F{6n TOTTO ByVOrCaVTEC Kot
£autol¢ aitlaodpevol, éuol 6¢ katadpovrioavteg, fj altol i
O’ aA\wv nieloBévteg anfiABov mpwaitepov tol déovtog,
aneABovtec 6¢€ Td e Aound EENUBAwoav SLA Tovnpav

ocuvouoiav Kal Td U’ €pol poteuBévta Kak®g TpEdovTeg
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anwAeoay, Peudij kal eidwla repl mAeiovog molnoapevol
100 dAnBolc, TeAeutiivieg &’ auTolg te Kal Tolg GAAOLG

151.

(a) €50€av ApaBETS elvat. GV €1¢ yéyovev AploTeidng 6 Auct-
paxou kai dAAot tavu moAAoli: ob¢, 6tav maAv EABwaot
Sedpevol TG éuiig ouvouaiag kal Bavpaotda SpHVTEG, &violg
UEV TO YLYVOUEVOV HoL Salpoviov AmokwAUEL GUVETVaL, £VIOLg
8¢ &4, kal dAv oUToL ESI8600L. Ttdoxouaot 8¢ &n ol £pol
OuyyLyvouevol kal Todto TadTov Talc Tiktoloalg wdivouat

yap Kot amopiag EumipmAavtal vOKTaG Te Kot AUEPOC TTOAU
paAAov A ‘ketval tadtnv € TV woilva éyeipelv te Kal

(b) dromavew /) un Téxvn Svvatat. kal oUToL PEv 81y oD TWC.
gviolc 8¢, W Oeaitnte, ol dv pot Hr §AEwaot mwe yKUIOVEC
glvat, yvoUc OTL o0&V €pol Séovtal, TEVU EUHEVRIC TIPOUVRILOL
Kai, oLV B lmelv, MAVUL KaVGIC TOMAw OLg BV GUYYEVO-

HEVOL BVaVTO- WV TIOAAOUC pév 81 £€€8wka Mpodikw, TOANOUC
6& GAAoLc codoic te kal Bsoneaiolg avdpaot. tadta &n

0oL, K &pLOTE, Eveka TOUSE UKLV UTIOTITEVW OF, (WOTIEP

kal a0TOC oleL, WSiveL TL kKuodvta £vSov. Tpoodépou olV

(c) mpog e we mPoG patag VOV Kal alTOV PALEUTLKOV, Kal & Gv
EpwT® PoBUHOT BTIWC 010G T 1 oUTWCE dmokpivacdat: Kat

€AV BpaL OKOTIOVUEVOC TL WV &V Aéync fynowpat idwAov

Kkal pf) GANBEC, elta Umefap®pat Kot AroPEAw, ) dyplatve
WOTIEP Al MPWTOTOKOL Ttepl TA TtaLdia. moAAol yap [ién,

& BAUUAOLE, TPAC pe OUTW SLETEONTAV, HOTE ATEXVHC SAKVELV
£TopoL elvat, EMelSav Twva Afjpov alTdv ddatpipal, Kat oUK
olovrtal pe ebvoiq tolto molelv, moppw Ovieg ol eldéval OTL
(d) oUbelg Bedg Suovoug dvBpwrolg, 008’ éyw Sduovola Tololitov
oUS6&V 5p, AANG pot Peldog te ouyxwpfioal Kal GANBEg
adavicat oUSAPGIC BEpLS. LAY 6 o0V £€ dpXfic, ®

Oealitnte, 6TL MOT £0TlV £TULOTAUN, TTELP® AEyeLly: wG & ol

0l0C T €1, undEmoT elmnc. €av yap Bedg £0£An Kal avdpiln,
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olog T €on.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. No; but because there is a wrongful and unscientific way of
bringing men and women together, which is called pandering, the midwives, since
they are women of dignity and worth, avoid match-making, through fear of falling
under the charge of pandering. And yet the true midwife is the only proper match-
maker.

Theaet. It seems so.

Soc. So great, then, is the importance of midwives; but their function is less
important than mine. For women do not, like my patients, bring forth at one time
real children and at another mere images which it is difficult to distinguish from the
real. For if they did, the greatest and noblest part of the work of the midwives would
be in distinguishing between the real and the false. Do you not think so?

Theaet. Yes, | do.

Soc. All that is true of their art of midwifery is true also of mine, but mine differs
from theirs in being practised upon men, not women, and in tending their souls in
labour, not their bodies. But the greatest thing about my art is this, that it can test in
every way whether the mind of the young man is bringing forth a mere image, an
imposture, or a real and genuine offspring. For | have this in common with the
midwives: | am sterile in point of wisdom, and the reproach which has often been
brought against me, that | question others but make no reply myself about anything,
because | have no wisdom in me, is a true reproach; and the reason of it is this: the
god compels me to act as midwife, but has never allowed me to bring forth. | am,
then, not at all a wise person myself, nor have | any wise invention, the offspring
born of my own soul; but those who associate with me, although at first some of
them seem very ignorant, yet, as our acquaintance advances, all of them to whom
the god is gracious make wonderful progress, not only in their own opinion, but in
that of others as well. And it is clear that they do this, not because they have ever
learned anything from me, but because they have found in themselves many fair
things and have brought them forth. But the delivery is due to the god and me. And
the proof of it is this : many before now, being ignorant of this fact and thinking that
they were themselves the cause of their success, but despising me, have gone away
from me sooner than they ought, whether of their own accord or because others
persuaded them to do so. Then, after they have gone away, they have miscarried
thenceforth on account of evil companionship, and the offspring which they had
brought forth through my assistance they have reared so badly that they have lost it;
they have considered impostures and images of more importance than the truth,
and at last it was evident to themselves, as well as to others, that they were
ignorant. One of these was Aristeides, the son of Lysimachus, and there are very
many more. When such men come back and beg me, as they do, with wonderful
eagerness to let them join me again, the spiritual monitor that comes to me forbids
me to associate with some of them, but allows me to converse with others, and
these again make, progress. Now those who associate with me are in this matter
also like women in childbirth; they are in pain and are full of trouble night and day,
much more than are the women; and my art can arouse this pain and cause it to
cease. Well, that is what happens to them. But in some cases, Theaetetus, when
they do not seem to me to be exactly pregnant, since | see that they have no need of
me, | act with perfect goodwill as match-maker and, under God, | guess very
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successfully with whom they can associate profitably, and | have handed over many
of them to Prodicus, and many to other wise and inspired men.

Now | have said all this to you at such length, my dear boy, because | suspect that
you, as you yourself believe, are in pain because you are pregnant with something
within you. Apply, then, to me, remembering that | am the son of a midwife and
have myself a midwife’s gifts, and do your best to answer the questions | ask as | ask
them. And if, when | have examined any of the things you say, it should prove that |
think it is a mere image and not real, and therefore quietly take it from you and
throw it away, do not be angry as women are when they are deprived of their first
offspring. For many, my dear friend, before this have got into such a state of mind
towards me that they are actually ready to bite me, if | take some foolish notion
away from them, and they do not believe that | do this in kindness, since they are far
from knowing that no god is unkind to mortals, and that | do nothing of this sort
from unkindness, either, and that it is quite out of the question for me to allow an
imposture or to destroy the true. And so, Theaetetus, begin again and try to tell us
what knowledge is. And never say that you are unable to do so; for if God wills it and
gives you courage, you will be able.”

The basic aim of this Sokratic midwifery is to distinguish between ‘true’ and ‘false’ offspring (150a8-

b4). A regular midwife helps a woman to deliver her offspring; however, the midwife is unable to

distinguish whether the offspring is ‘true,” both in terms of legitimacy and concerning its nature.

533

Were the ‘natal’ midwife to possess an understanding of these things, then the midwife would be

able to determine whether:

(a) they have performed a just act in assisting in the birth of that particular child, i.e. whether it

is of benefit to the community that this child has been born; and

(b) the child they have helped to birth is ‘truly’ worthy of life, or whether it is not better both

for the child’s soul and the souls of others, for the child to die before it commits a grave

injustice.

In the case of this Sokratic midwifery, on the other hand, the philosopher-midwife is able to

determine whether the offspring of the soul, i.e. one’s beliefs and opinions, are ‘true.” The

philosopher-midwife hears what the individual has to say, ensuring they study the individual’s soul

as thoroughly as possible. In this way, the philosopher-midwife distinguishes between:

533 Cf. Gorgias 511dff.

305



(1) that belief that is ‘true’ and of benefit to the soul, thus warranting further care and nurture,
in order that it might lead to a more just and knowledgeable arrangement of the soul; and
(2) that belief that is ‘false’ and of harm to the soul, thus warranting immediate erasure (or

rectification), lest it precipitates a future injustice or harm (151b6-d6).>3

This Sokratic midwifery, however, assumes two particular suppositions:

(i) the philosopher knows the ‘truth,’ (or at least ‘the false’), or else they will be unable to
distinguish between what is ‘true’ and what is ‘false’;

(ii) the philosopher knows (in a sense) the future, or else the they will be unable to determine
whether a particular belief will cause more future harm than benefit, thereby warranting

correction.

The first assumption derives from the well-known Delphic maxim, ‘Know Thyself’;>** a maxim
adopted by Sokrates in the notion that the unexamined life is not worth living (Apologia 38a5-6). If
the philosopher-midwife is to know themselves, they must inevitably know whether their beliefs are
‘“true’ or “false.” In the case of Sokrates, for example, he exclaims that he does not know.
Nevertheless, in knowing that he does not know, he knows, at least, what is not-true. For example, if
Ais not-true; B is not-true, and C is not-true; then one knows that ABC is not-true, thus allowing for
D to be ‘less’ not-true than previous attempts.>3® Knowing what is not-true allows the philosopher-
midwife to identify the falsity of another’s beliefs through comparison to this knowledge of what is

not-true.

In the Theaitetos, Sokrates defines a true belief as consisting of two elements: a true judgement, and
an account of this true judgement (201c-210d). The philosopher-midwife is able to combine their
knowledge of what is not-true with their knowledge of philosophical method, e.g. dialectic, diairesis,

and elenkhos, in order to identify structural weaknesses in another’s account of their beliefs. This

534 Nomoi 2.661c-e.
535 Kharmides 164d; Nomoi 11.923a; Phaidros 230a; Philebos 48c; Protagoras 343b.
536 Cf. Kuhn (1970 2nd ed): passim.
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allows the philosopher-midwife to identify another’s beliefs as ‘false’ by either declaring it a ‘false’
judgement, or as a problematic account. In either case, the individual’s belief cannot be declared a

‘true’ belief, as defined in the Theaitetos (201c-210d).

The second assumption appears as though it requires a knowledge of the future.>¥’ Yet, this
knowledge of ‘the future’ is not so much foreknowledge in a religious esoteric sense, but more
prediction in a modern scientific sense. In this case, in knowing what is not-true, and utilizing the
philosophical method, the philosopher-midwife is able to extrapolate, in a reasoned manner,
whether a particular belief is likely to cause future harm to the soul. For example, a modern scientist
knows that if one drops an apple from a height on the earth, the apple will never fall upwards.
Consequently, whenever an individual seeks to drop an apple from height on the earth, the scientist,

in effect, ‘predicts the future’ by reasoning that the apple will not fall upwards.

Likewise, the philosopher-midwife might reason that Homer’s anthropomorphic descriptions of the
gods are not-true.>*® So, were the philosopher-midwife to detect this belief within the soul of an
individual, either as a ‘true’ judgement or as part of an account, then the philosopher-midwife might
extrapolate from this that the belief of the individual is impious. Given the impiety of this notion, the

339 concluding that this belief is likely to cause future

philosopher-midwife will ‘predict the future,
harm to the soul, either as the source of an unjust act, or as the reason for the soul’s future

punishment in Hades.> Therefore, this particular belief must be considered fallacious, and

extinguished from the individual’s soul.

537 Cf. the Symposion 188b.

538 E.g. Euthyphron passim., Phaidros 246b-e.

539 This is possible if one has knowledge of the Forms — believed to be immortal and changeless; for the Forms
were true in the past, are true in the present, and will be true in the future. Therefore, one who possesses
knowledge of Justice, for example, will be capable of determining what was just in the past, what is just in the
present, and what will be just in the future, effectively ‘predicting the future.’ Cf. the use of mathematical
formulae in modern physics, which allow one who possesses knowledge of these formulae to ‘predict the
future,” since, like the Forms, they are understood to be immortal and changeless truths. Thus, whether one
wants to calculate the mass of the sun billions of years ago, in the present, or billions of years in the future,
one will utilize the same mathematical formula.

540 Cf. Vlastos (1999b): 56-77 on Sokrates characterization as the pious individual, par excellence.
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The above understanding of the ‘art of midwifery’ receives further support in Sokrates description of

how this form of midwifery should be carried out:

(a) This kind of midwifery attends to men rather than women, or maybe men as well as women
(150b6-8).

(b) It consists of a close inspection of the soul, rather than the body (150b8-9).°*

(c) It requires the ability to apply all possible tests to the soul’s offspring, in order to determine
whether the offspring is an ‘image’ or ‘likeness,’ i.e. a falsity, or ‘true’ (150b9-d2).

(d) Regardless of whether the soul ‘births’ a truth or a falsity, continued exposure to this
midwifery results in positive progress for the soul (150d2-8).

(e) On the other hand, those who abandon this form of midwifery, and leave the company of
the philosopher-midwife, fall into a state of ignorance, and the potential ‘truths’ in their soul

are ‘miscarried’ or ‘neglected’ (150d8-151b6).>*

This description emphasizes the similarity between this form of midwifery and the judgement of the
soul by the ‘true’ judges, as outlined in the Gorgias (Chapter 2.4.4). In this case, that it consists of a
close and intimate examination of the individual’s soul in order to determine its arrangement,
including the extent to which it is ignorant. The philosopher-midwife, in this regard, functions similar
to the ‘true’ judge in Hades, effecting a ‘living judgement of the soul. Yet, it is not enough merely for
an individual to recognize the ignorance that exists within their soul, but they must continue to
investigate and search for the ‘truth.” Only in this continued search for truth and knowledge may the
individual’s soul ensure it never descends into ignorance, since even the most just of individuals may

fall into a state of ignorance should they cease to investigate, and allow their beliefs to ‘miscarry.’

The philosopher-midwife’s soul serves the further function, in this case, to encourage and exhort the

individual not to allow their beliefs to become neglected. In a sense, the philosopher-midwife must,

541 Cf. Chapter 2.3.

542 See Theaitetos 151aff.; Sokrates daimonion prevents him from allowing certain former students to return to
his tutelage, presumably so that the ignorance in the souls of these former pupils do not pollute the soul of
Sokrates.
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therefore, descend back into the cave, and guide others to learn for themselves what is an illusion (a
shadow on the wall), and foster an environment within their soul conducive to the recollection of
true belief.>** When considered in this manner, the philosopher-midwife evokes the ideal of the
modern university educator, who seeks to guide the student in their own search for knowledge, and
helps to counsel the student, should their search begin to err. In order to perform this task, the
university educator, like the philosopher-midwife, does not need a complete knowledge of what is

‘true,” but needs only know what is not-true, and what is likely ‘true’ belief.>*

(2.11) The Nomoi

(2.11.1) 5.731b-732b

(731b3) BupoEetSH pev 61 xpr mavta &vspa givat, tpdov 8¢
w¢ OTL paALoTa. Ta yap TV GAMwv xalend kal duciata

A Kal to mapamnayv aviata adikApata ouk £0TV GAAWG K-
dUYElV R HoxOUEVOV KOl AUUVOHEVOV VIKWVTA KAl TE undev
aviéval koAalovra, Todto 6£ dvev Bupol yevvaiou Puxn mdoa
(c) adUvartog Spdv. Ta &’ al THV doot aStkoUow pév, tatd
8¢, YLYVWOKeLY Xpr) Mp@OTOV eV OTLTIAG O ASLIKOC OUY EKWV
AbKoG: TV yap peylotwy Kak®v o0delg 000l 006EV
£KWV KEKTATO GV TIOTE, TIOAU &€ fiKLoTa £V Tol¢ TGV £0uTtol
Tpwtarolg. Yuyn &, we imopev, GAnbeia yé éotv mdowv
TULLWTOTOV- £V 00V T() TUULWTATW TO LEYLOTOV KAKOV OUSELS
£KWV UN ote AAPn kat i 61 Blou kekTNUEVOG AUTO. AAAA
ENEEVOG UEV TAVTWG O YE ASLKOC Kal O TA Kakd Exwv, EAeely

(d) 6& tOV pév laoua Exovra EyxwpEl Kal dveipyovta Ttov Bupov

543 Cf. Politeia 7.514-520a.
544 See also McDowell (1973): 116-117.
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npalvelv Kal P dkpaxoAolvta YUVALKELWG TIKpOLVOEVOV
Slatelely, T & AkpATWE Kal AmopapudnTwe MANKEAET Kol
KOK® €dLéval ST TNV opynv: 810 &1 Buposldi mpenelv Kal
TPAOV PapEV EKAOTOTE €lvat SeTV TOV Ayadov.

Mavtwyv &€ péylotov Kak®v avBpwrolg Tolg ool Ep-
puTov &v Talc Puxaic £0TLy, oL TEC aUTH GUYYVWHINY EXWV
(e) amoduynv o0bepiav pnyavartat tolto & £otv 0 Aéyouaty
w¢ didog aut® mac avBpwrog puoeL TE 0TV Kol 0pBGIg
EXeLTO S€lV elval ToloTTov. TO 8¢ BANBeia ye mavtwv
AauopTNUATWY LA THV 0dodpa £autol phiav altlov Ekaotw
yiyvetal ékdotote. tudpAoltal yap mepl 10 dholpevov 6
SRV, Wote Ta Sikata Kal Td Ayoabd Kal Td KaAd KaK®G
732.

(a) kplve, 1O abtol PO Tol GANBOUC del TLudv S€lv Yol EVOG:
oUte yap £outov olte Ta €autol Xph TOV ye péyav avdpa
£00pevov oTEPYELY, AMG Ta Sikala, £avte ap’ aUT® £Qvte
map’ GAAW HAAAOV TpatTtopeva Tuyxavn. ék taltol 6¢
QUAPTALATOC TOUTOU Kal TO TAV Gpabiov thv map’ alt®

SoKelv codiav elvat yéyove mdow- 60ev oUK el80TEC WG EMOC
elnelv oubév, olopeba ta mavta eidéval, oUK EMITPEMOVTES O&
(b) GAAOLG G N émioTapeBa MpATTELY, AvayKalOpeBa AUAPTAVELY
oUToL MPATTOVTEG. 810 Tavta GvBpwrov xpn devyeLy 1O
od6Spa dNelv alTov, TOV &’ €autol BeAtiw SLwKeLV Ael,
pundepiav atoxuvny £mi TQ) TOLOUTW TMPOCHEV TOLOUEVOV.

[LOEB translation:] “Ath. Every man ought to be at once passionate and gentle in the
highest degree. For, on the one hand, it is impossible to escape from other men’s
wrongdoings, when they are cruel and hard to remedy, or even wholly irremediable,
otherwise than by victorious fighting and self-defence, and by punishing most
rigorously; and this no soul can achieve without noble passion. But, on the other
hand, when men commit wrongs which are remediable, one should, in the first
place, recognize that every wrongdoer is a wrongdoer involuntarily; for no one
anywhere would ever voluntarily acquire any of the greatest evils, least of all in his
own most precious possessions. And most precious in very truth to every man is, as
we have said, the soul. No one, therefore, will voluntarily admit into this most
precious thing the greatest evil and live possessing it all his life long. Now while in
general the wrongdoer and he that has these evils are to be pitied, it is permissible
to show pity to the man that has evils that are remediable, and to abate one’s
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passion and treat him gently, and not to keep on raging like a scolding wife; but in
dealing with the man who is totally and obstinately perverse and wicked one must
give free course to wrath. Wherefore we affirm that it behoves the good man to be
always at once passionate and gentle.

There is an evil, great above all others, which most men have, implanted in their
souls, and which each one of them excuses in himself and makes no effort to avoid.
It is the evil indicated in the saying that every man is by nature a lover of self, and
that it is right that he should be such. But the truth is that the cause of all sins in
every case lies in the person’s excessive love of self. For the lover is blind in his view
of the object loved, so that he is a bad judge of things just and good and noble, in
that he deems himself bound always to value what is his own more than what is
true; for the man who is to attain the title of “Great” must be devoted neither to
himself nor to his own belongings, but to things just, whether they happen to be
actions of his own or rather those of another man. And it is from this same sin that
every man has derived the further notion that his own folly is wisdom; whence it
comes about that though we know practically nothing, we fancy that we know
everything; and since we will not entrust to others the doing of things we do not
understand, we necessarily go wrong in doing them ourselves. Wherefore every man
must shun excessive self-love, and ever follow after him that is better than himself,
allowing no shame to prevent him from so doing.”

The theory of punishment presented by Sokrates (Chapter 2.4), and Protagoras (Chapter 2.6), is
taken up by the Athenian here in the Nomoi. For the proposed Kretan colony, it is this conception of
punishment the Athenian argues should be instituted. This presents a consistent conception of
punishment from the Gorgias of the early period, to the Nomoi of the late. However, whereas in
prior discussions, punishment was discussed in a more abstract sense, the Athenian, in the Nomoi,
attempts to take this conception of punishment and put it into practice. In this way, the Athenian
demonstrates that it is possible for this theory of punishment to exist beyond theory and the

hypothetical, but to constitute the basis for practical application in a civic community.

Accordingly, the Athenian’s theory of the proposed colony’s system of punishment relies on the

following familiar assumptions:

(1) All desire what is not evil;
(2) All who commit injustice, do so unwillingly;

(3) This ‘unwillingness’ is the result of ignorance (5.731c1-3).5#

545 Cf. Chapter 2.4.
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The Athenian transforms these assumptions into the basis of law, and since injustice, according to
the law, originates in ignorance (5.732d6-732b4),>* so the Athenian introduces into the proposed
law the two categories of ignorant soul introduced in the Gorgias (Chapter 2.4): the ‘curable’ and the
‘incurable.’ In this way, these once ethical, epistemological, and metaphysical categories of soul

become legal civic categories also.

Punishment in this proposed colony will not utilize punishment for punishment’s sake, or as a means
of exacting vengeance. Rather, punishment in this colony will consist, in the first instance, of
corrective punishment. Injustice, according to the law, is the result of ignorance, and so civic
punishment should be directed towards a rectification of this ignorance. This rectification is achieved
through education and learning, e.g. the law sentences the ‘curable’ atheist to a course of
educational correction, after which they are free to re-enter civic society, being, in theory, cured of

their ignorance and so unlikely to commit a future injustice.>’

However, as in the Gorgias (Chapter 2.4), there are some individuals for whom education is
ineffective (5.731b3-c1). These individuals may either not pay attention to their corrective
education, or they may fail to absorb this learning (5.731d3-5). Such individuals, according to the
Athenian, exert a conscious choice to do so, and because they actively choose to disregard their
correction, the Athenian reasons it is unlikely for them ever to accept the ‘cure’ of their ignorance
(5.732b5-d7). This individual then falls into the category of ‘incurable,” and in this case, the
community will be justified in executing this individual. The individual’s unwillingness to accept the
‘cure’ for their ignorance, corresponds to an acceptance of injustice. Thus, by allowing this
‘incurable’ individual to live, one is putting the wider community at future risk, either from the

performance of a great act of injustice against the community, e.g. a violent revolt; or by ‘infecting’

546 Cf. Nomoi 9.860c-861a, 9.863a-e, 9.869e-870e.
547 Nomoi 7.797d-e, 9.862c-863a, 10.907d-909d. Cf. Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 64-65.
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other individuals, and inciting or deceiving them into committing injustice themselves (5.732b5-

d7).548

(2.12) Conclusion

A human being (A) is born. According to Plato, this human being is nothing more than the
amalgamation of body (A1) and soul (Az). Human being (A) lives their life and then dies. Death,
according to Plato, is nothing more than the separation of body (A1) from soul (Az). Upon the soul’s
departure, body (A1) resumes its natural state of inanimate existence. Soul (A;), on the other hand,
resumes its natural state of existence —immortal, incorporeal, and immaterial. As an immortal
entity, the soul, according to Plato, undergoes a change in location, travelling from here to a place
akin to it in nature. This place — Hades — is immortal, incorporeal, immaterial, and divine; here, all
disembodied souls gather, and exist together like a community. Like the ideal polis of the Politeia,

% in conjunction with a trio of judges —

this community is governed by a philosopher-king, Plouton,
Minos, Aiakos, and Rhadamanthos — who serve as both guardians of the polis and the law. In this
way, the judges ensure the maintenance of the perfect order and harmony that belongs to this

divine and immortal community.>*°

The soul, (A;), arrives at these judges, who are located outside of the polis of Hades, so as not to give
any unjust soul the opportunity to disrupt the perfect order and harmony of this psychic
community.>*! Here, soul (A,) is judged; and the judges categorize it as being either just or unjust;

pure or impure. This establishes the basis of the judgement as being the extent to which a soul is just

548 Nomoi 9.860e-861, 9.862e-863a, 10.907d-909d, 12.957d-958a.
54 E.g. Kratylos 403aff.; Baxter (1992): 84n.134.

550 Taylor (1991): 90-91, 93, 96.

551 Cf. Allen (2000): 99ff.
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and pure, virtuous and knowledgeable.>* Yet, knowledge and ignorance are not strict binaries, each
soul being either knowledgeable or ignorant; but rather, they constitute two contraries on a
spectrum from the immortal and changeless form of Knowledge, to the immortal and changeless

form of Ignorance. The judge’s classification of soul (Az) depends on its position along this spectrum:

(a) If soul (Az) is adjudged knowledgeable, then the judges determine that it lies closer to
Knowledge than to Ignorance.

a. The judges then make a further distinction, determining whether soul (A;) is that of
a philosopher or not.

b. If soul (A;) does not belong to a philosopher, then the judges adduce it belongs to an
individual who was just, but who possessed no knowledge of why they were just,
e.g. the individual who acts just through habituation.>®? In this case, soul (A;)
receives its appropriate reward, undergoing the kind of pleasure applicable to its
understanding of the term. So, if soul (A;) only understands pleasure in terms of the
bodily, then it receives the bodily type of pleasure, defined as the anticipation of
good things.

c. Ifsoul (A;) does belong to a philosopher, then the judges adduce it belongs to an
individual who was just, but who possessed a knowledge of why they were just. In
this case, soul (A;) lies close to the immortal and changeless form of Knowledge
(though it is not exactly equivalent to it, lest an infinite regress be caused). As such,
the philosopher’s soul undergoes the kind of reward appropriate to its
understanding of pleasure. So, if soul (A), being a philosopher’s soul, possess
knowledge of ‘true’ pleasure, so it will receive the truest kind of pleasure, that
relates to the immortal and the psychic, and assimilate to the divine (see further

Chapter 3).

552 Cf. Menon 89a.
553 rwin (1977): 93; Bobonich (2002): 476.
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(b) If, however, soul (A;) is adjudged unjust, then the judges determine that it lies closer to
Ignorance than to Knowledge.

a. The judges then make a further distinction, determining whether soul (A;) is
‘curable’ or ‘incurable.’ This subsequent distinction is grounded on two of the so-
called Sokratic paradoxes: (i) no one desires what is evil; and (ii) no one errs
willingly.>>*

b. If soul (A;) belongs to an individual whose soul lies closer to the centre of the
spectrum, than to the immortal and changeless form of Ignorance, then it is
classified as being ‘curable.” The judges determine that this individual possessed an
incorrect understanding of what-is-good, and so committed injustice through
ignorance. Yet, their proximity to the centre of the spectrum, suggests they still
possess the capacity to partake of Knowledge. Therefore, they must undergo a
course of corrective punishment in order to instil in them a knowledge of what-is-
good, in the belief that they will cease to commit injustice, once they are in
possession of this knowledge. This punishment corresponds to the understanding of
pain that soul (A;) possesses. So, if soul (A;) is ‘curable’ it will possess an
understanding of pain that relates to the bodily, understood as being the
anticipation of future evils.>*

c. Ifsoul (A;) belongs to an individual whose soul lies closer to the immortal and
changeless form of Ignorance, then it is classified as being ‘incurable.” The judges
determine that such a soul’s proximity to Ignorance signifies a lack of capacity to
partake of Knowledge, since Ignorance itself can never partake of Knowledge itself.

This kind of soul, therefore, will not benefit from any sort of corrective punishment,

and so it must serve as a deterrent to others, so that they may not suffer the same

54 Irwin (1979): 143-147; Mackenzie (1981): 12-17, 34-50, 133-157; Kahn (1996): 132; Allen (2000): 71, 121,
135, 147, 179, 247-251, 266, 277.
%55 Irwin (1979): 245-246; Taylor (1991): 90-91, 93, 96.
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fate. Accordingly, the ‘incurable’ soul undergoes that punishment appropriate to its
understanding of pain, such that it experiences fear and an anticipation of future

evils for the rest of eternity.>*®

Each aspect of the soul’s journey to Hades, and its judgement, is thus structured in such a way as to
determine the soul’s place on this Knowledge-Ignorance spectrum. Hence, if soul (A) arrives at the
place of judgement relatively quickly, it is more likely to be classified as a knowledgeable soul; the
judges reasoning that soul (A;) was able to recollect the true knowledge required to navigate to
Hades. On the other hand, should soul (A;) arrive at the place of judgement after a long period of
time, and only after being compelled to do so by its guardian spirit (who must deliver the soul to the
judgement to maintain the perfect order and harmony of Hades), then it is likely to be adjudged
‘incurable.’ This is so since it clearly demonstrates a lack of knowledge of the incorporeal, the
immortal, and thus ‘true’ reality. Plato, therefore, establishes a purpose, a telos, for the soul —to

attain a position a close to Knowledge, without being Knowledge itself.

This conception of the soul’s judgement and reward or punishment serves to reinforce the
importance of the Platonic Wager. All animate beings possess a soul, and so all individuals are forced
to make a wager, whether they accept its existence or not; one cannot choose not to participate. If
one wagers on the immortal, and believes in the continuance of the soul and its judgement in Hades,
then such an individual may not only achieve the soul’s telos, but the greatest of all pleasures: ‘true’
pleasure — to become assimilated to the divine (see further Chapter 3). On the other hand, should
one wager on the mortal, or choose not to participate, then one will ensure the soul’s failure to

attain its telos, and so secure for oneself the status of ‘curable’ at best, ‘incurable’ at worst.

In order to achieve this truest of pleasures, Plato argues that one must follow the Sokratic way of
life. One should endeavour to make sure that one’s beliefs are true; hence one should engage in

discussion with others in order to determine the extent to which one’s beliefs are true, and so

%56 Irwin (1979): 245-246; Taylor (1991): 90-91, 93, 96.
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knowledge, or false, and so ignorance. This method is demonstrated most clearly in Sokrates’
examination of his interlocutor’s beliefs, and identifying the extent to which they are true or false.>®’
In this way, Sokrates’ examinations may be called ‘living’ judgements, since they indicate to the
individual the ignorance in their soul, allowing them the time to rectify their ignorance prior to the
Hadean judgement.>*® Once the individual has identified the ignorance within their soul they must
pursue the truth using all means available, including oratory and eulogy, but they must always
ensure that truth remains the principal purpose of their investigations, never choosing to win an

argument, sound pleasant, or flatter, over attaining the truth.>*®

557 Cf. the Sokratic art of midwifery, 148e-151d.
558 Kahn (1996): 116; Bobonich (2003): 6-7, 78.
559 Baxter (1992): 84n.134.
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Chapter 3 — Reincarnation

(3.1) Aims

In the ‘Aims’ section of Chapter 2.1, a series of five questions were identified pertinent to the

present consideration of the Platonic afterlife. These five questions were:

(1) Whatis it [i.e. the afterlife]?
(2) How is it possible?

(3) How does one get there?
(4) Isit worth it?

(5) What is the point?

The first question continues to inform this chapter as it is necessary to provide first, a description of
reincarnation in order that one might then discuss its ramifications. The second question forms, for
the most part, the purview of Chapter One, since life appears to be an intrinsic property of the soul,
alone. It is this intrinsicality that ensures the soul possess ‘life’ for all time; the one being inseparable
from the other. Moreover, Chapter One establishes the living being as being the union that arises
from the combination of body and soul, death is none other than the dissolution of this union. Upon
this dissolution, the soul, by virtue of its possession of life as an intrinsic property, continues to exist,

thereby creating the space within which the afterlife may exist.

Questions three and four formed the main focus of the Chapter Two. Here, upon the separation of
the soul from the body, the soul travels to the place of judgement. In an ideal scenario, the soul
utilizes its own knowledge in order to navigate the way to the judgement, but, inevitably, there are
those souls that do not possess the requisite knowledge. Consequently, each soul is assigned a

‘guardian spirit’ whose duty it is to ensure that those souls that lack knowledge (i.e. souls in
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possession of various degrees of ignorance) remain capable of arriving at the place of judgement. As
Plato argues from the Apologia (Chapter 2.2) to the Nomoi (Chapter 2.11), it is impossible for an
unjust soul to ‘escape’ justice; and a soul that loses its way to the judgement through its own

ignorance must not be allowed to avoid having to give an account of itself to the judges.>®

After the soul’s judgement, the judges then assign either punishment or reward depending upon the
level of ignorance present within the soul. The less ignorance the soul possesses the more likely it is
to experience reward; the most ignorant of souls receives the most severe and long-lasting form of
punishment — punishment as a deterrent; whereas the most knowledgeable of souls — the
philosopher’s soul — receives the greatest form of reward.*®! Question four, however, is only partly
answered by Chapter Two; rather, Chapter Two constitutes a comprehensive consideration of
guestion four only from the perspective of the Apologia (Chapter 2.2.4) and the Gorgias (Chapter

2.4.4), since both of these dialogues possess a conception of the afterlife sans reincarnation.

To answer fully this fourth question —is it [i.e. the afterlife] worth it? — for the remainder of the
dialogues, one must take into account an apparently new theory introduced between the Gorgias
and Sokrates’ next eschatological account of the afterlife in the Phaidon. This new theory is
reincarnation, and it appears to have been introduced for the first time in the Menon, though in a
more explicit epistemological, rather than predominately eschatological, context.*®? For the
dialogues after the Menon, reincarnation constitutes an overarching factor that must be taken into

account when considering whether the afterlife is ‘worth it’; this forms one part of this final chapter.

However, when one asks ‘is it [i.e. the afterlife] worth it?’ one inevitably assigns to the afterlife a

purpose; a telos. In order to answer a question such as this, one must possess at least the following:

(i) A concept of a ‘good’ afterlife;

(ii) A concept of a ‘bad’ afterlife;

560 See below Chapters 3.9 and 4.
561 See below Chapters 3.9 and 4.
562 White (1976): 41; Bostock (1999): 420.
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(iii) And a set of criteria that determines whether one’s afterlife is closer to that of the ‘good’ or

‘bad”’

This set of criteria were introduced in Chapter 2, along with the notion of the soul’s judgement, and
its allotment of either reward or punishment, as per the level of knowledge and/or ignorance
contained therein. Yet, this teleological aspect of the afterlife is embodied more fully in the fifth

guestion — “‘What is the point?’ — and, from a Platonic perspective, in the notion of reincarnation.

In order to investigate these questions, this chapter will adopt a similar method as those previous,
examining these issues from dialogue to dialogue, in a roughly chronological order. As mentioned
earlier, reincarnation only applies to those eschatological accounts post-Gorgias, and most likely to
those dialogues post-Menon. Nevertheless, this chapter will consider briefly both the Apologia and
the Gorgias, despite not possessing a notion of reincarnation. This is done in the hope of
demonstrating how the lack of reincarnation affects these particular conceptions of the afterlife, in
relation to those that do possess reincarnation.®® In other words, whether the presence of
reincarnation affects their response to questions (4) and (5). Finally, this Chapter will continue to
consider, throughout, both questions one and two — ‘What is it like?’ and ‘How is it possible?’. In this

case, ‘How does Plato conceive of reincarnation?’ and ‘How is reincarnation possible?’.

(3.2) The Apologia

As noted above in the aims (Chapter 3.1), reincarnation is absent from both the Apologia and the
Gorgias. Yet, as argued in the aims (Chapter 3.1), it is the notion of reincarnation that helps to
respond most fully to the interrelated questions: ‘is the afterlife worth it?’ and ‘what is the point?’

Given that reincarnation is absent from the eschatological accounts given in the Apologia and the

563 Cf. McDowell (1973): 116-117; Baxter (1992): 104-106; Scott (1999): 101; Sedley (2003): 95.
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Gorgias, one might consider a discussion of these two dialogues impertinent to an understanding of
reincarnation. However, in understanding how these two dialogues respond to the above questions,
without reincarnation, one gains a better understanding of the role reincarnation plays in an
understanding of the Platonic afterlife. The introduction of reincarnation in later dialogues is done
with a purpose in mind. Plato evidently identifies a deficiency in these earlier eschatological
accounts, (or maybe his philosophical thesis more generally), necessitating the ‘solution’ of
reincarnation.>®* In this way, this chapter will consider both the Apologia and the Gorgias, in order to
identify (a) the initial question to which these eschatological accounts seek to respond; and (b) why
these responses became deficient in Plato’s eyes, thereby necessitating the ‘solution’ of

reincarnation.

(3.2.1) 40c-41c

(40c4) Evvonowpev 6£ kai tfibe wg moA\n éATtic éotiv dyabov
auToO elvat. Suoilv yap Bdtepdv €0ty TO TeBVAvIL: ) yap

olov n&&v givat pnd¢ aloBnotv pndepiav pndevog Exetv Tov
Tebvedta, fj KATA TA AeyoueVa LETABOAN TLG TUYXAVEL

oloa Kal PeToiknolc Tij Yuxii Tod tomou tol £vOEVSE &g
GAAov tomov. Kal eite &1 undepia alobnoig éotv AAN

(d) olov Umvog €nelSdv tig kaBeuSwv Pnd’ dvap undev dpd, Bou-
paoov képSoc av €ln 6 BAvatoc—Eéyw yap v olpa, €l Tva
gKAeEGEVOV 5£0L TAUTNV THV VUKTA &V 1] oUTw KaTéSapBev
wote Und& dvap i6elv, kal Tag AANaAG vUKTAG Te KOl NUEPAG
Ta¢ to0 Biou Tol £autol avtinapadévra TavTn Tf VUKTL 8oL
okeapevov einelv moéoag Guewvov Kat fdlov NUEPAG Kal
VOKTOG TOUTNG THC VUKTOC BEPLwKeV €v Td goutod Piw, olpat

Av pn OTL LWwTNV TWva, A TOV Héyav Bactéa ebaplBun-

564 White (1976): 41; Bostock (1999): 418-420; Blondell (2002): 242n.254; cf. Ferguson (1978): 115.
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(e) Toug Gv eUpelv aUTOV TAUTAG MPOG TAG AAAAC NUEPOC Kal
VOKTOG—EeL 00V TOLoUTOV & BAvVaTOC £0TLy, KEPSOC EywyE

Aéyw: kal yap oSV MAElwv O A xpovog daivetal oUTw

&1 ivat fj pia voE. €1 &’ ad olov amodnufjoai £otv O

Bavatocg €vBévde gic GAov tomov, kal AAnBf oty Ta
Aeyopueva, wg Gpa kel eloL mavteg ol teBvedteg, ti petlov
dyaBov TouTtou £in v, ® &vdpec Sikaotal; i yap TiC

41.

(a) adikopevog eig’Adou, amaAlayeic TOUTWVL TV GaoKOVIWV
SWKaoTMV Elvat, EVPHOEL TOUC WS BANBKC SIKOOTAC, Oltep

kol Aéyovral ékel Sikalelv, Mivwg te kal Padapavoug kal
Alakoc kal Tputtohepog kat dAAot 6ot Thv NUBEwWV Sikatol
£yévovTo £v T® €autdv Biw, dpa davAn &v ein f anodnuic;

fi a0 Opdel cuyyevéaBal kat Mouoaiw kat Holosw Kat
Ounpw £mi moow Gv Tig SEEQLT’ Gv UUQIV; Eyw HEV Yap
TOAAGKLC €BEAW TeBvaval el Talt’ £otiv AANOH. énel

(b) Epotye kal avT® Bavpaocth av €in f Statppn adtdbL, onote
gvtoyotpt MaAapundet kat Alavtt Td Tehapivog kal €l Tig
GAAoG TGV mahal®v S Kpiowv adikov T€Bvnkey, Avtutapa-
BAAAOVTL T €UOUTOD TIABON TIPS TA EKElVWV—WE Ey® OLpaL,
oUK v and&g ein—kat &n tO péylotov, Toug kel é€etdlovta
Kol épeuv@vta Gorep tolg évtadBa dudyely, tic altiv codog
£0TLV KOl TiG oleTal pév, £otiv &’ 00. éni moow &’ v TLg,

W Gvdpeg Sikaotai, Sé€atto £€eTdoat Tov Mt Tpoiav dyayovta
(c) Thv moAAnv otpatiav i} Oduocéa i Zicudov | GAAoUG
Huploug v Tic elmot Kat AvSpac Kot yuvaikog, oig €Kel
SlaAéyeoBal katl ocuvelval kal £€etalely aunyavov v €in
guSatpoviag; MAvTwe oU dATOU TOUTOU Ve EVeKa Ol £KEL
amnokteivouol: td te yop aAa evdapovéotepol eloLv ol £Kel
TV €vOade, kal A6N TOV Aowmov xpovov dabavartol siowy, glnep
V€ T Agyopeva AAnO.

[LOEB translation:] “And let’s look at it this way too: that there is much hope that it

is a good thing. You see death is one of two things, for either it’s as if the dead
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person has no existence, and has no perception of anything, or according to what
we’re told, it’s actually a change and removal of the soul from its place here to
another place. And if there’s no sensation, but as in sleep, when someone while
sleeping sees nothing, not even in a dream, dthen death would be a wonderful
benefit. For | would think, if someone had to choose that night during which he slept
so deeply as not even to dream, and compare all the rest of the days and nights of
his life with this night and then after consideration say how many days and nights he
had spent during his lifetime better and more pleasantly than this night, | think that
not just a private citizen, but the Great King of Persia himself ewould find these easy
to count up when set against the rest of his days and nights. If then this is what
death is like, | say it is a benefit, for in that case the whole of time seems to be
nothing more than a single night. But if death is a kind of migration from here to
another place, and what they say is true, that indeed all the dead are there, what
greater good could there be than this, members of the jury? For if someone, after
getting to Hades, having rid himself of these self-proclaimed jurors, will find real
jurors, who also are said to judge cases there, Minos and Rhadamanthus and Aeacus
and Triptolemus and others of the demigods who were just in their lives, would this
be a bad transfer? Or again, to meet up with Orpheus and Musaeus and Hesiod and
Homer, what price would any of you pay for that? You see I'm willing to die many
times over if this is the truth, since for myself spending time there would be
wonderful, when | could meet Palamedes and Aias, Telemon’s son, and any others of
olden times who died as a result of an unjust judgment, and compare my
experiences with theirs—in my view it would not be unpleasant—and what’s more,
the most important thing, | could go round, examine and inquire, just as | did here,
who is wise and who thinks he is, but isn’t. What price, members of the jury, would
one pay to examine the leader of the great army against Troy, or Odysseus, or
Sisyphus, or the countless others one could mention, men and women, to converse
with whom there, and meet and examine them would be utmost happiness? At any
rate, | don’t suppose they put people to death there for doing this: in fact there are
other reasons why they are more blessed there than those down here, not to
mention that from then on they’re immortal for the rest of time, if, that is, what is
said is true.”

In this well-known passage of the Apologia (for further discussion see Chapters 1.3.1, 1.4.1, 2.2.4),
Sokrates relates to his companions two potential conceptions of the afterlife. Each of these
conceptions, however, do not purport to relate the afterlife as it pertains to all, but rather only to
those individuals who have lived both a ‘good’ and ‘just’ life. In this particular case, this ‘good’ and
‘just’ life is understood as being that life akin to the Sokratic life. This is particulary so given that
these two conceptions of the afterlife are introduced by Sokrates, in order to demonstrate to his

companions that an individual like him has nothing to fear in death (39e5-40a6).
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One may argue that this ‘choice’ of alternative afterlives is characteristic of an agnosticism towards
the afterlife shown by Sokrates, which Plato preserves in this particular instance.>®® This is not an
invalid conclusion to draw, since it may be that Sokrates himself may have held this kind of position.
However, the Sokrates presented here by Plato is not as agnostic as he appears on the surface, but

rather the supposed alternatives offered by Sokrates are, to a certain extent, ‘illusory.”>®®

The identification of the questions these alternative afterlives are meant to answer help to
demonstrate why this is so. What questions do these afterlives seek to answer? Plato frames the
Apologia as being a lawcourt defence speech, and as a defence speech, the Apologia’s main goal is
to respond to the charges made against Sokrates, and show that they are, in fact, false. The charges
made against Sokrates by his accusers include the corruption of the young (19a8-20c3), and the
introduction of new deities (24b3-c3). However, from the outset of the speech, Plato utilizes these
charges in order to answer another question: is Sokrates justified in living the way of life he has
lived? Throughout, Plato presents Sokrates as believing this issue to be the ‘true’ purpose of the

trial.

It appears that Sokrates understands the charges against him as constituting attacks on the core
tenets of his way of life, thereby necessitating a justification of his manner of life in order to provide
a full response to his accusers. The Apologia thus becomes a more encompassing apologia of
Sokrates the individual, rather than just a localized apologia relating to the specific charges of his
accusers. For example, Sokrates introduces both the Apollonian Oracle at Delphi, and his daimonion,
in order to explain to his jurors (a) why he lives the life he does, and (b) why he is justified in living
this way of life. This is further reinforced by his assertion that he would rather suffer death than

cease to live his characteristic way of life (28b3-29d7).5¢’

565 For instance, C. Rowe (2011), “Self-Examination,” in D.R. Morrison (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to
Socrates, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 201-214; and T.C. Brickhouse and N.D. Smith (2004).
Plato and The Trial of Socrates. New York and London: Routledge, pp. 178ff., and 244.

566 See further the Platonic Wager in Introduction, section (C); Chapters 1.5, and 4.

567 Cf. Kriton 45c, 53d.
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This is the context with which one should view the two alternate afterlives offered by Sokrates: does
each alternative afterlife justify the Sokratic way of life? The first possibility Sokrates proffers regards
the afterlife as being a state of nothingness; or rather a state of existence in which the dead
individual possesses no perception whatsoever, akin to a ‘dreamless sleep’ (40c9-e4). In 40e3-4,
Sokrates suggests further that if this afterlife constitutes reality, then ‘eternity would seem to be no
more than a single night,’ Sokrates presenting this possibility as being in some way pleasant. Yet, this
conception of the afterlife fails to justify the Sokratic way of life. It is not clear whether this
‘dreamless sleep’ lasts, somehow, forever, or whether it lasts only as long as the physical remains of
the deceased individual remain in some form. If this form of the afterlife lasts only for a finite period
of time for all individuals, regardless of their manner of life, this fails to provide any justification for
Sokrates’ mode of life. It is true that this form of the afterlife does not posit that Sokrates’ way of life
is ‘incorrect,” but it emphasizes that were such an afterlife ‘true’ then there is no especial benefit in

living the Sokratic way of life.

Such a conception of the afterlife provides no differentiation of the Sokratic way of live from any
other. In this way, regardless of whether one has led a ‘just’ or ‘unjust’ life, one will experience the
same afterlife. Indeed, in Sokrates’ specific case, he believes he has lived both a ‘good’ and ‘just’ life
(40e4-41c7, 41c8-d7). Yet, if this conception of the afterlife were ‘true’ for Plato, then Sokrates’ life
demonstrates that one can live as ‘good’ and as ‘just’ a life as possible, but ultimately one will derive
no benefit from such a mode of life, either in life or death. In life, the Sokratic life procures death,
dishonour, and poverty for the adherent, whereas an ‘unjust’ life, for example, might procure
wealth, honour, and fame. In death, the Sokratic life procures the same honour and reward as that
of the ‘unjust’ life. However, the ‘unjust’ life might ensure an individual retains their fame and
honour amongst the living, whereas the Sokratic life will continue to be remembered amongst the

living as leading to death and dishonour.
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Finally, as alluded to above, this conception of the afterlife permits no differentiation between
different modes of life, so that the ‘unjust’ way of life is just as valid, and possibly even more
beneficial, than that of the Sokratic. For Plato, this might lead to the unacceptable conclusions that
(a) all modes of life are equally valid; and (b) there is no one, ‘true’ way of life. These conclusions
evoke the notion of relativism, a notion Plato associates with the sophists, and therefore they
cannot be allowed to stand.*®® In 19a8-20c3, Sokrates complains that he has been unfairly and
incorrectly equated with the sophists thanks to the Nephelai of Aristophanes, and so it is unlikely
that Plato would willingly assign to Sokrates a conception of the afterlife that permits sophistic
relativism to retain is validity. It may be that the ‘real’ Sokrates did hold beliefs reminiscent of
relativism, but Plato did not, and it seems unlikely that Plato would introduce this conception of the
afterlife with the expectation that his reader would agree with its inherent relativism, as this

constitutes an agreement with the sophists.

The second possible afterlife, on the other hand, presents a different response to the question of
whether Sokrates’ manner of life is justified; a response that more directly demonstrates the validity
of the Sokratic life.>®® This conception of the afterlife describes death as ‘a relocation for the soul
from here to another place’ (40c7-9). In this other place — Hades — the soul exists, separate from the
body, and undergoes a judgement (40e7-41a5). Sokrates then relates the belief that after his soul
has undergone its judgement, it will then dwell amongst other souls of like nature, i.e. ‘good’ and
‘just’ souls, e.g. Homeros, Palamedes, and Odysseus (41a6-c4). Here, his soul will dwell for the rest

of time, being both forever ‘happy’ and ‘deathless’ (41c4-7).57°

This conception of the afterlife involves a judgement; subsequent to this judgement, Sokrates relates
how ‘good’ and ‘just’ souls such as his own exist for all time in happiness. The way Sokrates presents
this conception of the afterlife, establishes the judgement of the soul as considering the extent to

which a soul has been both ‘good’ and ‘just’ in life. A soul adjudged to have been ‘good’ and ‘just’

568 Cf. the Kratylos 385e5ff., 391c2f.; Theaitetos 151d-186e.
569 Cf. White (1979): 30.
570 Cf. Apologia 41c8-d2. Reeve (1989): 57.
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then receives the reward Sokrates relates; the reward he believes awaits his own soul. In this
particular case, therefore, Sokrates presents only the experience of the ‘good’ and ‘just’ soul in the
afterlife, omitting what happens to a soul that does not fare as well in the judgement, though one is

left to infer the contrary.

One reason for this construction may relate to Sokrates’ presentation of these accounts of the
afterlife as forms of consolation for his companions.>”! Sokrates does not necessarily need to relate
what happens to a soul that is not like his own, since this will not result in a significantly increased
level of consolation a companion of his may feel. Yet, the first conception of the afterlife may also
serve this consolatory function. Its failure consists of its inability to justify the validity of the Sokratic
life, which is perhaps the ultimate form of consolation for his companions, as it demonstrates to the

wider community that Sokrates offers is ‘correct’; that his thesis is valid, and that he is no criminal.

In this regard, the second conception of the afterlife Sokrates succeeds where the first had failed.
Sokrates presents the judgement as being reliant upon the extent to which a particular soul has
been ‘good’ and ‘just.” He makes sure to portray his own soul, and thus his own way of life, as being
more than sufficient to succeed in this judgement, and receive, as reward, eternal happiness. In
contrast to the ‘dreamless sleep,’ this version of the afterlife presents a more teleological version of
the afterlife, which appears to suggest that one must live that kind of life that will receive favourable
judgement in the afterlife, and attain reward for the soul. In this way, the Hadean afterlife Sokratic
presents responds to the sophistic thesis of relativism, demonstrating that there is indeed a ‘true’
and ‘correct’ way of living one’s life that accords with this apparent telos — the Sokratic life.>’? This
provides ample demonstration that not only is Sokrates valid in living the manner of life he has led,

but that his life is the one that all must lead if one hopes to attain the reward of the afterlife.

Consequently, of the two alternative afterlives Sokrates presents only the second conception — the

relocation of the soul to Hades — serves to justify the manner of life Sokrates has led to this point. In

571 Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 242.
572 Cf. White (1979): 30.
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a sense, only this second conception acts as an apologia of Sokrates, or at least an apologia that
makes sense to Plato’s contemporaries.>’® In the ‘dreamless sleep’ Sokrates’ way of life results in
dishonour and death in life, and nothingness in death; but the soul’s relocation to Hades shows that
dishonour and death in life are of no ‘real’ consequence. What is more important is for one to be
adjudged ‘good’ and ‘just’ by those who ‘matter’ —the ‘true’ judges of Hades; in this way, one will
attain honour and reward far surpassing that available amongst mortals. As a result, this conception
of the afterlife demonstrates that relativism — or perhaps plurality —is incorrect, and that there
exists only one valid manner of life that will enable an individual to attain these rewards in the
afterlife — the Sokratic life. In this way, the second conception of the afterlife acts not only as a
justification of Sokrates’ life, but an exhortation for all individuals to follow the Sokratic way of

life.>”

(3.3) The Gorgias

(3.3.1) 523a-527e

If the Apologia demonstrates the validity of the Sokratic life through a description of the benefits
such a life confers upon the soul in the afterlife, the Gorgias takes the contrary approach. Here, the
Gorgias seeks to respond to the same question as the Apologia — is the Sokratic way of life justified?
He drops the potential afterlife of the ‘dreamless sleep’ (Chapter 3.2), viewing only the second
conception of the afterlife — a relocation of the soul to Hades — as the more valid of the two>”. In the

Apologia, Sokrates relates that the soul arrives in Hades and is judged by the ‘true’ judges; a soul

573 This, of course, assumes that Plato’s audience is in some way philosophical in nature, and so shall
appreciate the philosophical argumentation Plato utilizes in order to justify Sokrates’ way of life.

578 White (1979): 30; Rosen (1999): xlviii; de Strycher and Slings (2005): 82-85.

575 See Introduction, section (C) on myth, Chapter 1.3.1, 1.4.1, Chapter 2.2.4, and Chapter 3.2.
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such as his own then receives eternal happiness (Apologia 40c7-41c7). This makes it clear the
benefits conferred by the Sokratic life on the disembodied soul in Hades.>’® Sokrates, however, does
not relate what happens to the soul that fails this judgement, i.e. the soul that does not live the
Sokratic way of life. This strand of the afterlife is taken up by the Gorgias; here, Sokrates
demonstrates to his interlocutors what happens to the soul that fails the judgement. In particular,
Sokrates attempts to show how living a life that is ‘unjust’ is the worst thing one may do to one’s
soul. Throughout the dialogue, Kallikles and Polos have tried to persuade Sokrates (through their
oratory) that living the life of the tyrant (the embodiment of the ‘unjust’ life, 470d5-e7, 470e8-
471d2, 472d1-4, 479c8-e7) is the most desirable life to live. Sokrates’ account of the afterlife serves
as the culmination of his refutation of this claim, making sure to emphasize the fate of the tyrant in

Tartaros (524d7-526c¢1).

Central to Sokrates’ account of the afterlife in the Gorgias is the judgement of the soul, presenting a
description not dissimilar from that of the Apologia. He suggests, once more, that the judgement
seeks to answer one question —to what extent is a particular soul ‘good’ and ‘just’ (524d3-526d1)? It
is the centrality of this question in the account Sokrates proffers that suggests a similar brief to that
in the Apologia, i.e. to justify the Sokratic way of life. In this way, the Sokratic way of life is
positioned as the most comprehensive manner in which to ensure a favourable assessment of the

soul by the judges in Hades. This is particularly so given that the other modes of life offered by his

576 E.g. Phaidon 78b-84b; White (1979): 30. See contra Arieti (1991): 92 who posits that Plato wants the reader
to reject the Sokratic life in the Gorgias, since Sokrates argues in favour of his way of life, only for the reader to
know that, ultimately, Sokrates shall suffer an unjust death regardless. This, however, is based on the
assumption that the dialogues function as completely separate entities, there being no continuity from one to
the next. Arieti, however, appears to endorse a radical interpretation whereby there is absolutely no
progression in Plato’s argumentation, such that he possesses no beliefs, i.e. he suggests Plato is a radical
sceptic. This thesis, however, posits that Plato believes that (i) Knowledge exists; (ii) Knowledge can be known,
and (iii) this Knowledge may be communicated (see further Chapter 3.4). For Plato to endorse otherwise would
be to accept the validity Protagorean relativism and Gorgian epistemological nihilism, both of which prescribe
to a similar radical scepticism. This would be unacceptable to Plato who argues vehemently against the validity
of both in the Kratylos 385e5ff., 391c2f.; Theaitetos 151d-186e; Gorgias 448e-461b, 482c4ff., 486e5ff.,
494d1f.; Menon 70a5ff., 71b9ff., 73c, 76c4ff., 95b9f. (cf. Chapter 3.4; the Platonic Wager, and Brickhouse and
Smith (2004): 152-155). Indeed, it would invalidate Sokrates’ assertion in the Apologia 19e that his assimilation
to the sophists by contemporary Athenian society is incorrect; if not suggest further that Plato himself is a
sophist.
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interlocutors, e.g. the tyrant’s life are specifically shown to lead to negative adjudications by the
judges, and terrible torments in Tartaros for an adherent (524d7-526c1). As with the Apologia, this
account of the afterlife responds to sophistic relativism, specifically attacking oratory’s ability to
‘make the weaker argument stronger,’ thereby allowing individuals to present all modes of life as

valid and ‘just.”>”’

The Apologia and the Gorgias are the only accounts of the afterlife that do not possess the notion of
reincarnation.’’® Both of these accounts attempt to use their eschatological accounts in order to
justify the Sokratic way of life, and respond to sophistic notions of relativism, which result in no way
of life being any less valid and just than another. Subsequent accounts of the afterlife, however, do
possess the notion of reincarnation; reincarnation being introduced (as will be discussed below) in
the Menon in order to answer one particular question: ‘how is it possible for one to know anything?’

i.e. to answer the so-called Menon’s Paradox.>” What changes between the eschatological accounts

577 Brickhouse and Smith (2004): 152-155.

578 Cf. Irwin (1979): 246; Annas (1982a): 124-5.

579 See Kahn (1996): 68, 128. Kahn adopts a clear unitarian understanding of the Platonic dialogues, arguing
that Plato utilizes the Gorgias to prepare his audience for the introduction of reincarnation and recollection in
the Menon. This, argues Kahn, he does by creating philosophical problems in the Gorgias that naturally lead to
the response he introduces in the Menon — recollection and reincarnation. Yet, argues Kahn, it is only in the
Phaidon that Plato introduces to his audience a fully elaborated version of these notions, incorporating the
theory of Forms in response to further philosophical problems introduced, in turn, in the Menon (cf. Dancy
(2004): 241). For an example of the developmentalist position, see contra Rutherford (1995: 24-25).
Rutherford argues that the absence of reincarnation from the Gorgias does not indicate that Plato did not yet
feel interested in revealing the doctrine, but rather its formulation did not meet the ‘needs and priorities of
the dialogue in question, or the particular concerns of the participants.’ This argument, however, does not
necessarily preclude the unitarian position as espoused by Kahn, since Plato may have possessed the notion of
reincarnation but chose not to utilize it on this particular occasion. Nonetheless, in the Gorgias, Sokrates
claims the purpose of his eschatological account is to demonstrate to Kallikles that one must live a life in
accordance with justice and virtue (i.e. one must live the Sokratic life). Yet, Sokrates’ eschatological accounts in
both the Phaidon and Politeia, in addition to Timaios’ account of (re)incarnation in the Timaios, possess the
same purported aim —to demonstrate to their respective interlocutors that one must live a life in accordance
with justice and virtue. On these particular occasions Plato does include reincarnation in order to meet the
‘needs and priorities of the dialogue in question, or the particular concerns of the participants.” This would
lend further credence to Rutherford’s position, as why would Plato introduce reincarnation in these latter
accounts, but not in the Gorgias, even though they purport to demonstrate the same purpose. As related in
the Introduction, section (A), this thesis adopts a synthetical approach to the dialogues, such that it agrees
with Rutherford that reincarnation’s absence from the Gorgias, and subsequent appearance in the Menon, is
due to the particular needs and priorities of the two respective dialogues. However, this thesis agrees with
Kahn that reincarnation appears in the Menon in order to answer certain philosophical problems that arose in
the Gorgias (though not necessarily as a result of a conscious choice on the part of Plato). In this particular
case, this thesis posits that the philosophical problem in question relates to the Platonic Wager; namely, how
can one know that it is the Sokratic way of life that enables the soul to achieve the infinite benefits that a
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of the Apologia and the Gorgias, and those subsequent, is the addition of this question to Plato’s
conception of the afterlife, a question missing from the Apologia and the Gorgias. To put it another
way, in both the Apologia and the Gorgias, Sokrates’ eschatological accounts conclude that an
individual’s soul will derive the most benefit from an adherence to the Sokratic life — a life both just
and good. If Sokrates asserts that he is wise because he does not know, how is it possible for the
Sokratic life to be just and good, i.e. how does Sokrates know what is just and good? In order to
answer this question, Sokrates shall introduce the theory of recollection, and the associated notion

of reincarnation, in the Menon below.>®

(3.4) The Menon

(3.4.1) 80d-82b

The dating of the Platonic dialogues is rather contentious, there being no definitive chronology.
However, one constant throughout all modern arrangements of the Platonic dialogues is the
positioning of the Menon prior to that of the Phaidon.*®! This results in one important consequence
— the Menon becomes the first Platonic dialogue to utilize explicitly the notion of reincarnation,
through the character of Sokrates. It is this introduction of reincarnation, which is done in the

Menon for epistemological purposes rather than for any specific eschatological purpose, that

belief in the afterlife offers? This, moreover, is an issue present in Pascal’s original Wager; a Wager that argues
in favour of a belief in God. Implicit to Pascal’s Wager is the belief that not only should one believe in God, but
that this belief be in the Christian God of Catholicism; Pascal provides no justification in the Wager for why one
should follow, specifically, the Catholic God. In terms of the Platonic Wager, if the Gorgias establishes that one
should accept the validity of the Wager and look to the care of one’s immortal soul, then the Menon
introduces the twin theories of recollection and reincarnation to qualify that the way of life that best cares for
one’s immortal soul is none other than the Sokratic way of life.

580 Kahn (2006): 119-122, 126-127; cf. Scott (1999): 97.

581 See Introduction Section (B).
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differentiates the Phaidon (and subsequent accounts of the afterlife) from those of the Apologia and

the Gorgias.>®

The Menon purports to discuss the issue of virtue; whether virtue may be taught, or whether it is

something natural, i.e. whether it is inherent to those who are virtuous and lacking from those who

are not. As in the later Protagoras,®®® Sokrates’ response to this issue appears to lay somewhere in

the middle, so that the knowledge of virtue is, to some extent, inherent to all souls, but that one

must choose to search for, and identify, this knowledge. In a sense, | believe Sokrates relies on an

argument from a posteriori knowledge. | suggest that Sokrates most likely begins with the above

conclusion, and infers from this the existence of the following set of assumptions, which | outline

below:

(a)

(b)

If virtue were only teachable this would ultimately lead to a regress: how does the teacher
know what virtue is? Their teacher taught them. How does their teacher know what virtue
is? Their teacher taught them, and so on ad infinitum. Consequently, only if one can
demonstrate a direct line of teacher and student since the beginning of humanity can one
know that one is learning ‘true’ virtue. Moreover, it does not answer how the first teacher
came to know of virtue.

If virtue were only natural, inherent to some and not to others, this would result in a certain
proportion of the population being naturally devoid of virtue. Thus, such an individual could
not be held responsible for their lack of virtuous conduct, since it is naturally impossible for
them to act otherwise. In this way, the aspect of human agency and choice present in the
Platonic notion of the soul’s judgement and its punishment no longer retains its validity.
How can a tyrant, for example, be held responsible for his or her actions if they are naturally
incapable of ever possessing virtue? In such a case, the tyrant cannot but act in an

unvirtuous manner.

582 see Note 556.
583 See Chapter 2.6
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(c) Therefore, each individual must possess an equal capacity for virtue if personal responsibility
for one’s actions is to be retained. However, if each individual naturally possesses the
capacity for virtue, why do some individuals appear virtuous, whilst others do not? This
occurs because some individuals choose to search and acquire knowledge of this virtue,
whilst others do not. In this way, virtue is available to all individuals, but the individual must
decide to learn of this virtue, so that the unvirtuous individual is the individual who chooses

not to search, not to learn, not to discover, and not to be virtuous.

Menon responds to this synthesis with what Sokrates terms ‘a debater’s argument’ (80e1-5).%%

(e) Q. MavBdvw olov BoUAeL AéyeLv, ® Mévwv. OpacC
To0TOV WG €PLOTLKOV AOYOV KATAYELG, WG OUK Gpa £0TLV
Intelv avBpwmw olte O 0ide oUTE O Un OLOE; OUTE yap &v
& ve 01dev INTOT—OoLOeV yap, Kol o0&V ST TG) Ve TOLOUTW
INthoewc—oUTe O Py ol6ev—0oUSE yap oldev OTL {NTHOEL.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. | understand the point you would make, Meno. Do you see
what a captious [l use “debater’s argument” below] argument you are introducing—
that, forsooth, a man cannot inquire either about what he knows or about what he
does not know? For he cannot inquire about what he knows, because he knows it,
and in that case is in no need of inquiry; nor again can he inquire about what he
does not know, since he does not know about what he is to inquire.”

This argument consists of the following three principles:

(i) How can one search for something, when one does not know at all what it is?
(ii) How can one aim to search for something when one does not know it at all?

(iii) How will one know that it is the thing one did not know, if one should meet with it?

This ‘debater’s argument’ (“éplotikdv Adyov,” 80e2, translated in the LOEB edition as “captious
argument”) to be known as ‘Menon’s paradox,” and, as the argument suggests, it may be reduced to

the question: ‘how is it possible for one to know anything?’ One particular response to this

584 Cf. Euthydemos 293; Phaidon 101e; Philebos 17a; Politeia 5.454a, 6.499a, 7.539b; Sophistes 216b, 225d,
259c; Theaitetos 165b, 167e.
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argument, or maybe the problem phrased in another way, is found in Gorgias’ Peri Physeos (DK

82B3);°% here, either

(1) Knowledge does not exist;
(2) Knowledge exists, but one cannot know it; or
(3) Knowledge exists, one can know it, but this knowledge is uncommunicable.

(4) Knowledge exists, one can know it, and it is communicable, but it cannot be understood.

Consequently, Sokrates’ response to Menon’s paradox serves as an epistemological foundation of
any subsequent philosophical thesis.>® There is no point in arguing over ‘minutiae’ such as whether
it is possible for virtue to be taught and thus learned, if it is impossible for (a) knowledge of virtue to
exist; (b) knowledge of virtue to be known (presumably by humans); and (c) knowledge of virtue is

uncommunicable.

At this particular juncture, | believe it useful to outline my reasoning as to why | think, Menon'’s
“debater’s argument” is a reference to Gorgias, and his epistemeological challenge. My reasoning

runs as follows:

(1) Who are the “debaters” to whom Sokrates refers? Or, who are the people who employ
“eristic” (“éplotikov Adyov,” 80e2)? Elsewhere in the dialogues, Plato uses the term
“gplotikii¢” to describe what the sophists Euthydemos and Dionysodoros do (Euthydemos,
272b). Moreover, earlier in the Meno 75c-e Sokrates states the following in response to

similar aggressive questioning from Menon:

585 Menon is represented as a student of Gorgias, who appears to be the source of his views; thus, a refutation
of Menon is, by proxy, a refutation of Gorgias (70a, 71b-d, 73c, 76a-c, 95b, 96d). Morgan (1999): 47; Bruell
(1999): 167-170; Nehamas (1999): 4; Dancy (2004): 220-221; McCabe (2006): 39.

58 Cf, Aristoteles, Analytikon Proteron, 67a. See also White (1976): 40-41; Clegg (1977): 48; Irwin (1977): 138-
140, 144; Ferguson (1978): 126; Hare (1982): 20; Rowe (1984): 61; Rowe (1986): 182; Morgan (1990): 33, 47-
54; Asmis (1992): 342; Fine (1992): 209, 211, 213-214; Kraut (1992): 7; Moravcsik (1992): 29-33; Morgan
(1992): 227, 236-237; Irwin (1995): 130-133, 136; Cook (1996): 119; Kahn (1996): 64, 150, 158, 160-164; Sallis
(1996): 81; Rice (1998): 51, 68; Fine (1999b): 8; Nehamas (1999): 3-4; Sayers (1999): 123, 127; Scott (1999): 93;
Vlastos (1999): 60-61; Dancy (2004): 218-221; Kahn (2006): 119-122.
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“TAANON Eywye’ kal el HéV ye TRV 0oP@V TIG £1n Kal £PLOTIKOV TE Kal AYWVLOTIKGOV O
£€poOpevog, elmol’ av aut® OtL éuol pév elpntal el 6€ ur 6pBiig Aéyw, odv Epyov Aappavelv
Aoyov Kal EAEyxeLv. £l € WoTtep €yw Te Kat oL vuvi dpidot Bvteg BoUAowto GAAAAOLG
SlaAéyeoBal, el 61 mPadTEPOV WG Kal SLOAEKTIKWTEPOV AmokpiveoBal. £oTL 6€ lowg TO
SLAAEKTIKWTEPOV LN HOVOV TAANOR dmokpiveaBat, A kal 8L €Keivwv WV BV TPOCOHONOVI]
gibéval 0 £pwTwHeVOC. Ttelpaoopal 81 kal €yw ool oUTwG elmelv. Aéye yap Yol TEAEUTHV
KOAETC TL; TodvSe Aéyw olov Emépag kal éoyatov: mavto Tadta TavTov TLAéyw: (owe &' &v
Nnutv Npodikog dladEpolto.”

[LOEB translation:] “The truth, from me; and if my questioner were a professor of the eristic
and contentious sort, | should say to him: | have made my statement; if it is wrong, your
business is to examine and refute it. But if, like you and me on this occasion, we were friends
and chose to have a discussion together, | should have to reply in some milder tone more
suited to dialectic. The more dialectical way, | suppose, is not merely to answer what is true,
but also to make use of those points which the questioned person acknowledges he knows.
And this is the way in which | shall now try to argue with you. Tell me, is there something
you call an end? Such a thing, | mean, as a limit, or extremity—I use all these terms in the
same sense, though | daresay Prodicus might quarrel with us.”

In the above passage, Sokrates identifies “eristic” as something that is (i) taught by “t®v
ocod®Vv” (i.e. the wise men, or sophists), and (ii) this “eristic” is taught in concern with the
“aywvioTik®v,” i.e. the contentious or debating style of discussion. Finally (iii) he identifies
another teacher associated with this sort of discussion — Prodikos. | believe, therefore, that
the “debaters” to whom Sokrates refers is meant to be an allusion to the popular sophists of
contemporary Athens, i.e. Prodikos, Euthydemos, Dionysodoros, Protagoras, and Gorgias (cf.
the characterisation of Gorgias’ students Polos and Kallikles in the Gorgias, as practicing the
eristic and contentious type of speech, that ultimately seeks to win an argument rather than

discover the truth).
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(2) If the “debaters” here is a reference to the sophists, as | believe it is, then one must ask,
“where did Menon learn such arguments?” or “from whom did he learn such arguments?”.
Throughout the dialogue Plato makes several allusions to the person from whom Menon
would most likely have learn such arguments — Gorgias. Sokrates begins the dialogue in 70b-
c stating the following to Menon: “kat 61| kal toUto t0 €00¢ LA lBikev, APOPwC Te Kal
peyahompen®g anokpiveaBat, £av Tig T Epnral, Womep £ikdc Tolg ibotag.” [LOEB
translation:] “Nay more, he has given you the regular habit of answering any chance
qguestion in a fearless, magnificent manner, as befits those who know.” We can see from this
passage that Sokrates considers Menon’s method of questioning to have come from Gorgias,
a method of questioning Sokrates believes is the reserve only of those who actually possess
knowledge — which he believes Menon and Gorgias do not (cf. Menon 71d where Sokrates
dares Menon to demonstrate that he, and Gorgias, do possess knowledge). In 73c, Sokrates
further establishes that Menon agrees with his teacher Gorgias with regards to the
definition of virtue: “Eme161) toivuv fj alT @petn MAvVTWY £0TL, TELP® EMETV Kal
avapvnodijval, th alTto dnot Fopyiag eivat kal o et €keivou.” [LOEB translation:] “Seeing
then that it is the same virtue in all cases, try and tell me, if you can recollect, what
Gorgias—and you in agreement with him—say it is.” So also, 76¢, wherein Sokrates further
establishes that Menon likes to have discussions in the manner of Gorgias: “BoUAgL 0Uv oot
katd Fopylav dmokpivwpat, fj &v o pdhoto dkohouBricang;” [LOEB translation:] “Then
would you [i.e. Menon] like me [i.e. Sokrates] to answer you in the manner of Gorgias, which
you would find easiest to follow?” Finally, Sokrates states quite clearly, in 96d, that Gorgias
has been a faulty teacher of Menon: “Kwduvetopev, @ Mévwv, éyw te kal oU padlol Tweg
glvat AvSpec, Kal o¢ te Fopylac ovy ikavic menatdeukévat.” [LOEB translation:] “I fear,
Meno, you and | are but poor creatures, and Gorgias has been as faulty an educator of you.”
| believe it is safe to say, therefore, that Menon learnt his “debater’s argument” from his

teacher, Gorgias.
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(3) If Menon’s “debater’s argument” alludes to the sophists and teachers of speech, and Menon
learnt his “debater’s” style of argumentation from his teacher, Gorgias, one of said teachers
of speech, then | believe it valid to say that the content of Menon’s argument, originates, at
least to some extent, from Gorgias also. Throughout the dialogue, Sokrates and Menon are
trying to establish what virtue is, and whether virtue can be taught. In the end, Menon and
Sokrates cannot agree on what virtue is or whether it can be taught; they both seem to
assume, however, that virtue is something real that exists in reality. The only real challenge
to such an assumption, in my opinion, is if one argues that virtue simply does not exist; and
if virtue does not exist, then knowledge of virtue can also not exist (except insofar as one
knows that virtue does not exist), and so a teacher of virtue can also not exist, since one
cannot communicate what does not exist. To me, at least, this seems reminiscent of Gorgias’
argument concerning knowledge (outline above). | posit, therefore, that Menon’s “debater’s
argument” serves as a Platonic straw-man of Gorgias’ argument concerning knowledge.
Gorgias’ argument, in effect, renders the search for knowledge impossible or maybe futile,
since either knowledge does not exist, it exists but cannot be known, or it exists, can be
known, but cannot be communicated. | believe that Plato presents Menon’s “debater’s
argument” as essentially arriving at the same conclusion — that the search for knowledge is
impossible and futile. In Sokrates’ subsequent response to Menon, Sokrates, | believe,
demonstrates to Menon through his discussion with Menon’s slave (and his introduction of
recollection and reincarnation) that knowledge exists, it can be known, and it can be
communicated to others; in other words, he seems to be replying to Gorgias’ argument
regarding the knowledge. Thus, | am led to conclude that Menon, in this instance, serves as a
stand-in for his teacher Gorgias, and presents to Sokrates a straw-man version of his
teacher’s argument regarding knowledge. Without the existence of knowledge, and the
ability to know and communicate this knowledge, then one can never know what something

such as virtue is. Moreover, without the existence of knowledge (and the ability to
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communicate this knowledge) then Sokrates’ method of discussion (dialectic), which consists
of an oral discussion between one or more people, with the aim of establishing the truth
through reasoned argument, is essentially worthless, or at least no better than the eristic or

“debaters” style Menon employs.s

In order to refute Menon, and respond to this epistemological challenge, Sokrates introduces the
theory of recollection.>® The theory of recollection elaborates upon the synthetical approach
outlined above, and makes one important assumption: each individual possesses in their soul an
inherent knowledge of virtue and everything more generally. It is evident, however, that not all
individuals appear to possess a knowledge of virtue, thus this knowledge is not intuitive. Rather, one
must search for and learn (or re-learn) this knowledge, and since this knowledge dwells within the
soul, this search must take place utilizing those faculties that belong to the soul alone, namely
reason.>® This ‘re-learning’ of the knowledge already present in the soul, Sokrates terms
‘recollection,’ since one is not learning something new, but recollecting a forgotten or hidden piece

of knowledge already present in the soul.

In this way, Sokrates believes he has successfully responded to Menon’s paradox:

(i) How can one search for something, when one does not know at all what it is? All individuals
possess a knowledge of all things through their soul.

(ii) How can one aim to search for something when one does not know it at all? When one
searches for something unknown, one is not searching for something ‘truly’ unknown but

only forgotten; all knowledge being present in the divine soul.

58 See further Scott (1999): 98-102.
58 Cf. Phaidon 63e-69e, 78a-84b.
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(iii) How will one know that it is the thing one did not know, if one should meet with it? Since
this unknown subject is a forgotten piece of knowledge rather than a ‘true’ unknown, when

one’s soul meets this knowledge it re-learns, or recollects, that which it already knew.>*°

Yet, Sokrates’ theory of recollection generates another set of questions that require answering, the
most relevant for reincarnation being, ‘when does the soul come to possess knowledge of all
things?’ Sokrates’ answer to this question is that the soul comes to possess this knowledge prior to

its incarnation in a mortal body.>*! This presents the following conception of the soul’s incarnation:

(1) All individuals possess an equal capacity for virtue;

(2) Therefore, all soul must possess an equal knowledge of virtue.

(3) Since individuals do not seem to possess knowledge of virtue at birth, this knowledge ought
to existence in the soul prior to birth — with the process of being born the event that causes
the soul to forget.>?

(4) Thus, the soul exists prior to incarnation.

(5) Itis during this period, prior to incarnation, that the soul comes to know virtue and all

things.

As is evident from Sokrates’ response, this does not necessarily require the existence of
reincarnation, but only the pre-existence of the soul. Nevertheless, Sokrates quite clearly believes
that this question requires the necessary existence of reincarnation, rather than the soul’s pre-
existence alone. The following argument, which may explain why reincarnation is necessary rather
than pre-existence alone, is not stated in the Menon, but is included in subsequent formulations of
reincarnation present in the Phaidros and the Timaios (see Chapters 3.7 and 3.8).>% This argument

posits that all soul came into existence at the same point in time, at which time all soul came to

5% |n a sense, when the soul come across a piece of knowledge in the mortal realm, it functions as a mnemonic
device, allowing the soul to recollect the knowledge it already possessed when it dwelt in the divine,
incorporeal realm prior to its embodiment.

%91 Menon 81e-86b.

592 Cf. Menon 89a3ff.

593 Cf. White (1976): 49 and Johansen (2004): 16-17.

339



know all things, and then experienced the same initial incarnation.>®* According to this argument, no

new soul may come into existence subsequent to this initial phase.

As Sokrates argues in the Phaidon (see further Chapter 3.5), since no new soul may come into
existence, reincarnation must exist in order to conserve, more or less, the number of souls available
for incarnation.>®® If this were not the case, then there could eventually come a time in which new
human beings are born without souls, i.e. soul ceases to be, a situation that Sokrates considers
absurd. Moreover, given the soul’s immortality, reincarnation secures the existence of knowledge in
the mortal realm for all time. Without the certainty of the soul’s continued existence in the mortal

realm, knowledge is forever denied to mortal beings.>%®

It is possible that the Sokrates of the Menon has some similar conception in mind, though this is not
stated specifically, and does not have to be the case. Nevertheless, some combination of the above
appears to be the most likely explanation as to why Sokrates insists on the existence of reincarnation

as opposed to the soul’s pre-existence alone.

Regardless, Sokrates intends to utilize reincarnation as a ‘proof’ of the existence of recollection;
Sokrates’ main focus always being to demonstrate the veracity of recollection.>’ This is something
that one must keep in mind when discussing reincarnation in the Menon, as this likely explains why
the account of reincarnation in this dialogue remains rather brief and lacking in details. As alluded to

above, later dialogues discuss reincarnation in far more detail.

Sokrates’ Account of Reincarnation

In practice, the account of reincarnation given by Sokrates in the Menon is rather brief, and runs as

follows (81b3-c):

(81b3) (i) daot yap thv Yuxnv tod

594 Cf. Dancy (2004): 234.

595 Cf. Morgan (1990): 47.

5% Cf. Parmenides 133a-134e; Menon 86b-c; Phaidon 85b-d.
597 Cf. Phaidon 72e-73a.
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avBpwrou lvat aBdvatov, (i) kai Toté pév Teheutdv—o 81
amoBvnokelv kaholol— (iii) toté &€ maAwv yiyveoBay, (iv) dnoAAuvcBal
&’ oU6EmoTe: (vi) 6elv 61 d1a Talita wg oclwtata dtafLval Tov
Biov- olow yap Gv—

DOepoedova nowvav naialol neveeog

S£€etay, €ig TOV UnepBev GALoV Kelvwy €vaTw £Tel

avéidol Puxag maAwy,

(c) ék tav BaolAijeg ayauol

Kol 0B€vel kpatnvol codla Te péyLloToL

Gvdpeg ab&ovT’- £¢ 6& TOV AoLTtOV XpovoVv NPWEC ayvol

(c3) mpodg dvBpwnwv KaAelvral.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. They say that the soul of man is immortal, and at one time
comes to an end, which is called dying, and at another is born again, but never
perishes. Consequently one ought to live all one’s life in the utmost holiness.

For from whomsoever Persephone shall accept requital for ancient wrong, the souls
of these she restores in the ninth year to the upper sun again; from them arise
glorious kings and men of splendid might and surpassing wisdom, and for all
remaining time are they called holy heroes amongst mankind.”

| believe this can be broken down thus:

(i) The soulis immortal (81b3-4).

(ii) At some point, the present incarnation of the soul comes to an end, which human beings
term ‘dying’ (“amnoBvrokewv kalolol,” 81b4-5).

(iii) At some other point, it [i.e. the soul] is reborn (81b5).

(iv) But it [i.e. the soul] is never destroyed (81b5-6).

(v) Consequently, according to Sokrates, one must live life as piously as possible (81b6-c3),
although it is not clear how Sokrates arrives at this point, given that there is no prior

assertion or evidence to support such a conclusion.>®®

5% |t is not entirely clear how Sokrates arrives at this particular conclusion employing only the soul’s
immortality, recollection, and reincarnation to support his claim. None of these elements, separately or
together, suggest an ethical component in and of themselves. It is possible that Plato inferred the existence of
a moral element to reincarnation through a consideration of the Pindaric fragment (81b-c) he introduces,
which argues that the souls of the dead return to the land of the living, only after Persephone has exacted
from them what is owed. On the other hand, this moral aspect of reincarnation may have originated in the

341



One important detail that emerges from Sokrates’ account, which continues throughout all
subsequent descriptions of reincarnation, is the establishment of a triangular relationship between
three particular concepts: (i) recollection (81c4-e2); (ii) psychic immortality (81b3-4); and (iii)
reincarnation (81b3-c3).°* This relationship being triangular in the sense that two of these concepts
are used to ‘prove’ the existence of the other (or at least allow for the existence of the other),

thereby creating a situation in which all three concepts coexist in concert with one another.

Recollection

Psychic Immortality Reincarnation

(3.5) The Phaidon

(3.5.1) 69e-72e

Empedoklean conception of reincarnation, which describes the embodiment of the soul as being a punishment
for some earlier crime committed by the soul (KRS 399, 400 (=DK 1B18), 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407,
408, 409, 410). The soul must pass through incarnation to incarnation until it has sufficiently cleansed itself of
the pollution of this crime, thereby allowing for its return to its natural dwelling place with the divine. This
thesis, on the other hand, adopts the position that Plato infers an ethical dimension to reincarnation in order
to satisfy the particulars of the Platonic Wager. If the Platonic Wager posits that one should opt for the path
that best cares for the soul, thereby attaining the most benefit over an infinite period of time, then placing an
ethical importance upon reincarnation, serves to reinforce this assertion. The choice that requires one to care
for one’s soul possesses an inherent ethical component, embodied in the Sokratic paradox that one always
seeks what is good. In order for one to know what is good, one must follow the Sokratic way of life (according
to Plato); and following the Sokratic way of life obtains for the soul the benefits of the infinite (cf. Politeia —
10.614b-619¢e) promised to it by the Platonic Wager — this it does via reincarnation and recollection. Cf. Reeve
(1989): 179 and Kahn (1996): 67-68.

59 Hare (1982): 20; Morgan (1992): 236-237.
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In the Menon (above, Chapter 3.4), Sokrates identifies a triangular relationship between (i)
recollection; (ii) psychic immortality; and (iii) reincarnation. Here, two elements of this relationship —
psychic immortality and reincarnation — were utilized in order to establish the existence of the third
—recollection. The Phaidon continues to utilize this triangular relationship, but whereas the Menon
employed reincarnation and psychic immortality to establish the existence of recollection;
recollection and reincarnation are employed in order to establish psychic immortality.*® In the
particular context of the dialogue, Sokrates attempts to demonstrate to two of his companions —
Simmias and Kebes — the veracity of the soul’s immortality, in order to justify the lack of fear he
displays towards his impending death. All the while, Sokrates makes it clear that this discussion
constitutes a second apologia (69d7-e5), serving to defend not just the soul’s immortality, but the

Sokratic way of life, as he had tried to do at his trial in the Apologia.®®

Kebes issues a challenge to Sokrates’ assertion that the soul is immortal; more precisely, he argues
that certain individuals find it hard to believe that the soul continues to exist upon its separation

from the body (69e7-70b4):5%2

(69e6) Eimdvtog 61 1ol 2wkpdtoug tadta, UmoAaBwyv 6 KERNC

£dn-Q Swkpateg, T& pév GAAa Epotye Sokel KaA®g AéyecBay,

70.

(a) (1) Ta 6¢ mepl thic Yuxfic mMoAANV AmioTiav mapEXeL TOlg AvOpwmoLg
un, Eneldav amoAayf tod owpatog, o0Sauod £t R, (2) GAN ékeivn
T Apépa StadBeipntai te kal drmoANUNTaL ) &v 6 dvOpwTog dro-

Bvnokn, e0B0¢ dmalattopévn Tol cwpatog, (3) kat ékBaivouoa

600 Hare (1982): 20; Morgan (1990): 67-69; Moravcsik (1992): 48-50; Morgan (1992): 236-237; Cook (1996): 48;
Kahn (1996): 317; Scott (1999): 103; Dancy (2004): 253-283; Kahn (2006): 122-124.

01 |ndeed, Plato’s presentation of this discussion as a second apologia for Sokrates supports the assertion,
made above, that the Apologia attempts to do more than just respond to the specific charges made against
Sokrates, but rather to provide a defence of the Sokratic way of life more generally; in this case, via the
Platonic Wager. See also Kahn (1996): 314.

602 Cf, the Platonic Wager which posits that (a) all individuals have no choice but to participate in the Wager;
(b) one must opt for the correct choice, which, for Plato, requires a belief in the immortality of the soul; and (c)
one must convince oneself of the Wager’s veracity. The hypothetical individuals of whom Kebes speaks are
individuals who have not accepted these particular elements of the Wager; and Sokrates’ arguments in favour
of the soul’s immortality are designed in order to encourage such sceptics that they must accept the Wager’s
existence and opt for the correct path.
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womnep nvedpa fj kanvog Slaokedacbeloa olxntat Slamtopévn
Kol oUSEV €Tt oUSapoD f. émel, elnep €in mou avTh Kad’
avtnv cuvnBpolopévn kat ArtnAAayuévn ToUTwY TV KaK®V
WV oV VUVSH SHABEC, TOAAR Av €in EATLC KAl KaAr, @

(b) Zwkpateg, wg AANBF €oty & oL Aéyelg AMG todto &1
{lowg oUK OAlyng mapapubiag Setral Kal MoTEWC, WG EOTL TE
Yuxn anoBavovrog tol avBpwrou kai Tiva SuvapLy €xeL Katl
dpovnolv.

[LOEB translation:] “Now when Socrates had said this, Cebes joined in and said:
“Socrates, everything else that’s been said seems fine to me, but what was said
about the soul arouses much disbelief in people that when it separates from the
body it may no longer exist anywhere, but be destroyed and annihilated on that very
same day the person dies, at the very moment of being separated from the body
and emerging like a breath or puff of smoke it may fly away and disappear and no
longer exist anywhere. Since, if it indeed were somewhere, gathered together alone
by itself and separated from all those evil things you described just now, there
would be considerable and auspicious hope, Socrates, that what you are saying is
true. But perhaps this needs not a little reassurance and proof that the soul exists
after the person has died and has some power and intelligence.”

In presenting this argument as belonging to ‘certain individuals’ rather than to himself, Kebes
creates a distance between himself and the belief that the soul is not immortal. This leaves open the
possibility that Plato utilizes Kebes in order to present various theories regarding the soul’s
immortality, with the specific purpose of allowing Sokrates to refute them, thereby supporting his
own thesis.®® According to Kebes, these individuals argue that once the soul separates from the

body:

(1) The soul exists nowhere (70a1-2).
(2) The soul is destroyed and dissolved at the moment of death, when the soul departs from the
body (70a2-4).

(3) The soul being dispersed like breath or smoke upon the winds (70a4-6).

503 This would establish Kebes as a kind of straw man, allowing Sokrates to defend not only the soul’s
immortality, but the veracity of the Platonic Wager (see further note 525 above).
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To respond to this challenge, Sokrates makes use of an earlier form of the Cyclical Argument,
wherein an opposite comes to be from its opposite, so that hot comes to be from cold; tall comes to

be from short; and the living come to be from the dead (71c1-72e1):%%*

(71c) (i) Tt o0v; Edn, T® Tfv éoti TL évavtiov, Gomep TG
£€ypnyopeval 1o KaBeUdeLy;

Névu pév odv, £én.

T(;

To teBvavayl, £dn.

OUkoUv €€ AAANAWV T yiyvetal talta, elmep évavria

£0TLY, KOl 0l YeEVEDELG eloilv aUTolv petafl SUo Suoiv bvtoly;
Na&c yap ol;

TRV pév Toivuv Etépav ouluyiav Ov vuvsh EAeyov éyw

oot, £¢n, £p®, 0 TWKPATNC, KAl aUTAV Kal TAC YEVEDELS: oU
6€ poL v €tépav. Aéyw O£ TO pev KaBelbeLy, TO £ éypn-
vopévay, kol £k tol kaBeubelv To éypnyopeval yiyveobat kal
(d) €k Tol éypnyopéval to KaBelSELY, Kal TOC YEVEDELG OUTOV
TV pév katadapBavely eivay, THv &’ dveyeipecBalt. ikavag
ool, £€dn, f o0;

Névu pév olv.

Néye &n pot kat ov, €dn, oltw nepl Lwiig kal Bavdtou.

oUK évavtiov pev G T LV TO TeBvaval elvay;

"Eywye.

MyveoOal &€ £€ AAANAWY;

Nad.

’E€ 00V TOU {GIVTOC TL TO YLYVOHEVOV;

ToO tebvnkog, £dn.

Ti 8¢, n &' B¢, €k ToU TEBVEDTOC;

Avaykaiov, £dn, OpoAoyelv OTL TO {Mv.

’EK TOV TEBVEWTWV &pa, W KERNC, T LGVTA Te Kal ol

{vteg yiyvovtay

604 Cf, Chapters 1.3.5 and 1.4.5; Phaidon 107d-108a.
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(e) Daivetay, €dn.

(ii) Elolv apa, €dn, at Yuxal NUOV évALdou.

"EoKev.

(iii) OUkoUV kal tolv yeveoéoLv Tolv mepl talta fj y’ ETépa
oadnc oo TUYXAVEL TO yap AmoBvroKelv cadeg Smou,

fi o0;

Névu pév odv, £én.

N&¢ olv, N &’ 8¢, MOOOUEV; OUK AVTOMOSWOOHEY THYV
gvavtiav yéveolv, AAAA taltn XwAn £otal | duaoLg; | Avaykn
amodolval @ AmoBvroKELY EvavTioy TWVA YEVECLY;

Mavtwg mou, €on.

Tiva tavtny;

To avaBlwokeobal.

(iv) OUkoUv, & ¢, elnep €oTL TO AvaBlwokesdat, £k TV
72.

(a) teBvewtwv Gv £iln yeveolg eig Toug {@vtag altn, To ava-
BuwokeoBay;

Mavu ye.

‘Opoloyettal dpa AUV Kal TauTn Toug {OvTag €K TV
TEBVEWTWV yeyovéval oUSEV NTToV A TOUC TEBVERTAC €K TMOV
LWVTWV, TOUTOU 8¢ BVTOC ikavov TTou E8AKEL TEKUAPLOV ELvaL
&TL AvaykaTov TAC TGOV TeBvewTwy Puxac elvai mou, 80ev 81
TaAw ylyveoBal.

AOKEeT pot, Edn, © TWKPOTES, EK TRV WHOAOYNUEVWV
avaykotov o0Twg EXEL.

(v) 16& toivuv oUtwe, €dn, ® KEPNC, BTL0VS’ ASIKWE WHO-
Aoynkapev, wg éuol Sokel. el yap pn ael avranodidoin ta
(b) £tepa TO1G £TEPOLG YIYVOUEVA, WOTtEPEL KUKAW TEPLLOVTA, GAN
g0Oela T1¢ £ln 1) yéveolg €k Tol €tépou povov ei¢ TO Katav-
TIKpU Kal i) GAvakaumtol oAy €mi 10 £Tepov UNSE Kapmny
ToLoTT0, 0106’ BTL MAVTA TEAEUTMVTO TO aUTO oXfipa &v oxoin

Kol T6 aUTd mabog av mabol Kal mTaUoaLTo YIYVOUEVQ;
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N&c Aéyelg; £dn.
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navta KatovaAwdival ei¢ 16 tebvavay;

0U8¢ pio pot Sokel, Edn O KEBNC, W SWKPATES, GAAG poL
S0Kelg mavranaolv aAAn6f AfyeLv.

"EoTv yap, £dn, @ KEBNC, WS ot SOKET, mavTdC paAAov
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(e) ivau.

[LOEB translation:] “And what does that imply?” he asked. “That there’s an opposite
to living, just as being awake is to sleeping?”

“Indeed there is.”
“What?”
“Being dead,” he said.

“So do these things come into being from each other, if indeed they are opposites
and are the processes of their coming into being two, as they are in pairs?”

“Of course.”

“Right then, I'll give you the first pair that | was telling you about just now,” said
Socrates, “both itself and its processes, and you give the other one. | mean sleeping
and being awake, and that being awake comes about from sleeping dand sleeping
from being awake and their processes are first going to sleep and second waking up.
Is that enough for you,” he asked, “or not?”
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“Perfectly.”

“Good. Now you tell me in this way,” he said, “about life and death. Aren’t you
saying that being dead is the opposite of being alive?”

“lam.”

“And they come about from each other.”

“Yes.”

“So what is it that comes about from that which is living?”
“That which is dead,” he said.

“And what is that comes from that which is dead?”

“It must be agreed,” he said, “that it’s the living.”

“Then living things and beings must come into existence from the dead, Cebes?”
“It looks like it.”

“So then our souls exist in Hades” he said.

“It seems so.”

“Then is the one of the two processes regarding these things actually obvious? Dying
is quite obvious presumably, or isn’t it?”

“Very much so,” he said.

“How shall we deal with this then?” he asked. “Shall we not put forward the
opposite process as a counterbalance, otherwise the nature of things will be
lopsided in this respect? Or should we set some opposite process against dying?”

“Yes | suppose we should,” he said.
“What will this be?”
“Coming back to life.”

“Therefore,” he said, “if there is a return to life, then this process of coming back to
life would be from the dead to the living.”

“Indeed.”

“In that way too we’re agreed then that the living have come into being from the
dead no less than the dead have from the living, and this being the case | presume
that it seemed sufficient proof that the souls of the dead must exist somewhere
from where indeed they come back into being.”

“It seems to me, Socrates,” he said, “from what we’ve agreed this must be how it

”

IS.

“Then consider it in this way, Cebes,” he said, “and you will see, | think, that we're
not wrong to have made this agreement. For if things did not always balance out
with their opposites when they come into being, going round in a circle as it were,
but if coming into being were only in a straight line from the opposite to the
opposite and did not bend back to the other side and make the turn, do you realize
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that all dying things would have the same pattern and would undergo the same
process and coming into being would cease.”

“How do you mean?” he said.

“It's not at all difficult to understand what I’'m saying,” he said; “after all, for
example, if there was a going to sleep, but waking didn’t balance it up by coming
into being out of sleeping, do you realize that in dying everything would show that
Endymion is insignificant and would nowhere to be seen on account of everything
else being in the same state as he, namely being asleep? And if everything were
combined together and not separated out, then Anaxagoras’ maxim would soon
come true: ‘All things together.” Likewise also, my dear Cebes, if everything that
partakes of life were to die, and when it died the dead were to remain in this form
and not come back to life again, isn’t it absolutely inevitable that all things that are
dying would be dead and nothing would be alive? For if the living came from things
other than the dead and the living died, what means are there to prevent everything
being consumed in death?”

“None whatsoever, it seems to me, Socrates,” said Cebes, “and | think what you're
saying is true in every respect.”

“Yes this is most certainly the case, Cebes, as | see it, and we’re not being misled in
agreeing just these things: there really is coming back to life and the living come into
being from the dead, and the souls of the dead do exist.””

According to Sokrates’ response, the souls arriving in Hades come from here, i.e. from the living; and
those that arrive here, come from there, i.e. from Hades. In this way, the living are ‘born from the
dead’ (70c7-8: yiyvovral £k TV tTeBvewtwv). In other words, Sokrates utilizes the idea of

reincarnation in order to demonstrate to Kebes that the soul is immortal.?®

This particular conception of reincarnation presents a scenario in which:

(i) The soul separates from a body resulting in the death of a living being (71c1-el).

(i) This now disembodied soul then travels to Hades (71e2-3).

(iii) As this soul travels to Hades, other souls depart from Hades (71e4-13).

(iv) These recently departed souls then become incarnate in mortal bodies, creating new living
beings (71e14-72a10).

(v) This new living being eventually experiences death, and the cycle continues (72al1-el).

605 Cf, Chapter 3.3 above; Phaidon 72e-77b, 72e-73a.

349



As Sokrates’ description shows, the souls that inhabit the bodies of all animate beings appear to
come from Hades. Hades, as Sokrates’ demonstrates in his later eschatological account,®® is the
place where the souls of the deceased dwell. The only souls that exist in Hades being those souls
that were once incarnate in mortal body and experienced ‘death.” Accordingly, the souls of the
living, if they come from Hades, must have once belonged to prior living beings in order for that soul
to experience ‘death’ and arrive in Hades in the first instance. This suggests all soul that exists came
into being in one specific instance, and subsequent to this event, no new soul may come into being.
In this way, it is necessary for the number of individuated souls to be conserved, lest the number of
souls available for incarnation in mortal bodies reach zero, preventing any animate beings from

existing at some point in the future.®”’

In order to conserve the number of souls, Sokrates believes reincarnation exists, so that the number
of souls available for incarnation never reduces to zero.®% This, for Sokrates, ‘proves’ the immortality
of the soul, as no new soul may come into being, thus preventing any soul from being destroyed, lest
the amount of soul in existence eventually reach zero, and animate beings cease to exist. Hades,
therefore, constitutes the source of all souls that now exist in the mortal realm and will ever exist in
the mortal realm (71e2-72e1); and reincarnation is the process that ensures the conservation of this

supply of soul so that it never ceases to be.

In 77a9-77e2, Sokrates elaborates further on this early form of the Cyclical Argument. Here, Sokrates
provides the same ‘proof’ of the soul’s immortality as above, but now situates it within the more
formalized and normative theory of opposites. This theory argues that opposites come to be out of
their opposites; for example, Individual A is tall next to Individual B who is short, yet Individual A
becomes short next to Individual C who is taller. However, these opposites can never participate

fully in each other, so that the Form of the Tall can never be the Form of the Small (70d7-71b11):

606 Cf, Chapter 2.8.4.
607 Cf. Timaios 39e3-41d3 — these mortal creatures must exist.
608 Sayers (1999): 159; cf. Bostock (1999): 418-420; Blondell (2002): 242n.254.
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OUkoOv Kkal SlakpiveoBal katl cuykpiveoBdal, kat PpuxecOal
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Névu pév olv, n &’ 8.

[LOEB translation:] “Well then, don’t look at this,” he said, “only from the human
angle, if you want to understand it more easily, but from that of all animals and
plants, and by looking collectively at all things that come into being elet’s see
whether everything comes into being in this way, from nowhere but opposites from
their opposite, where they happen to have this kind of characteristic, for example:
the beautiful is opposite to the ugly, | suppose, the just to the unjust; and indeed
there are countless others like this. So let’s consider whether for those things that
have an opposite, it must follow that a particular thing comes into being from
nowhere else but what is opposite to it. For example, when something larger comes

into being it must, | suppose, be from something that was previously smaller and
that then became larger, mustn’t it?”

“Yes.”

“Likewise, if something comes to be smaller, will it then come to be smaller from
something that was previously larger?”

“That’s right,” he said.
“And furthermore, the weaker from the stronger and the quicker from the slower.”
“Yes indeed.”

“And what about if something worse comes into being, isn’t it from something
better, and the more just from the more unjust?”

“Of course.”

“Then we’re satisfied on this point then,” he said, “that all things come into being in
this way: opposite things from their opposites?”

“Very much so.”

“But what about this? Is there also something like this in them: two kinds of
generation between all the pairs of opposites, as they occur in pairs, from one to the
other and conversely from the second to the first? You see, between a larger object
and a smaller one isn’t there a process of growing and diminishing, and so we refer
to the one as increasing and the other as decreasing?”

“Yes,” he said.

“And so too, we have separation and combination, cooling and warming and
everything like this; even if sometimes we don’t use these terms, in actual fact it
must apply in all instances that their coming into existence from each other is the
process of coming-to-be into each other?”

“Very much so,” he agreed.
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Having elucidated this theory of opposites, Sokrates reinterprets his account (above) in light of this
theory, arguing once more that the living come from the dead, but that Life itself can never be the

same as Death.%

In this way, participants in a state of coming-to-be (i.e. Becoming) may exhibit properties of contrary
Forms, so that Individual A may be both tall and short, and experience both life and death. Yet, the
Form itself, i.e. that-which-is (Being), cannot partake of its contrary, as it must exist forever
changeless (78c1-e5). If this were not the case, the Form would not ‘be,” but exist in a state of
Becoming. For Plato, this cannot stand, since it would render reality in a state of constant change,
thereby destroy the existence of ‘truth’ within the universe, as one cannot know something that is

always changing. This would invalidate Sokrates’ response to Menon’s paradox in both the Menon

609 Sokrates' explanation, however, relies upon certain assumptions he never fully addresses. For instance,
Sokrates provides a false equivalency between life and death, and the other opposites he utilizes in order to
demonstrate the veracity of his theory of opposites. In demonstrating his theory of opposites, Sokrates refers
to 'the larger coming from the smaller,' 'the weaker from the stronger,' and 'the worse from the better.' All of
the examples Sokrates utilizes refer to subjective properties that require some kind of comparison in order to
be imbued with any meaning. For example, one can only identify something as being large, in relation to
something else; and the same is true for the other examples Sokrates provides. Although one might be able to
identify a particular entity as being 'dead' by contrasting it with something that is 'alive'; death, at least for
human beings, is a demonstrable state of existence that is both empirically verifiable and finite. One might be
able to say that Person A is dead, in comparison to Person B who is alive, but regardless of whether Person B is
there or not, Person A will always be dead. Conversely, if Person A is large in comparison to Person B who is
small, Person A might not continue to be large if Person B were absent; or in relation to another person,
Person C. 'Life' and 'death' are definite qualities, whilst 'smallness' or 'largeness' are indefinite properties, at
least as they pertain to the human being. It does not necessarily follow that what is applicable to extrinsic or
relational properties such as 'large and small'; 'worse and better,' and 'weaker and stronger,' are equally
applicable to intrinsic qualities such as 'life and death.' Thus it may be that an opposite coming from an
opposite is a valid observation for an extrinsic property, but can this be extrapolated to intrinsic qualities, such
as life and death? See further Chapters 1.3.5 and 1.4.5: Sokrates appears to assume that Life is equal to soul,
allowing him to argue for its immortality via the notion that an opposite may not partake of its opposite.
Therefore, the soul, as Life, can never die, since it cannot partake of its opposite — Death. The soul, however,
cannot be equivalent to Life itself, since the soul possesses other qualities absent from Life, e.g. motion,
intelligence, virtue, or ignorance. Therefore, either Life is not a Form, eternal and changeless, or else the soul is
not Life. In the Phaidon, 95b-102a, however Sokrates determines that things acquire their name by having a
share in the Forms; thus, it may be that the soul can be called ‘life” because it partakes of Life. If human beings
are alive, virtue of the presence of soul, then only the soul, strictly speaking, may be called ‘alive,” since it is the
only entity in the universe that partakes of Life. In this example, the soul is the particular that partakes of the
universal, Life. As the soul appears to be the only particular in the universe that participates in Life, so the soul
must be immortal, given that no new soul may come into existence after its initial point of inception. Were
soul to cease to be, then there would be no entity left in the universe that participates in Life, thereby causing
the inanimation of the universe itself.
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and the Phaidon, and allows for the responses of two sophists to this paradox — that of Protagoras

(relativism) and Gorgias (nihilism — cf. Chapter 3.4) — to retain their validity.®°

(3.5.2) 72e-77b

As alluded to in the above argument (Chapter 3.5.1) Sokrates utilizes reincarnation to introduce a
form of the Cyclical Argument, in order to demonstrate the soul’s immortality. In this section of the
Phaidon, Sokrates introduces a corollary to the above argument, employing recollection, in
conjunction with reincarnation, to present a formal theory of opposites. Returning to the triangular
relationship outlined above, Sokrates’ applies both reincarnation and recollection (two constituents

of this relationship) to establish the existence of the third constituent — psychic immortality.

The theory of recollection, however, is not introduced into the conversation by Sokrates, but rather
by the character of Kebes. Upon hearing Sokrates’ above use of reincarnation, Kebes is moved to
‘recollect’ an argument he claims Sokrates has mentioned frequently on previous occasions — the
theory of recollection (72e3-7). Thus, by the time of composition of the Phaidon, the theory of
recollection, and by extension reincarnation, are established as being older, more authoritative
notions that Sokrates and his companions appear to take for granted as being true.5!! This allows the
present discussion to remain focused upon demonstrating the veracity of psychic immortality, so
that Sokrates does not have to embark on long digressions, and ‘prove’ both recollection and

reincarnation each time he wishes to mention them.

Kebes, accordingly, provides a summary of the recollection (72e2-73a3) introduced by Sokrates in

the Menon:

610 protagoras: DK 80A13, A14, A19, B1; Gorgias: DK 82B3. See also Chapter 4 below.
611 Morgan (1990): 47; Rutherford (1995): 24; Scott (1999): 102-118; Dancy (2004): 241, 253-283; cf. Kahn
(1996): 64, 150 whose unitarianism considers this intentional Platonic design.
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(72e2) (1) Kat punv, €dpn 6 KEBng moAaPwy, kal kot EKEVOV ye
TOV AOyoV, W SWKPATEC, £ AANBAC £oTLy, OV oL elwdag

Bapd Aéyely, OTL NUIV [ HABNoLg o0K AAAO TL | AvapvNoLC
TUYXAVEL 0U0Q, Kal KATA TOUTOV AvAyKn TTou AUES €V TPoTépw
TWL XpOvw pepaBnkéval a viv avaptpuvnokopeda. (2) todto 6
73.

(a) adUvatov, (3) €l uh AV ou ARV 1} Puxn TIpiv &V THSE TG Av-
Bpwrivw eldel yevéaBal- Wote kal tavtn dBavatov ) Puyn

TL EOLKEV ELvaL.

[LOEB translation:] ““And furthermore,” said Cebes taking up the point, “according
to that argument, Socrates, if what you’ve frequently put forward is true, that for us
learning is actually nothing other than recollection, then according to that | think it
must be that what we now recollect we have learned at some previous time. But this
is impossible unless our soul existed somewhere before it came into being in this
human form. So in this way too the soul seems to be immortal.”

Accordingly:

(1) When one learns, one is recollecting what the soul learnt at some previous time (72e2-6).
(2) This previous time occurred prior to the soul’s embodiment (72e6ff.).
(3) Therefore, the soul existed somewhere prior to its present incarnation (73a1-3).

(4) Combining this with Sokrates’ argument in Chapter 3.5.1, this ‘somewhere prior’ is Hades.

As with Sokrates’ introduction of recollection in the Menon, Kebes’ summation raises similar
criticisms, e.g. this version of recollection posits the pre-existence of the soul, but not necessarily its
continued existence post-death, nor the existence of reincarnation.®®? Nevertheless, by combining
this summation of recollection with the early form of the Cyclical Argument Sokrates introduces
above (Chapter 3.5.1), this provides a response to some of these associated issues, e.g. it argues that

the soul exists prior to embodiment, but also after death, in Hades (77a8-e2).513

One issue, however, that neither of these arguments address, is how the soul initially came into

being.?'* This understanding of reincarnation, establishes it as a cycle that possesses no apparent

612 Cf, Chapter 3.4.
613 Morgan (1990): 47; Kahn (1996): 64, 160-164, 314.
614 See Chapters 1.3.8 and 1.4.8, in particular, for a consideration of this issue.
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beginning nor end. In this way, Sokrates appears to suggest that the soul did not undergo a creation,
but always existed; and since there was no point in time, in the past, in which the soul did not exist,
so there will be no point in time, in the future, in which the soul ceases to exist.®*® Yet, the theory of
recollection described by Sokrates in the Menon (see Chapter 3.4), and by Kebes here, implies a
point in which the soul was not part of this never-ending cycle. If learning is understood to be the
recollection of knowledge already contained within the soul, then the soul must contain knowledge
of all things; otherwise, it would be impossible for certain individuals to learn certain things, thereby

invalidating recollection’s use as a response to Menon’s paradox.®'®

Yet, the judgement of the soul presented in the Phaidon, consists of an attempt by the judges to
ascertain the extent to which a soul possesses knowledge (see Chapter 2.8.4). This would suggest
there are things the soul does not know, leading to the same conclusion mentioned previous, i.e. the
invalidation of recollection as a response to Menon’s paradox. Presumably, therefore, the criterion
of the judgement refers to the extent to which the soul, in its present incarnation, was able to
recollect the knowledge it contains within itself, thereby preserving the soul’s retention of all
knowledge. This would create a situation in which the soul does not learn anything new whilst in
Hades, since it already possess all there is to know. If the soul cannot learn anything new in Hades,
and the soul dwells in Hades prior to incarnation, then there must have been a point in which the
soul dwelt in a disembodied state, somewhere other than Hades, at which time it acquired all of its
knowledge. Were such the case, then this would dispute the entirely cyclical nature of the

reincarnation Sokrates presents here.®” On the other hand, it is possible that if Sokrates envisions

615 Cf, Sokrates’ presentation of the soul in the Phaidon (Chapters 1.3.5 and 1.4.5) as being equivalent to Life,
and therefore, incapable of partaking of Death leading to its immortality. If the soul is understood to be
equivalent to Life, and all animate beings are alive virtue of the presence of soul, then the soul could not have
been born, since all life in the universe stems from the soul. Were life to have existed in the universe prior to
soul, then all animate beings are not alive virtue of the soul, in which case the soul cannot be interpreted as
being equivalent to Life, as there would exist another source of life in the universe. Of course, it is possible for
the soul to have been created if it was created at the very inception of the universe, see for example, the
Timaios (Chapters 1.3.8 and 1.4.8).

516 |rwin (1999): 144; Cf. Chapter 3.4

517 Indeed, this is the case in both the Phaidros and the Timaios — see further Chapters 3.7 and 3.8.
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the soul as always having existed, then the soul likewise existed always omniscient, though this is

not specifically stated in the dialogue.®®

(3.5.3) 113d-114c

(113d1) Toutwy 6¢ oUtwg nedpukoTWY, EMeldav ddikwvtal ol TeTe-
AEUTNKATEC €iC TOV TOTOV OL O SaipwV EKACTOV KOMLTEL,

MPAOTOV PV SLeSIKATaVTO ol Te KAAWG Kal O0iwg BLwoavteg

kal ot uA. (3) kat ol pév av 66&woat péowe BePLwkéval, Topeu-
Bévtec émi Tov Axépovta, dvapavteg & 6n adtolc OxAUOTA
£0TLY, £1l ToUTWV adkvolvral gig thv Alpvny, kal kel

oikoUol te kal kaBalpdpevol TV T ASIKNUATWY SLEOVTEC
Sikag dmoAvovtay, €l Tig TL ASIKNKEY, TV T eDEPYECLOIV

(e) Tipnag dépovrat kata thv aiav £kaotog: (1) ot &’ av do&wov
AVLATWCE XLV S1A TG PeYEDN TGV ApapTnuaTwy, f ltepo-

oUAlag moAAAC Kal peyalag i dOvoug adikoug Kal mapavoUoug
rioA\oU¢ £€elpyacpuévol i Ao doa Toladta Tuyxavel 6vta,
toUTouc 8€ ) mpoonKouoa poipa pimtel gig tov Taptapov,

00ev oUmote ékBaivouaty. (2) ol & av idoipa pév peyaia 6
SOEWOLV NHAPTNKEVAL AUOPTHILOTA, OOV TTPOC TATEPA A HN-
114.

(a) tépa O Opyfiic Bladv TL mpagavteg, Kal petapélov alTolg
TOV GAMov Biov BLiowy, 1 avdpodovol TolouTw Tvi GAAW
TPOTW YEVWVTAL, TOUTOUG OE éUmeoely HeV eig TOV Taptapov
Aavaykn, éunecovrag 8¢ altolg Kal EViauTov EKET YEVOUEVOUC
EKBAAAEL TO KOO, TOUC pEV avEpodOVoUC KAt TOV KwKUTOV,
ToU¢ &€ matpaloiog kai pntpaloiog katd tov NupildAey-
€0ovta: €meldav &€ pepoOpevol yEVWVTAL Katd TAV Aluvny Thv
Axepoucotada, évtaiba Bohoti te kat kaholaoly, ol pév oUg

amnéktewvay, ol 8¢ oUc UPBploav, kahéoavteg &’ iketelouot

b18 Cf. Ackrill (1997): 13.
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(b) kal 6€ovtal édoal oddg ékBrval eig TAV Alpvny kal 6£€acbal,
Kol éav pev nelowotv, ékBaivouot te kat Afyouot tv

Kak®v, €l 6¢ pry, pépovtat alBig eic TOV TapTapov kat

£KeBev ALY €i¢ TOUC oTapoUg, Kal Tadta mdoXovieg ou
pOTEPOV MavovTal plv Gv meiowolv oUg Adiknoav: adtn yap
1N 6ikn OTO TV SlkaoTWV aUTOlG £TaxOn. (4) ol 6€ &) Gv 6o&waot
SlabepoVTwE IPodg TO doiwe PLivat, oUTol giotv ol TRVSE pev
TOV TOMWV TV &V Tij vij EAeuBepolipevol te Kal AmaAAaTTo-

(c) pevol Womep deopwtnpiwy, avw &€ €ig TV kaBapdv olknowv
adikvoupevol Kal i yiic oikil{opevol. (5) toutwv 6& alT®v ol
dooodla tkavig kabnpapevol Aveu Te CWHATWY {DoL TO
naparnayv eic tov Enelta xpovov, Kat £i¢ oikAoeLg £TL TOUTWY
kaAAioug adikvolvral, Gg oute padlov SnAdaoal olTe 6 XPOVOG
KavOC &V TQ) TapdVTL. AL ToUTwV 81 Eveka xpr Wv SteAnAv-
Bapev, O Stupio, TdV TOLETY MOTe APETAC Kal GPOVACEWC €V

T Plw PeTAOKEWV- KOAOV yap TO GBAOV Kal 1) EATTLC HeydAn.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. “Such is the nature of these things. When the dead reach
the place where the spirit brings each one, firstly they submit to judgment: those
who have led good holy lives, and those who have not. Now those who are
considered to have led a moderate life make their way toward the Acheron, embark
on rafts provided for them, and on these they arrive at the lake. There they dwell,
are purified and are absolved of their wrongdoings by paying penalties, if anyone
has done any wrong, and they win recognition for their good deeds, each according
to his worth. But those who are judged to be incorrigible on account of the enormity
of their wrongdoing, having committed either much great sacrilege or unjust killings
and many lawless acts, or any other cases of this kind, their appropriate destiny
flings them into Tartarus whence they never emerge. If others are judged to have
committed great wrongs that are remediable, such as doing violence to a father or
mother out of anger, and have lived the rest of their lives in remorse, or those who
have killed in some other similar way, must firstly be thrown into Tartarus, but once
they’ve been thrown in and spent a year there, the wave throws them out: the
murderers by way of Cocytus, the violators of father and mother by way of
Pyriphlegethon. When they’re carried along and come up alongside the Acherusian
Lake, there they cry out and call, some to those whom they’ve killed, others to those
upon whom they’ve committed outrage. Having called them they beseech and beg
them to be allowed to come out onto the lake and be admitted, and if they
persuade them, they come out and put an end to their troubles. But if not, they're
carried back to Tartarus and from there back to the rivers and they do not stop
suffering in this way until they win over those whom they’ve wronged: for this is the
sentence assigned to them by the judges. But as for those who are judged to have
been distinguished in leading a holy life, those are the ones who have been set free,
released from these regions in the earth as from prisons, and have come up into the

358



pure dwelling and are settled upon the earth. Of these some people, those who
have been adequately cleansed by philosophy, lead their entire lives henceforth
without the body for the whole of the time to come and they reach dwellings even
more beautiful than these, which it’s neither very easy to describe, nor is there
enough time in the present circumstances. Well, for these reasons we’ve talked
about, Simmias, we must do everything to have a share of goodness and wisdom in
our lives: for it’s a noble prize and the expectations are great.””

The Phaidon concludes with a representation of Sokrates’ death. Prior to this formal conclusion of
the dialogue, Sokrates completes his second apologia with an account that is part geographical
account of Hades, and part eschatological account concerning the progression of the soul from
disembodiment (i.e. ‘death’) to reincarnation.®?® During Sokrates’ account, he describes how the soul
travels to the place of judgement in Hades; the judgement itself, and its subsequent organization

into five identifiable categories of soul (113d1-114c8). These categories are:

(1) The Incurable Soul —the unjust soul that cannot be cured of its ignorance via corrective
punishment, and so serves henceforth as a deterrent to other souls (113e1-6).5%°

(2) The Curable Soul — the unjust soul that can be cured of its ignorance through corrective
punishment (113e6-114b6).5%

(3) The Average Soul — the soul that is neither unjust nor just, being some combination of both;
and experiences both punishment and reward (113d4-e1).5%

(4) The Pure Soul —the just soul that did not belong to a philosopher, and experiences reward
on ‘the true surface of the earth’ (114b6-c2, cf. 110b5-111c¢3).53

(5) The Philosopher’s Soul — the just soul that did belong to a philosopher, and experiences
reward in a place free of the confines of earth, above that of the ‘true surface of the earth’

(114¢2-6).5%

619 Kahn (1996): 314.

620 See further Chapters 2.4.4, 2.8.4, and 2.9.4.

621 See further Chapters 2.4.4, 2.8.4, and 2.9.4.

622 See further Chapter 2.8.4.

523 phaidon 82b5-8: best of ordinary human beings come back as bees, wasps or ants, or as moderate human
beings; see further Chapter 2.8.4.

624 See further Chapter 2.8.4.
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Thus far, the Phaidon presents a similar conceptualization of the afterlife as that of the Gorgias,
though it includes the extra category of the ‘average soul.’ In between the Gorgias and the Phaidon,
however, Plato introduces the notion of reincarnation. Consequently, Plato attempts to integrate
the notion of reincarnation into his wider conception of the afterlife as presented in the Gorgias.

This presents the following relationship between the five categories and reincarnation:

(1) The Incurable Soul is removed from the cycle of reincarnation (113e1-6).
(2) The Curable Soul remains in the cycle of reincarnation (113e6-114b6).
(3) The Average Soul remains in the cycle of reincarnation (113d4-113e1).
(4) The Pure Soul remains in the cycle of reincarnation (114b6-c2).

(5) The Philosopher’s Soul is removed from the cycle of reincarnation (114c2-6).

As the above shows, all categories of soul undergo reincarnation, except for two specific categories,
the incurable soul and the philosopher’s soul. Why is this so? In Chapter 2 (see, for example, Chapter
2.12) it became evident that the judges use both ethical and epistemological criteria to judge the
soul, though ultimately the ethical criteria are subsumed by the epistemological. In this case, the
incurable soul is the unjust soul that commits especial acts of wickedness in life. However, this soul,
(unlike that of the curable), derives no benefit from corrective punishment, and so it must serve as a
deterrent to others, conferring upon them some kind of benefit, thereby ensuring that this
punishment is not wanton. This relies upon a conception of punishment whereby an individual
commits an act of injustice through ignorance, and so the purpose of punishment should be to
correct this ignorance, in the belief that no knowledgeable individual would willingly commit an act
of injustice.®?® Integrating the theory of recollection into this understanding, the incurable soul
becomes the soul that failed to recollect the knowledge contained within itself. The incurable soul,

therefore, is the ignorant soul.

625 See further Chapters 2.4.1, 2.4.2, and 2.6.1.
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According to this understanding, the philosopher’s soul becomes the knowledgeable soul; the soul
that succeeded in recollecting the knowledge contained within itself. Since this soul is
knowledgeable, it precludes the possibility of it committing acts of injustice, as injustice results from
ignorance, which this soul does not possess. Yet, how is the philosopher’s soul different from that of
the pure soul, as they both appear to be ‘just’ souls? Using the theory of recollection presented in
the Menon and the Phaidon, the pure soul is the ‘just’ soul that does not commit injustice, but it is
not necessarily the knowledgeable soul. The pure soul need only possess enough knowledge not to
commit acts of injustice. This knowledge, moreover, need not derive from reasoned investigation,
but may derive from trial and error or habituation, such that the pure soul may commit an injustice,
pay the penalty for this injustice, and refrain from repeating their error. As long as this occurs prior
to death, the soul will be adjudged pure.®?® The philosopher, on the other hand, consistently seeks to
use reasoned investigation in order to recollect knowledge of all things, never ceasing to search and
investigate.®?” In this way, only the philosopher’s soul can be considered ‘truly’ knowledgeable. One
may argue that the pure soul fulfils the ethical criteria of the judgement, but not the

epistemological, whereas the philosopher’s soul fulfils both.

This creates a situation in which the incurable soul becomes the contrary of the philosopher’s soul,
so that the philosopher’s soul represents Knowledge, it having recovered the inherent omniscience
of the soul, whilst the incurable soul represents Ignorance, it having recovered none. Utilizing the
Cyclical Argument introduced in the Phaidon (69e7-72e1l), the philosopher’s soul (Knowledge) and
the incurable soul (Ignorance) are binary opposites. Therefore, knowledge may come out of
ignorance, and ignorance out of knowledge, but Knowledge can never become Ignorance, and

Ignorance, Knowledge.®”® Consequently, the philosopher’s soul is removed from the cycle of

626 Cf. Chapter 1.3.9.
627 Cf. Menon 86b-c.
628 Cf. the remaining categories of soul, Phaidon 112e-114b (see also Chapter 2.8.4).
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reincarnation as it represents Knowledge, and so it can never become its contrary — Ignorance.®?
This soul is thus unsuitable for reincarnation, as it would result in an individual being born in
possession of a demonstrable knowledge of all things. Such an individual cannot fail but be all-
knowing and just, thereby removing from this individual any personal agency; their choices being
meaningless, as it has been predetermined that they will be knowledgeable and just. On the other
hand, the incurable soul is removed from the cycle of reincarnation as it represents Ignorance, and
so it can never become its contrary — Knowledge. This soul is thus unsuitable for reincarnation, as it
would result in an individual being born in possession of total ignorance. Such an individual cannot
fail but be ignorant and unjust, thereby removing from this individual any personal agency, as it has

been predetermined that they will be forever ignorant and unjust.®*

Annas (1982), on the other hand, presents the following understanding of the role of reincarnation

in the Phaidon:

“Running through the dialogue [i.e. the Phaidon] has been the thought that soul and body
are sharply distinct and opposed. In fact Plato notoriously wavers, between different
arguments, in his treatment of the soul/body relation and the nature of the soul; but in
Socrates' extended discussions of the philosopher's attitude to the soul and the body (64a-
69e) and their respective affinities (78b-84b) he develops the idea that excellence for a soul
lies in separation from the body and defectiveness in attachment to the body and
commitment to its concerns. In this context he describes the good soul as parting easily from
the body at death, while the bad soul lingers on round it, and because of its desire for

embodiment is compelled to re-enter other bodies again, of a kind appropriate to its former

629 Cf. the suggestion in Chapter 2.12 that the philosopher’s soul appears to be understood as existing close to
the changeless and immortal form of Knowledge. Hence, were a philosopher’s soul reincarnated, it could never
be anything other than knowledgeable, since it will be incapable of participating in Ignorance, virtue of its
closeness to the changeless form of Knowledge.

630 Cf, the suggestion in Chapter 2.12 that the incurable soul appears to be understood as existing close to the
changeless and immortal form of Ignorance. Hence, were an incurable soul reincarnated, it could never be
anything other than ignorant, since it will be incapable of participating in Knowledge, virtue of its closeness to
the changeless form of Ignorance.
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life (80d5-82c8). Reincarnation thus appears as a punishment for a bad life, and the highest
kind of virtue is said to belong to the philosopher, who by refusing to identify with the
body's concerns renders his soul at death "pure", unattracted by the body and presumably

not liable to reincarnation” (pp.126-127).

| ultimately disagree with Annas’ assessment of reincarnation in the Phaidon on the following

grounds:

(1)

631

| agree that the philospoher’s soul is presented as escaping the cycle of reincarnation. |
disagree, however, that this is because of their refusal to identify with the body, but rather
due to the pure soul of the philosopher having achieved a higher state of existence that no
longer requires a permanent body. In 114c Sokrates describes how those pure souls that
have been cleansed by philosophy (aUt®v ol pthocodia ikavdg kaBnpapevol), exist for the
rest of time without the body. | think it is important that Sokrates draws a distinction here
between the pure souls and those that belong to philosophers, as | believe the two are not
the same. | believe that when Sokrates refers to the souls of those cleansed by philosophy,
Plato intends us to understand philosophy as that philosophy which Plato proffers, i.e. only
those souls that have followed the Sokratic way of life escape reincarnation. Thus, Plato uses
the philosopher’s soul’s escape from reincarnation in a protreptic manner (consistent with
the Platonic Wager), in order to demonstrate to his audience that it is not enough to be a
philosopher — a sophist, for example, may call themselves a philosopher (cf. the Sophist) —
rather one must be a philosopher, in the vein of Sokrates, i.e. one must follow the Sokratic
way of life.

As with the Gorgias myth so with the Phaidon myth, Annas utterly ignores the existence of

the incurable soul. The incurable soul, like the soul of the philosopher, likewise “escapes”

631 | feel | should point out that on page 138, Annas (1982a) states rather problematically that “we find
reincarnation implausible, and even grotesque.” Given that there is a sizeable percentage of the contemporary
population that believes in the existence of reincarnation, e.g. Hindus, Buddhists, Jains, | think this statement
is rather ill-thought-out, and may suggest the existence of potential confirmation bias.
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(3)

reincarnation, since it dwells in Tartaros for the rest of time. If the philosopher escapes
reincarnation because they do not identify with the body, and reincarnation is a punishment
for living a bad life, then by this logic the incurable soul must not only remain within the
cycle of reincarnation, but must be subject to “super”-embodiment given its attachment to
the body. By “super”-embodiment | mean the incurable soul must be so attached to the
body, in contrast to the philosopher’s soul, that it must, to some extent, become entirely
body if the philosopher’s soul becomes entirely soul. Yet nowhere does Plato argue that the
incurable soul ceases to be soul; indeed, in describing the punishment of the incurable soul
as occuring for eternity, it suggests the divine, immortal part of the incurable soul remains
intact, otherwise, the punishment would not last an eternity.

This brings me to the third point, which is that | do not believe, based on my understanding,
that Plato presents reincarnation as punishment per se. Reincarnation, | believe, is not
inherently good or bad, it simply is; it exists of necessity (cf. the Myth of Er discussed in
Chapter 3.6.1). It is an unfeeling, amoral, and inevitable process that is required to maintain
the underlying order of the universe,®*? hence Sokrates’ statement that the incurable soul is
dragged to its judgement by its guardian, whether it wants to go or not. The moral part
enters with the judgement of the soul, which Annas dismissed earlier (pp.125-126) as
playing a lesser, downgraded role in the Phaidon.

Having said the above, | do believe that Plato intends for an optimistic reading of
reincarnation, rather than the pessimistic (almost nihilistic) reading of Annas.®*® As Sokrates

describes in the Phaidon, it is not enough for a soul simply to be pure, but it must be a soul

632 See also Saunders (1973): 234: “The whole object of the eschatological exercise is explicitly said to be the
arranging of every 'part' of the universe, souls included, in the position which will contribute most to the good
of the whole ... Further, the process is not, apparently, subject to more than minimal guidance from any
personal agency: it seems to be automatic or semi-automatic, with perhaps some remote control from a
supervisor who may have done no more than construct the system in the first place, which thereafter operates
by virtue of its own built-in mechanisms. Most of the verbs used to describe the soul's movement are neutral:
it 'moves’, 'goes’, 'travels', rather than 'is sent' or 'is conducted' by a guide. The whole process seems as
automatic and inevitable as the motion of a cork or stone when released half-way down a depth of water: the
stone automatically sinks, the cork bobs up.”

633 Annas (1982a): 129, 135, and 138.
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that practices philosophy; here one should reunderstand philosophy as the Sokratic way of
life. Thus, reincarnation may seem pessimistic, since no matter how good one leads their life,
they will only escape reincarnation if they live the Sokratic way of life, which is not possible
for certain members of society, e.g. slaves or women, due to societal factors outside of their
control. However, reincarnation seems to continue indefinitely until escape is achieved. This
therefore, gives all souls an infinite amount of time to try again. Given infnity it is likely every
soul will eventually escape the cycle. Plato, via the Platonic Wager, provides the “cheat-
code” (the privileged knowledge) for escaping the cycle sooner rather than later: do not live
the life of the incurable soul, but believe that the afterlife (and reincarnation) exist, live the

Sokratic way of life now, and break free of the cycle.

(3.6) The Politeia

(3.6.1) 10.614b-621d

The Politeia culminates in the eschatological account known as ‘the Myth of Er’ (10.614b2-621d2).
This account presents a description of the afterlife, apparently from the point of view of Er, who
outlines the journey of the soul from its disembodiment to its eventual reincarnation. Sokrates’
account retains the description of reincarnation presented above in the Phaidon (Chapter 3.5.3),
with three caveats. First, Sokrates reduces the five categories of soul from five to four — the
‘average’ soul being absorbed into the categories of ‘curable’ and ‘pure’ (see further Chapters 2.8.4
and 2.9.4). Second, in the Phaidon Sokrates does not describe exactly how a soul is reincarnated,
merely that the souls await at the Akherousian Lake until the time of reincarnation (Phaidon 113a2-

5, d1-el). In the Politeia, Sokrates elaborates on this facet of reincarnation, introducing the idea that
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each individual soul uses the knowledge they recollected in life, in order to choose for themselves

their next life (10.617d2-621b7):%3*

(617d2) b olv, netdn adikéodat, eVBUC Selv iévat Tpodg THY
Adxeow. podATNV 00V TVa ohEG TIPGHTOV HEV &V TAEEL
Saotijoat, Enetta AaBovra €k TV THg AaxEoewg yovatwy
kKANpouc¢ te kal Blwv mapadeiyparta, dvaBavra i T Bhipa
OPNAOV elmelv: “Avaykng Buyatpog Kopng AaxEoswg AOyoc.
Wuyxal édnuepot, dpxn aAAng meplodou Bvntod yévoug

(e) Bavatndopou. ouy DA Saipwv Anetal, GAN UUElS daipova
aiprjoecBe. mp®tog &’ O Aaywv mp&ToC aipeicbw Blov, K
ouvéotal €€ Avayknc. dpetn 6€ adéomotov, AV TLUMV Kol
atipalwy mAgov Kal EAattov auTi¢ EKaoTog ££E€L. aitia
£\opévou- Bo¢ dvaitiog.”

Tadta einovra piat £mi mavtag toug KARpoug, Tov 6¢ map’
QUTOV MECOVTA EKAoTOV AvatpeioBat ARV oU, & 8& oUK £av: TQ)
618.

(a) 8¢ dvelopév Siilov eivat OmOoToc eiAnXeV. HETA 8¢ ToUTO
avBLc T TV Biwv mapadeiypata gic 10 Tpocbev opdv Beival
ML TAV ViV, TOAD TAeiw TGV mapovTwy. elval 8¢ mavtodamd:
{wwv Te yap mavtwy Bloug kal &A kal Toug dvBpwrivoug
dravrtag. Tupavvisag Te yap év auTolc elval, TaC pév State-
A€lc, Tag 6¢ kai ety dtadpBelpopévac Kat gig meviag te Kal
puyac kal eic mtwyeiog Tehevtwoac: eivat 8¢ kai Sokipwy
avép®v Biloug, ToUG pev &t elbeotv Kal KoTd KAAN Kol Thv

(b) &AAnv loxuv te Kal aywviav, Toug &’ £mi yévealy Kal mpoyovwy
ApeTAlg, Kol AdoKipHwY KaTd TaUTd, woaltwg 6& Kal

yuvalk®@v. Puxfic 6 tav ouk &vetval SLa 1O avaykaiwg

£xewv aAhov Ehopévny Biov dAholav yiyveoBal: ta &’ GAA
AAANAoLG Te Kal MAoUToLG Kal Tevialg, Ta &€ vooolg, ta &’

Uyleloug pepelyxBat, T 6£ kal pecolv touTwy.

834 Cf. Irwin (1999b): 164-185.
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"EvBa 81, W¢ £otkev, ® dide MavKwv, 6 TEC Kivouvog
avOpwrnw, kal Std Talta PdAloTta EMLUEANTEOV OTIWG EKALOTOG

(c) AUV TV AANWV poBnuATwy dpeAnoag Toutou Tol pabnua-

5

T0G Kal INTNTAC Kal padntig éotat, v mobev olog T |
HoBelv Kal €€eupelv TiG aUTOV TTOLROEL SUVATOV Kal €mLoTh-
pova, Biov xpnotov kail movnpov Slaylyvwokovta, ToV BeATiw
€K TV Suvat®v del mavtayol aipeloBat: dvaloyllopevov
navta Ta vuvdn pnbévta [kat] cuvtiBéueva GAANAOLS Kal
Slapolpeva mpog apetnyv Biou g €xel, eibéval Ti kKAAAOG
nievig A MAoUTW KpaBev Kal PeTd molag Tvog YPuxig £€swg

(d) kakov R dyabov épyaletal, Kal Tt eyévelal kal SuoyEvelat
Kol i6lwtetal kal apyal kal ioyveg kal dcBvelal kat ebpabiot
kol Suopabial kat mavta ta toladta TV pUoEL Ttepl Puxnv
OVTWV Kal TV EMIKTATWY Tl cUYKEPAVVUEVA TTIPOG GAANAQ
gpyaletal, (Wote €€ AmAvTwy aUTGV SuVaTOV ivat UANOYL-
odpevov aipeioBal, mpog TV Thg Yuxhg dpuotv dnoPAénovra,
(e) Tov e xelpw Kal tov aueivw Blov, xelpw peEv kaholbvra 0¢
aUThV ékeloe agel, el¢ TO ASIkWTEPAV yiyveaOal, dueivw 6&
O0TLC €1¢ TO SikaloTépayv. Ta &€ GAAA AvVTA XalpeLY €A0EL:
EwpPAKaUEV yap OtL {vti te kal teAeutrnoavtl altn kpatiotn
619.

(a) ailpeoig. ddapavtivwe &n et tautnv ThHv 66&av £xovta &ig
‘ALSoU évay, BTwe v f Kal EKET AVEKTANKTOC UTTO TAOUTWV TE
Kol TV ToloUTWV KOK®V, Kal Wi EUmeowv €ig tupavvidag katl
GAAoc TolauTag mpagelg MoANA pév €pydontal Kol AviKeoTa
KOKQA, £TL 6€ aUTOG pellw adn, AN yv@® TOV HECOV el TV
ToloUTwvV Biov aipeiobatl kal pelyelv Ta UTepBAarAovta £Ka-
TéEpwoe Kal &v TMoe T Plw KaTd TO Suvatov kal év mavtl TQ)
(b) £metta- oUtw yap evdalpovéotatog yiyvetal GvBpwrog.
Kot 8f) o0V Kol ToTe 6 éKeBeV AyyeNoc FiyyeAAe TOV pgv
nipodntnV oUTwC eineiv: “Kal tedeutaiw Emdvty, olv v

ENopévw, ouvtovwg LHvTL kettal Blog Ayamntog, ol KAKOG.
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UNTE 6 Apywv ailpéoswg AUeAelTw UNTE O TEAEUTOV ABU-
peltw.”

Eirdvtog 6¢ talta tov npltov Aayovra £¢n eUOUC Emovta
TNV peylotnv tupavvida €éAécBalt, kal Uo ddpoolvng te Kal
(c) Aapapylog ov avra ikavag dvaokeapevov EAEéaBal, AAN
a0tov AaBelv évoloav sipappévny maidwv avtol Ppwoelg Kal
GANa Kaka: €meldn 6& katd oxoAnv okéPacbal, komteobal te
kol 66VpecBal v alpeoty, oUK EUpévovta Tolg tpoppnBeiow
UTO o0 MpodnToU: 0L Yap €aUTOV aitidoBal TV KaK®V, GAAA
TUXNV TE Kal Saipovac kat mévta pdAhov ave’ €autod. sival 8¢
oUTOV TWV €K ToU oUpavold NKOVTWVY, &V TETayUEVN TIOALTELQ €V
O mpotépw PBilw BePlwkota, £BeL Gveu dhocodiog peTiic

(d) petelndoTa. we 8¢ Kat elnelv, oUK EAATTOUC ElvaL £V TOTC
toloUtolg AAlokopEvoug tolG £k tol oUpavod fikovtog, Gte
TOVWV ayupvdotouc Tv & &k T yiig Toug toAoug, dte
oUTol¢ Te emovnKOTag GAAOUC Te EwpaKOTAC, OUK &E ETL-
Spouiic Tag aipéoslc moleloBalt. 810 &r kal petafoinv tiv
KOKQV Kol TV AyaBdv talg moAaic Thv Puxdv yiyvecbol

Kot 8La tv ol KANnpou Tuxnv- énel €1 TI¢ del, OmoTe £ig TOV

(e) évBade Blov ddikvoito, LyLWG dhocodol kal O kKAFjpog aUT®
TG ailp€oewc pur) €v TeAeutaiolg minrol, KvbuveUeL €K TGOV
£KelBev amayyeAopévwy oU povov €voade e0DSaLUOVELY Ay,
AAAQ Kol TRV évBEvSe ékeloe kal Selpo TaALY mopeiav oUK Gv
xBoviav kal tpaxelav mopeveoBal, AAAA Asiav T Kal oUpaviav.
Tavtnv yap & &bn tv Bav dfiav elval iSelv, W Ekaotat

620.

(a) ai Yuyat npodivro Touc Bioug- éAetviv Te yap iSelv elval Kat
yeholav kal Bavpaociav. katd cuviBetav yap tol mpotépou
Blou td moAAa aipeioBal. ibelv pev yap Yuxnv £dn tiv mote
‘OpdEwg yevopévnv KUKvou Bilov alpoupévny, pioet tod
yuvaikelou yévoug 51a Tov U’ ékelvwv Bavartov oUk €6éAovcav

€V yuvalkl yevvnBeloav yevéoBal: idelv 6& tr)v Oaulpou
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andovocg éhopévnv: L6ty 6€ kal kUKvov petafarlovia ig
avBpwrivou Biou alpeotv, kal GAAa WA LOUGCIKA WOAUTWG.

(b) eikootnv 8¢ Aaxoloav Puxnv ENécBart Aéovtoc Biov: elvat 6&
Vv Alavtog tol Tehapwviou, pelyovoav avBpwrmov yevéobal,
MEUVNUEVNV TAG TV OMAWV Kploewc. TAV &’ €ml TouTw
Ayauépvovog: £xBpa 6€ kal tautnv tol avBpwrivou yévoug
S ta aBn detold StaAdalal Biov. év péoolg 8 Aayoloav thv
AtaAdving Puxnyv, katdoloav peyalag Tipnag abAntod
avdpog, ol duvaoBal mapeABeiv, GAAA AaPelv. peta &€ TavTnVv
(c) i6€lv t)v’Enelol Tol Mavoméwg gic TeXVIKRAG yuvalkog ioloav
duaoLv: Moppw &’ €v Lotatolg i6etv thv tol yeAwtomnolod
Oepaitou miBnkov évéuopévny. Katd tuxnv &€ TV’ OSUCoEwC
AayoUoav mao®v UoTdatnv aipnoopévny iéval, pvaun 6& tv
TPOTEPWV MOVWV pAoTipiag AsAwdnkuiav InTelv nepliodoav
Xpovov oAUV Biov avEpog ISLWTOU AmpAaypovo , Kol HOyLG
gUpPEV Kelpevov Tou kal moapnueAnpévov OO TOV GAAWVY, Kol
(d) etmelv iboboav OtL TA avTa Gv Enpagev kai mpwtn Aaxoloa,
Kol aopévny €AécBal. kal ék TV GAAwV 61 Bnpilwv woalTwe
el avBpwrmoug iéval kat gig GAANAa, TA pév Gdika el T
aypla, Ta 6¢ dikala gic Ta fpepa petafarlovia, Kal macog
pel€elg petyvuobal.

Enetdn & olv mdoag T Puxdc toug Blouc fpfiodat, Gomep
£\ayov &v Tael TpooLEval TPOC TV AdxeoLv: ékelvnv &’
£kaotw Ov elleto Saipova, Tolitov pUAAKA CUUTEUTELY TOU

(e) Blou kal amomAnpwtnv TGV aipebBiviwy. OV MPHTOV PEV AyELY
auTAV pog TV KAwBw Umo TV €kelvng Xelpd te Kal
gruotpodnv tiig Tol dtpaktou divng, kupolvta fv Aaxwv
el\eTo potpav- Tavtng & éhaddpevov adBLg £mt THY THC
ATpOMoU AyeLv vijoly, duetdotpoda Ta EMKAwoBévta
rioloUvto- évtelifev 6£ 8N dpetaotpentel UMO TOV THG

621.

(a) Avaykng iévat Bpovov, kal SU €kelvou Sle€eABovta, Emeldn
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kol ol GAAot 8LiABov, mopeveaBal amavtag £ic to THg AR6Ng
nediov 81 KAUMATAC Te Kat viyoug Sewvol- Kal yap glvat alTto
KeEVOV 8EvBpwv Te Kal doa yij dUEeL. oknviodaL oV odpdc RN
£OTIEPOG YLYVOUEVNC TIop A TOV AEANTA TToTapdY, oL T USwp
Qyyelov o0&V OTEVELY. PETPOV eV 0LV TLToU Udatog ndow
avaykaiov eivat e, ToUC 8¢ GppovroeL pry owlopévouc AEoV
(b) tivelv To0 pétpou- TOV 6£ del movta mavtwy énthavOaveobal.
£neldn 6& kownBfval kal péoag viktag yevéaBal, Bpovtnv te
Kol oelopov yevéoBal, kal évtelBev é€amivng GAAov GAAN
dépeabal Gvw €ig TV YEVEDLY, ATTOVTOC WOTIEP ACTEPQC.
oUTOG 6€ To0 pév USatog kwAuBRvaL rielv: 6N LEvTol Kal
Omnw¢ gic 0 opa ddikotro, oOk eidéval, GAN €€aidvng
avapAéPag 16etv 16N EwBev alTOV Keipevoy €L Tf mupd.

[LOEB translation:] ““Now when they arrived there they had to make their way
immediately toward Lachesis. So a sort of interpreter first made them stand in ranks,
then took from Lachesis’ lap allocations and samples of lives. Then going up to a high
platform he said: ‘The word of the maiden Lachesis, daughter of Necessity. Souls of a
day, this is the beginning of another round of mortal kind that ends in death. No
divine spirit will select you by lot, but you will be the one to choose a divine spirit.
Let the one who draws the first lot be the first to choose a life to which he will
adhere of necessity. But virtue has no master; by honoring or dishonoring it, each
will have a greater or lesser share of it. The responsibility is the chooser’s; god is not
to be blamed.’

When he had said this he threw the lots out among them all, and each picked up the
one which fell beside him, except Er himself: he was not allowed to. It was clear to
them as they picked them up which number they had chosen. After this he again
placed samples of lives on the ground in front of them—many more than the
number of those present. They were of all kinds; for there were the lives of all
animals as well as all sorts of human beings. There were lives of tyrants among
them, some uninterrupted, others cut off in midcourse and ending up in poverty,
exile, and beggary. There were lives of notable people, some famous for their
beauty of appearance and for other strength and prowess; others for their
distinguished families and the virtues of their ancestors; and there were lives of men
undistinguished in these same areas, and likewise for women. There was no
arrangement of the soul in all this because the choice of a different life inevitably
implied a soul’s different constitution. But the other qualities were combined
together: with wealth, poverty, sickness and health, and states in between.

This indeed then, my dear Glaucon, seems to be where the overall danger to
humankind lies, and for this reason especially we must pay heed to how each of us,
having neglected all other lessons, will become a searcher and student of this one, if
by some means he can learn and discover who will give him the ability and
understanding, by distinguishing the good and bad life, always and everywhere to be
able to choose the better one out of those that are possible; by considering all that
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has been said up to now and putting it all together and analyzing how it makes for
virtue in life, to know how beauty combined with poverty or wealth and the
possession of what kind of state of what kind of soul achieves good or evil; and what
can be achieved by high or low birth, one’s personal life, political offices, and
physical strengths and weaknesses, and a readiness or reluctance to learn, and all
such things which belong to the soul, naturally or are acquired, when blended
together. The result of all this is that he can, by taking thought, choose, with regard
to the nature of the soul, the worse and better life, calling the worse the one which
will lead to becoming more unjust, the better the one which will lead to becoming
more just. All the rest he’ll say goodbye to, for we have seen that this is the supreme
choice in life and death. One must approach Hades unshakable in this belief, in order
that even there one will be undaunted by wealth and suchlike evils, and avoid
committing many intolerable evils by falling into tyrannical and other such practices
and oneself suffer even more, but will know how to choose the life that lies midway
between such things and avoid excess in either direction, both in this life as far as is
possible, and the whole of the life hereafter. For this is the way a human being
becomes most happy.

And at that point our messenger from the other side also said the interpreter spoke
as follows: ‘Even for the one who comes last, provided he chooses intelligently and
lives strictly, a contented life awaits, not a bad one. Let the first not be careless in his
choice, nor the last despondent.’

When he had announced this, Er said, the first to choose his lot came forward and
immediately chose the most absolute tyranny and made his choice through
thoughtlessness and greed without considering all its aspects adequately, but what
he failed to notice was that in among this it was fated that he would devour his
children and commit other evil deeds. But when he thought about it at his leisure,
he beat his breast and bewailed his choice and did not keep to what had been said
before by the interpreter. You see, he didn’t blame himself for his misfortunes, but
chance, heaven, and everything but himself. Yet he was one of those who had come
down from the sky and in his previous life had been living under a well-run
constitution, where he shared in virtue out of habit, without philosophy. Generally
speaking, a number not less than the others, caught in such circumstances were
those who came down from the sky, in that they were unfamiliar with suffering; but
the majority of those from the earth, in that they had both suffered themselves and
seen others suffering, did not make their choice on the spur of the moment. For
these reasons, then, as well as through the chance of the lottery, the majority of
souls made the exchange between evil and good lives. Yet if an individual, whenever
he arrived at the life in this world, constantly practiced sound philosophy and the lot
he chose did not fall out among the last, there is a chance, from all that has been
reported from the other world, that not only he may be happy here, but also that his
journey from here to there and back again will not be a rough one through the
earth, but a smooth one through the sky.

This sight was worth seeing, he said, how each of the souls chose its life: you see, it
was pitiful and laughable and astounding. For the majority of choices were made
through familiarity with their previous existence. He said he saw the soul of the
erstwhile Orpheus choosing the life of a swan out of hatred for the female sex on
account of its death at their hands, and so refusing to be conceived and born in a
woman. He saw the soul of Thamyras choose the life of a nightingale, and a swan
exchange its life for a human one and other musical creatures doing likewise. The
twentieth soul chose the life of a lion. It was that of Telamon’s son Ajax avoiding
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becoming a human being, remembering the judgment of the weapons. After him
Agamemnon’s soul, also through its enmity with the human race because of what it
had suffered, made an exchange for the life of an eagle. In the middle of them
Atalanta’s soul drawing its lot, seeing the great honors of the male athlete, was
unable to pass by, but took it. After her he saw the soul of Panopeus’ son Epeius
entering the nature of a female craftworker. Further on among the last he saw the
soul of the absurd Thersites taking on the life of a monkey. And as chance would
have it, last of all the soul of Odysseus came forward to make its choice and, mindful
of its previous toils and taking a rest from ambition, went around for a long time
looking for the life of a private citizen with no interest in public affairs, and it found
it with difficulty, lying somewhere and passed over by the rest, and when it saw it, it
said that it would have done the same even if it had been the first to draw the lot,
and was glad to choose it. Similarly, of other wild animals, some passed into human
beings and some into each other, the unjust ones changing into wild animals, the
just into tame ones, and all possible combinations.

So when all the souls had chosen their lives, according to the draw they approached
Lachesis in order and she gave each the spirit they had chosen to escort them as
protector through their lives and as fulfiller of their choices. This spirit led it first
toward Clotho, under her hand and the spinning of the whirling spindle, ratifying the
fate it had chosen by lot. After receiving her touch it again led the soul toward
Atropos’ spinning, which made the assignment irreversible. And then, without
turning round, it went beneath the throne of Necessity, and after passing through it,
when the rest had also passed through, they all made their way to the plain of Lethe
through terrifying choking fire: for the place was empty of trees and anything else
that grows in the earth. So as evening was already approaching they encamped
beside the river of Forgetfulness, whose water no vessel can hold. Now they all had
to drink a measure of this water, but those who did not have enough sense to be
moderate drank more than their measure, while each one, as he drank, forgot
everything. When they had fallen asleep and it was midnight there was a
thunderbolt and an earthquake, and then suddenly they were taken up, one this
way, another that, to their birth, like shooting stars. But Er himself was prevented
from drinking the water. However, where and how he returned to his body, he did
not know, but suddenly he looked up and saw it was now dawn and that he was
lying on the pyre.”

Finally, although the incurable soul continues to be removed from the cycle of reincarnation, as per
the Phaidon, no specific mention is made that the philosopher’s soul is capable of breaking free of
the cycle. Indeed, he argues that the philosopher’s soul is in an advantageous position with regards
to the choosing of their next life, than any other soul, firmly establishing the philosopher’s soul as

remaining entrenched in the cycle of reincarnation (10.619d7-e5, 621a4-b1; cf. 621b5-7).5%

In the Phaidon (Chapter 3.5.3), the conclusion was reached that the philosopher’s soul is removed

from the cycle of reincarnation as it represents Knowledge, thus it can never become its contrary:

635 Cf. Phaidros and Timaios where this reverts to the situation found in the Phaidon, in which the
philosopher’s soul is exempt from the cycle of reincarnation; see further Chapters 3.7 and 3.8 below.
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Ignorance. This makes the philosopher’s soul unsuitable for reincarnation, as it results in an
individual being born in possession of a demonstrable knowledge of all things. Such an individual
could not fail but be all-knowing and just, thereby removing from this individual any personal
agency; their choices being meaningless, as it has been predetermined that they will be
knowledgeable and just.®® This final caveat, however, implies that the philosopher’s soul is suitable
for reincarnation. Indeed, Sokrates describes how the philosopher’s soul qua philosopher’s soul is
able to make the most apt choice of next lives, given the knowledge it recollected in life. Sokrates
posits further that the philosopher’s soul qua philosopher’s soul is able to preserve some of this
recollected knowledge in their next incarnation. This occurs as it is able to regulate the amount of
water it partakes of from the river Ameles (‘tov ApéAnta motapov,” 621a5; generally equated with

637

the Lethe, i.e. forgetting) prior to its reincarnation,®’ whereas the other souls are not, thereby

forgetting all the knowledge they possess (10.620e6-621b7).

The removal of the philosopher’s soul from the cycle of reincarnation suggested, in the Phaidon, that
the philosopher could recollect all the knowledge contained within their soul; or, at least, it
suggested that the potentiality for total recollection to exist. However, the continued existence of
the philosopher’s soul within the cycle of reincarnation, proffers the suggestion that this potentiality
no longer exists. In such a case, no matter how much reasoned investigation one conducted in life, it
is impossible for the soul in a mortal body to achieve perfect recollection. This runs counter to
Sokrates’ comment to Menon in the Menon that an individual should never cease their search for
knowledge, as recollection confirms that, with enough investigation, an endpoint exists; and that

which is sought after — knowledge — may be obtained (Menon 86b1-c3).5%®

536 1n a sense, it would be the birth of a god in a mortal body; cf. Phaidros 245c-246e, in which Sokrates argues
that such a combination of body and soul is impossible for a god. Hence, in order for the soul of a human being
to achieve its telos and become assimilated to the divine, it must, of necessity, possess no body.

537 The TLG (Thesaurus Linguae Graecae) equates the Ameles with the River Lethe:
http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/Iris/inst/browser.jsp#doc=tlg&aid=0059&wid=042&st=667535&pp=start&td=gre
ek&|=40&links=tlg, accessed on the 18" December 2019. See also Phaidon, 75d7-76d6, which argues that the
individual forgets their knowledge of the forms at birth, and thus the only way to regain it is via recollection.
638 Cf. Ferguson (1978): 126; Clegg (1977): 32, 191.
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The conception of reincarnation presented in the Politeia removes this endpoint, and with it, the
motivating factor in continuing the search for knowledge, for which Sokrates argued with
vehemence in the Menon (86b1-c3). Now, it is impossible for one to achieve perfect recollection
whilst alive; and since the soul in Hades appears to retain only that which it has recollected in its
present incarnation, perfect recollection remains impossible in the soul’s disembodied state also.

This is particularly so, given that Sokrates presents the soul in Hades as,

(a) Utilizing only the knowledge it recollected in its present incarnation to decide upon its next
incarnation (10.617e3-5; 618b7-619e5); and

(b) Utilizing this same knowledge in order to regulate the amount of water of which it partakes
from the Ameles/Lethe (Forgetfulness), thereby determining the amount of recollected

knowledge persist to its next incarnation (10.620e6-621b7).

This leaves no feasible amount of time in which the disembodied soul can possess a full knowledge
of all things, since the selection of next lives takes place near the end of the soul’s time in Hades, and

its partaking of the Lethe takes place almost immediately prior to its reincarnation.

It is possible that Sokrates chose to present this state of affairs in order to place especial emphasis
upon the possession of knowledge in opposition to ignorance. For instance, whilst the philosopher’s
soul can no longer break free of the cycle of reincarnation, the incurable soul continues to be
removed from the cycle, presumably for a similar reason to that in the Phaidon (Chapter 3.5.3), and
endure eternal torment.®* On the other hand, it may be that the presentation of reincarnation in
the Phaidon (Chapter 3.5.3), invites the conclusion that the philosopher’s soul, in order to be
removed from the cycle of reincarnation must, in some sense, become analogous to Knowledge (if
not Knowledge itself). The philosopher’s soul in order to partake of Knowledge, must possess no

guantity of Ignorance; it must, therefore, participate consistently and without change in Knowledge.

639 Cf. Ferguson (1978): 126; Clegg (1977): 32, 191.
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In order to effect this changeless participation in Knowledge, the soul must be immortal, immaterial,
and incorporeal (all of which are inherent properties of all soul), but, above all, it must be stationary
— it must not possess motion. It is motion that allows for the capacity to change (see further Chapter
3.7), and if the soul can change, then it retains the ability to partake of Ignorance. For example, if the
soul continues to change, then the soul will possess a past (the period prior to the change), a present
(the period of the change), and a future (the period after the change). The soul, therefore, is left
open to ignorance — ignorance of the future, in this case; and so, it cannot partake in changeless
Knowledge. For the philosopher’s soul to partake of Knowledge, it must, therefore, be stationary;
and if Knowledge is itself, incorporeal, immaterial, immortal, and changeless (Phaidon 80a10-b5),
how does the philosopher’s soul and Knowledge retain their individuation, i.e. how can they
continue to be two separate entities? Moreover, if the philosopher’s soul assimilates to Knowledge,
would this not cause Knowledge itself to change? If Knowledge itself changes, then it can no longer
be Knowledge? In the Politeia, it may be that the reintroduction of the philosopher’s soul to the
cycle of reincarnation is meant to serve as a solution to this particular issue, an issue that receives
further consideration in the Parmenides (130a-134e), and the Sophistes (236d—264b).5° Were this
solution absent, it would, in effect, allow for one to conclude that Knowledge is never changeless but
rather, it is susceptible to change. If Knowledge is susceptible to change, then what constitutes
knowledge will never be stable; and so, as far as Sokrates is concerned, it can no longer be related to
that which is divine — i.e. the immortal, changeless, immaterial, and incorporeal. The Form of
Knowledge, in other words, is destroyed; Knowledge being reduced to that which is mortal, allowing

for epistemological notions, like relativism, to retain their validity.®*

840 Indeed, in the Sophistes, the Xenos suggests that the Forms themselves partake of five greater kinds: Being,
Same, Different, Motion, and Rest; which may serve to secure the individuation between the Form of
Knowledge and the philosopher’s soul; although the soul’s continued ability to move, (at least to a certain
extent), in both the Phaidros (Chapter 3.7 below) and the Timaios (Chapter 3.8 below), serves to suggest that
the soul cannot become assimilated to Knowledge itself, since it will always retain some capacity for motion,
and so change.

641 plato invariably criticizes Protagorean relativism (Kratylos 385e4ff., 391c2f.; Theaitetos 151d-186e), Gorgian
nihilism (Gorgias 448e-461b, 482c4ff., 486e5ff, 494d1f.; Menon 70a5ff., 71b9ff., 73c, 76c4ff., 95b9f., 96d5ff.,
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Given that Plato does not abandon the theory of recollection in the Politeia (5.474b3ff., 7.523a5ff.),
nor does he do so in subsequent accounts of reincarnation in the Phaidros and the Timaios (see
Chapter 3.7 and 3.8); its continued existence suggests it retains its importance in underpinning his
epistemological position. Indeed, in both the Phaidros and the Timaios, Plato reintroduces the
notion that the philosopher’s soul can break free of the cycle of reincarnation, and attempts to
integrate it within the description of reincarnation he presents here in the Politeia (10.617d2-
621b7). This suggests that Plato understood the ability for the philosopher’s soul to break free of the
cycle of reincarnation to be of importance, i.e. that it must be possible for one to achieve a state of
knowledge, and not participate in an endless, and ultimately futile, search for truth.%** Consequently,
it is possible that his explicit reference to this ability in subsequent dialogues is a response to the
ramifications that arise (some suggested above) when the philosopher’s soul is unable to break free
of the cycle, as presented here in the Politeia.5*® For example, subsequent to the Politeia, Plato
continues to criticize notions such as relativism, making it less likely that he would be sympathetic to
arguments that allow for such notions to retain their validity (see, for example, Nomoi 8.907d4-
910d4, in which the adoption of a relativist position regarding the gods might lead to atheism, and

hence, impiety).

In the Menon (Chapter 3.4), this thesis argues that Sokrates draws a relationship between the so-
called Menon’s paradox, and Gorgias’ epistemological argument, outlined in his work: Peri Physis.

This argument posits that:

(a) Either knowledge does not exist;
(b) Knowledge exists, but it cannot be known; or
(c) Knowledge exists; it can be known, but it cannot be communicated.

(d) Knowledge exists, one can know it, and it is communicable, but it cannot be understood.

and Chapter 3.4), and Herakleitian flux (Kratylos 401d4f., 411b3ff., 416a10f., 436d7ff., 439d-440e; Theaitetos
152d2ff., 156a, 160d5ff., 179c7ff., 181c9ff.).

642 Rice (1998): 65.

643 See further White (1979): 264-266; Arieti (1991): 242; cf. Blondell (2002): 173; McPherran (2006): 258.
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Sokrates, as discussed in Chapter 3.4 and reinforced further by the Analogy of the Cave (7.514a2-

517a7), maintains the contrary position:

(a) Knowledge exists;
(b) Knowledge can be known; and
(c) Knowledge can be communicated.

(d) Knowledge exists; it can be known; it is communicable, and it can be understood.®**

The presentation of reincarnation here in the Myth of Er serves as a further reinforcement of this

position:

(a) The reintroduction of the philosopher’s soul into the cycle of reincarnation preserves the
existence of Knowledge (see above).%*

(b) The entire procedure whereby the soul decides upon its next incarnation is meant to
demonstrate that it is possible for the soul to possess knowledge. Indeed, the myth’s
omniscient narrator argues explicitly that it is the soul’s possession of knowledge (or lack
thereof) that decides whether the soul opts for the ‘correct’ life of the philosopher, for
example; or rather the unjust life of the tyrant (10.617e6-620d5).

(c) The myth demonstrates on several occasions that knowledge may be communicated. For
instance, the spokesperson (mpodntnv, 617d3) of the Fates relates to those souls waiting to
be (re)incarnated the procedure they must adhere to; a procedure that belongs to Necessity
and is changeless (10.616b2-617d6). The philosopher’s soul, according to the myth,%® is the
only soul that does not partake fully of the Lethe, thereby retaining more of the knowledge
it possesses in its disembodied state, which presumably allows the philosopher’s soul to

then communicate this knowledge in its embodied state (10.620e6-621b7).5*” At the

beginning of the myth, the gods give Er the task of witnessing the afterlife — an immortal,

644 Cf. Nomoi 5.730e-731a.

645 Cf. Chapters 3.7 and 3.8 below.
646 Cf. Politeia 7.514a-520a.

647 Cf. Politeia 7.514a-520a.

377



immaterial, incorporeal, and changeless realm. Er, however, must not just witness the
afterlife, but he must be able to communicate what he sees there (Er is an ‘ayyelov,’
10.614d2), i.e. the ‘true’ knowledge he acquires; hence his body is brought back to life
(10.614d1-3, 10.621b5-7). Finally, Sokrates’ relation of the Myth of Er to his interlocutors is
itself an example of knowledge being communicated to others (as is, indeed, Plato’s

composition of the entire dialogue).®*®

(3.7) The Phaidros

(3.7.1) 246a-246e

The natural function of the wing is to soar upwards and carry that which is heavy up to the place
where dwells the race of the gods. More than any other thing that pertains to the body it partakes of

the nature of the divine. But the divine is beauty, wisdom, goodness, and all such qualities

The Myth of Er ends with the soul partaking of the river Ameles/Lethe (Forgetfulness), and then its
subsequent reincarnation. Although he does not describe this specifically, Sokrates mentions that
the soul’s reincarnation is akin to a shooting star falling from the heavens (Politeia 10.621b2-4; cf.
Politikos 272d6-e3, Timaios 41d8-el). In the Politeia, this image of the shooting star appears to
function in a metaphorical sense, like a simile. The Phaidros, on the other hand, takes this image and
transforms it into the well-known Chariot Allegory (246a3-255a1).5*° Initially, Sokrates introduces
this allegory in order to present a particular conception of the soul’s structure (245c2-4, 246a3-6).

Sokrates’ presents the soul’s structure in the following manner:

648 Cf. 10.614b in which Sokrates begins by claiming Er’s story is no tale of Alkinous; Alkinous being the king
Phaiakioi to whom Odysseus related his adventures in the Odysseia.
649 Kahn (1996): 374; cf. Arieti (1991): 198.
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(246a6) (1) TaUTN 00V AéywHEV. E0IKETW 8 GUUPUTW

Suvapel Uromtépou LeVYouC Te Kol VLOXOoU. (2) BeGV pév oOv
(ot te kat nvioyot mavteg adtol e dyobol kat €€ ayabiv,

(b) (3) 0 6& TV GAAWV pEpELKTAL. (4) Kal TPp&TOV PEV NUDV O dpXwV
oUVWPLBOC AVIOKET, £LTa TRV IMMwv 6 pév alT® KaAdG T Kol
ayaBog kat €k TolouTwy, 0 &’ €€ évavtiwv te katl évavtiog:

(5) xaAemn 61 kat SUuokolog € Avayknc ) tepl AUAG NVIOXNOLC.
mtfi 8 o0v Bvntov Te Kal dBdvartov {Mov KARON melpatéov
elnelv. (i) Yuyn naoca mavtog énpeAettal tod auvxou, mavta &€
oUpavov neplmoAel, AAAOT év AAAoLG €ldeat ylyvopévn. (ii) Tedéa
(c) uév odv oo Kol EMTEPWHEVN LETEWPOTIOPET TE KAl TTAVTA
TOV KOOV SLoLKET, (iii) 1) 6& mtepoppunoaca dEpetal Ewg Gv
otepeod Toc AvTAGBNTaL, 00 KATOWKIoOEIoa, o@ua yriivov
AaBolica, autd autd Sokolv KLVETV SLa TV ékeivng SUvVaLy,

(iv) Z®ov t6 cLumav €kAR6N, Yuxn Kal odpa ayév, Bvntov T
£oyev énwvupiav- aBavartov 8¢ oud’ &€ £vog Adyou AeloylL-
OUEVoU, AAAQ MAQTToUEY 0UTE 18OVTEG 0UTE IKOVRC VOI|OAVTEG
(d) B£06v, aBavatov t {kov, £xov pev Puxnv, £xov 6€ odpa, TOV
ael 6£ xpovov talta cupnedukoto. AANNAG tadta pév 6,

omnn T Be® dihov, TalTn €xETW Te Kal AeyéoBw: TNV &€

aitiav g TV mtep®v amoPoAiig, 8U fv Yuxiic dmoppsl,
AaBwpev. €0t 8¢ TIC TOLASE.

[LOEB translation:] “Soc. Let us therefore speak in that way. We will liken the soul to
the composite nature of a pair of winged horses and a charioteer. Now the horses
and charioteers of the gods are all good and of good descent, but those of other
races are mixed; and first the charioteer of the human soul drives a pair, and
secondly one of the horses is noble and of noble breed, but the other quite the
opposite in breed and character. Therefore in our case the driving is necessarily
difficult and troublesome. Now we must try to tell why a living being is called mortal
or immortal. Soul, considered collectively, has the care of all that which is soulless,
and it traverses the whole heaven, appearing sometimes in one form and sometimes
in another; now when it is perfect and fully winged, it mounts upward and governs
the whole world; but the soul which has lost its wings is borne along until it gets
hold of something solid, when it settles down, taking upon itself an earthly body,
which seems to be self-moving, because of the power of the soul within it; and the
whole, compounded of soul and body, is called a living being, and is further
designated as mortal. It is not immortal by any reasonable supposition, but we,
though we have never seen or rightly conceived a god, imagine an immortal being
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which has both a soul and a body which are united for all time. Let that, however,
and our words concerning it, be as is pleasing to God; we will now consider the
reason why the soul loses its wings. It is something like this.”

Accordingly:

(1) The soul is like the natural union of a team of winged horses and their charioteer (246a6-7).

(2) The gods possess horses and have charioteers that are all good in their nature (246a7-8).

(3) Everyone else, on the other hand, possesses a mixture, with the result that the charioteer
(Intelligence) must contend with two horses of differing and opposing natures (246b1).

(4) One of the horses embodies all that is naturally beautiful and good, whilst the other
embodies all that is opposite in nature (246b1-3).

(5) The existence of these two mutually exclusive natures (at least to some extent), results in a

painful and difficult experience for the charioteer (246b4).

The chariot allegory then develops beyond its initial use as a means of discussing the soul’s
structure, as Sokrates utilizes it in order to explain the process of (re)incarnation (246b5-d2). In
particular Sokrates relates the initial process by which the soul becomes incarnate in a mortal body,
i.e. he attempts to explain how and why (re)incarnation comes to exist. Integrating the chariot
allegory into the notion of reincarnation, Sokrates relates the following explanation of

(re)incarnation’s existence:

(i) The natural dwelling place of the soul is heaven (246b6-7).

(i) Aslong as the soul’s ‘charioteer’ (Intelligence) is able to control its two horses (the one
virtuous and the other wicked), it flies high in heaven (246b7-c2).

(iii) However, should the charioteer fail to keep control of its horses, the soul will ‘shed its wings’
(mtepoppunoaca, 246¢2) and descend from heaven until it comes across something solid —a
mortal body — and inhabits it (246c2-d2).

(iv) This, according to Sokrates, is how the soul first came to be incarnate in a mortal body

(246¢5-6).
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According to Sokrates’ explanation, there are at least two types of soul: one that belongs to the
gods, and one that belongs to all other animate entities. Both of these types of soul possess the
same basic structure — a charioteer and two horses, thereby establishing the ‘mortal’ soul’s affinity
to the divine (246a6-b4). However, whereas the soul that belongs to the gods possesses two horses
of the same virtuous nature, the other type of soul that belongs to human beings possesses two
horses of opposing natures, one virtuous and one wicked. Consequently, the charioteer of the gods’
soul — Intelligence — never fails to ‘fly high,’ since it can never fail to control its horses. The intelligent
and virtuous nature of the gods’ soul ensures that the gods consistently act in accordance with

| 650
’

knowledge, as they do not forget the knowledge of all things contained within their sou and so

retain their position in heaven for all time.®!

On the other hand, the soul that belongs to other animate beings does not possess two virtuous
horses like the gods, but rather two horses, contrary in nature. This results in human beings, and
other living beings, possessing the capacity to manifest both virtue and its contrary — wickedness.
According to the Platonic theory of punishment (see, for example, Chapters 2.4 and 2.6), an
individual commits an injustice or a wicked act out of ignorance. Consequently, the existence of this
wicked horse as part of the structure of the human’s soul ensures the existence of attributes such as
ignorance, which leads to the potentiality for the human being to follow injustice. An unjust
individual, therefore, is that individual that ignores their charioteer — Intelligence — and allows their
wicked horse to lead, i.e. they allow ignorance to control the direction of their soul. In the context of
the first incarnation, ignorance leads to the soul’s descent from heaven, leading to its initial

incarnation in a mortal body.

550 For the gods, there is no need for recollection, since they never undergo incarnation in a mortal body, and
so they do not forget any of the knowledge they possess; cf. Phaidon 78b-84b, and Parmenides 133a-134e.

551 The gods’ souls are the closest to Knowledge, their own knowledge being changeless; although as the
Phaidros demonstrates (and is further supported in the Timaios and the Nomoi), the souls of the gods continue
to possess motion, although this is presented as the least amount of motion possible without being stationary.
Presumably this is for the same reason argued for in Chapter 3.6.1 concerning the philosopher’s soul: if the
gods were stationary, and in possession of perfect knowledge, would they not be the equivalent to the Form of
Knowledge? Given Plato continues to utilize a polytheistic notion of the gods, this would create several Forms
of Knowledge, in effect, destroying the existence of a static, changeless, immortal Form of Knowledge.
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All human souls, according to this understanding, were once knowledgeable like the souls of the
gods, but through ignorance, they all experienced a descent from heaven to become incarnate in
mortal bodies. In this way, the soul’s existence in the mortal realm is, in some sense, an aberration; a
deviation from its natural existence in the heavens with the gods.5>? This establishes the human soul
as possessing a telos — to return to its natural dwelling place in heaven. In order to effect this
outcome, the soul must utilize its knowledge and intelligence (its inherent charioteer) and follow the
virtuous horse, so that it may return to its natural dwelling place.®*3 Hence the reintroduction of the

idea that the philosopher’s soul is able to escape the cycle of reincarnation, lacking from the Politeia.

The philosopher’s soul is the knowledgeable soul, and so it is able to follow virtue consistently,
ensuring that it retains its position in heaven, and does not undergo a descent.®** This freedom from
descent is akin to the soul’s removal from the cycle of reincarnation. In the case of the incurable
soul, it is possible that the great ignorance it possesses is understood as preventing it from ever
returning to its natural dwelling place, thus the incurable soul can never rise high enough to
experience a descent into a mortal body, effectively removing it from the process of reincarnation.
Consequently, the soul must strive consistently to return to its natural dwelling place in heaven, and
not undergo a further descent, i.e. it must break free of the cycle of reincarnation (cf. 246d6-248b1).
This constant striving preserves Sokrates’ statement in the Menon that one must never cease to
search for knowledge (86b1-c3), and the soul’s ability to break free of the cycle preserves Plato’s
response to Menon's paradox, that (i) Knowledge exists; (ii) this Knowledge is knowable; (iii) this

Knowledge is communicable; and (iv) this Knowledge can be understood.®>

652 Cf, Empedokles’ conception of reincarnation (KRS 399, 400 (=DK 1B18), 401, 402, 403, 404, 405, 406, 407,
408, 409, 410); and the Timaios wherein the Demiourgos must overcome, with the force, the natural
inclination of the Same and the Different to repel one another in the creation of the soul (see further Chapters
1.3.8and 1.4.8).

653 Cf. Rice (1998): 108; Sayers (1999): 96, 118-119, 123, 127.

654 Cf. Menon 89a3.

655 Cf. the Platonic Wager, Politeia 7.514-520a, Nomoi 5.730e-731a, and Chapters 3.4. and 4 (below).
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(3.7.2) 248a-249d

In both the Menon and the Phaidon (see Chapter 3.4 and 3.5) Sokrates’ use of both recollection and
reincarnation proffers the idea that the soul does not result from a creation event, but has always
existed and will always exist. Likewise, both recollection and reincarnation are presented as having
undergone no inception, but rather as having existed, in concert with the soul, for the entirety of the
soul’s existence. As discussed above (Chapter 3.7.1), this conception of the relationship between the
soul and reincarnation poses the question of how the soul is believed to acquire the knowledge of all
things required in order for recollection to retain its validity. Recollection suggests that the soul
cannot acquire this omniscience whilst it is incarnate in a mortal body, but that it must come to exist
within the soul prior to its embodiment (e.g. Menon 81c4-86c3, Phaidon 72e3-78b3).5%¢ Yet, the

conception of reincarnation prior to the Phaidros suggests that

(a) for the vast majority of its disembodied state of existence the soul undergoes reward or

punishment; and

(b) throughout the entirety of its disembodied state of existence the soul retains its individuation,

and so possesses only that knowledge it recollected in the life of its present incarnation.

This left, therefore, no conceivable period of time in which the soul could come to possess a

knowledge of all things, resulting in three possibilities:

(1) Either recollection is invalid; or
(2) The soul has always existed in a state of omniscience; or

(3) Reincarnation did experience an inception.

556 Irwin (1977): 172-174; Bobonich (2002): 298-314; cf. Kahn (1996): 374.
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Plato’s continued use of recollection throughout the Menon, the Phaidon, the Politeia, and other
dialogues suggest that he, at least, did not view recollection as being an invalid theory.®*” Regarding
the second possibility, it is possible that this is what Plato had in mind when composing these prior
dialogues. However, if (a) the soul has existed for all time, rendering it an immortal entity; (b) the
soul possesses within it an inherent omniscience; then (c) this omniscience must also be immortal. In
such a case, it should not be possible for the incurable soul to exist, as this entails the soul becoming
near complete in its ignorance, despite omniscience being an inherent and immortal attribute of the

soul.

Only the third and final possibility thus remains, which suggests that reincarnation did not exist at
the outset of the soul’s existence, but rather it came into existence after a period of time. This
presents a situation whereby the soul exists for an unspecified period in a disembodied state of
existence. The soul then experiences a descent, precipitating an initial incarnation. After this initial
incarnation, the soul experiences an initial ‘death,” and it is at this point that reincarnation comes
into existence. Indeed, the Chariot Allegory presented here in the Phaidros (246a3-255a1l), presents
the soul as experiencing an initial incarnation, as will the later conception of reincarnation in the

Timaios (see Chapter 3.8).

Although the Phaidros appears to suggest the final possibility, this possibility generates a substantial
inconsistency — how does the soul come to be incarnated at all? In order to respond to this
inconsistency, Sokrates might point to the Chariot Allegory. However, if all souls are supposed to
contain a knowledge of all things prior to their incarnation,®*® how is it possible for ignorance to
enter the soul, thereby precipitating the required descent resulting in the soul’s embodiment? The
soul of a god is able to retain its position in heaven due to its possession of knowledge, allowing it to
control its horses, and follow, consistently, the ‘good’ horse of virtue. This same arrangement allows

the philosopher’s soul to remove itself from the cycle of reincarnation, as the knowledge it

657 Kahn (1996): 366; Scott (1999): 118-124.
658 See further Chapters 3.4, 3.6, and 3.8.
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possesses allows it to reject the ‘bad’ horse of ignorance, and follow the ‘good’ horse of virtue.®*° If

the possession of knowledge is the determinant factor in the soul’s ability to retain a position in
heaven, then no soul should be capable of experiencing a descent, bringing about the first

incarnation of the soul.%®°

This is so, of course, only if one conceives of the soul as possessing knowledge of all things prior to
its first incarnation, and in the earlier Menon (Chapter 3.4) and Phaidon (Chapter 3.5) this does
appear to be the case. The Phaidros, on the other hand, appears to construct a conception of
reincarnation wherein it is not necessarily the case that all souls possess a knowledge of all things
prior to incarnation (see below). It may be that this conception of (re)incarnation is required for the
specific context of the Phaidros, and the discussion of different types of speech between Sokrates
and Phaidros. Yet, Timaios’ reintroduction of this concept, i.e. that all souls possess a knowledge of
all things prior to incarnation, in the later Timaios (see Chapter 3.8), might suggest that Plato
recognized the ramifications of such a notion, for example it invalidates the theory of recollection,®!
thereby necessitating its eventual reutilization. On the other hand, it may be that in order to answer
the question — how does the soul come to be incarnated? — Plato believed the Chariot Allegory to be
the best response. By the time of the later Timaios, this response had been discarded in favour of

the Demiourgos, as the cause of the soul’s descent, further cementing the notion of a teleological

soul.

Regardless, in the Phaidros it does appear the case that the soul does not necessarily possess a
knowledge of all things prior to its first incarnation, i.e. it is not necessarily the case that knowledge

is inherent to the soul. This is particularly so given Sokrates’ description of the first incarnation of the

659 Allowing it to remain relatively static, and therefore, changeless, ensuring it does not experience a descent
from heaven.

660 Menon 89a3.

661 |t does so because it suggests that all souls do not possess a knowledge of all things prior to incarnation,
therefore, it is not possible for certain souls to recollect this knowledge, no matter how much investigation
they attempt, because this knowledge is simply lacking from the soul. In the Menon, 81e-86b, Sokrates’
demonstration with Menon’s slave, shows that all souls — even if they be that of a slave — are equal, prior to
(re)incarnation.
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soul that belongs to mortal beings, i.e. the soul that possesses two ‘horses’ of opposing natures,
rather than two of the same (248a6-249d3). According to Sokrates, the true nature of reality — the
Forms — exist in a place beyond the edge of the universe (247c3-e6: ‘Tov &€ Untepoupaviov TomoV,’
247c3). The Chariot Allegory proffers the notion that the souls of the gods possess two horses of the
same good and virtuous nature. These horses allow the souls of the gods to exist in a sufficiently
high and fixed position, such that they may consistently observe the Forms, and possess
omniscience. The souls of living beings, however, do not possess the same structure, having two
horses of a contrary nature. Consequently, the position of these souls does not remain fixed, but is

subject to fluctuation.

Previously in the dialogue, Sokrates introduces the notion of the soul as self-mover, and the origin of
all movement in the universe (245c5-246a2, 246¢2-4).5%2 This, he argues, ensures the soul’s
immortality, as were the soul to cease to exist, then all motion in the universe would likewise cease,
and there would be no way for motion to resume.®® In this case, it is necessary for the soul to
undergo a descent to the mortal realm, in order for motion to exist amongst mortal beings.®®* The
way in which Sokrates envisions this descent requires the soul to move in accordance with
ignorance, since only the ignorant soul would follow the ‘bad’ horse and thus undergo the required

descent.

This, however, still fails to explain how ignorance comes to be in the soul at this early stage of its
existence. Nonetheless, a conception of the soul as both the self-mover and the origin of all motion,
introduces a further perspective from which to suggest a response to this issue.®®> Rather than

conceiving the issue as one of whether or not the soul possess a knowledge of all things prior to

662 Cf. the Nomoi, book 12.

663 Cf. Phaidros 245c-246e; Nomoi 10.895b.

664 See conversely Zenon’s paradoxes, which argue that motion is impossible, it being an illusion like Sokrates
argues in the Phaidros 245c-e, but not because motion belongs only to the soul, rather because there exists
only the One, which is constant, changeless, and at rest (KRS 317 (=DK 29A25), 318 (=DK 29A25), 319 (=DK
29A25), 320 (=DK 29A25), 321, 322, 323 (=DK 29A27), 324). Cf. Strange (1999): 401-406; Johansen (2004): 145-
146, 189; Miller Jr (2006): 289-292; Clark (2010): 175.

665 See also Miller Jr (2006): 289-292.
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incarnation, it may serve to consider the issue as one of change. In the context of this dialogue,
motion appears to be a synonym for change; if something moves, it is changing, and if something is
changing, it is moving.®® In describing the souls of the gods’, Sokrates presents their motion as fixed
in @ manner akin to that of a planetary orbit. The gods’ thus experience motion, but a systematic and
predictive motion. The souls that belong to mortals, on the other hand, do not appear to possess a
systematic and predictive kind of motion, but rather their motion seems to be random and subject
to larger deviations than that of the gods.®®” Accordingly, both types of soul experience motion and
so they experience change, but the souls that belong to mortal beings experience considerable

change.

This greater capacity for change, in concert with the seemingly unpredictable nature of this change,

presents the following potential scenario:

(i) The souls of the gods possess a knowledge of all things, virtue of their ability to observe the
Forms (247c3-e6).5%®

(i) The soul that belongs to mortal beings, likewise possesses a knowledge of all things, virtue
of their ability to observe the Forms;

(iii) The souls of the gods move in a systematic, though not entirely fixed, manner, precipitating
a negligible change in position.

(iv) This negligible change ensures that the souls of the gods continue to obverse the Formes,

preserving their knowledge.5%

666 Cf, Zenon’s paradoxes, which argue that since motion equates to change, motion cannot exist, since the
One is changeless, and so it does not move (KRS 317 (=DK 29A25), 318 (=DK 29A25), 319 (=DK 29A25), 320
(=DK 29A25), 321, 322, 323 (=DK 29A27), 324). See also Johansen (2004): 139.

567 Cf. Leukippos: KRS 555 (=DK 67A6), 557 (=DK 67A14), 558 (=DK 67A13), 584 (=DK 67A14); Demokritos: KRS
556 (=DK 68A37), 561 (=DK 68A43), 583 (=DK 68A37); Epikoureanism: 1G 1-2.40-41, 1-3.116, 1-14.18, 1-15.18, 22-
25, 46-48, 1-17.69, 1-28, 1-29, I-31, 1-77, 1-84, |-85, 1-86. Cf. Taylor (1991): 89; Johansen (2004): 74-75, 102-103;
particularly Johansen (2004): 74-75 who argues that ‘what is caused without intelligence brings about a
random disordered result.” Thus, if the soul that belongs to mortal beings acts without intelligence, it will lead
to seemingly random results, e.g. larger deviations in motion than that of the gods, leading to the soul’s
‘descent’ and embodiment.

568 Menon 89a3.

569 They cannot descend as they are close to rest, and therefore, virtually changeless.
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(v) The soul that belongs to mortal beings, on the other hand, is susceptible to random motion,
precipitating a larger change in its position.5”

(vi) This larger change in position prevents the soul that belongs to mortals from observing the
Forms, causing the existence of ignorance, and its existence in the soul.t”

(vii) As a result of this ignorance, the soul experiences a descent and its first incarnation in a

mortal body (246¢2-d2, 248a6-d2).

If one accepts this motion as being random, or at least variable, then it should be the case that
different souls can experience different levels of motion, and by extension, change. Consequently, it
should be possible for a soul to experience more or less motion than another, thereby establishing a
scenario in which a soul may be more or less knowledgeable/ignorant than another. This serves to
secure a level of individuation amongst the souls as they descend to the mortal realm, such that
each descending soul possesses differing levels of knowledge and ignorance. According to Sokrates
(248d2-e5), this individuation results in each descending soul undergoing a different first
incarnation, based upon the level of knowledge and ignorance present in each soul.®”? Sokrates
proffers the following hierarchy of first incarnations, in descending order, from the most
knowledgeable to the most ignorant (248d2-e5):

(248c2) Beopog te Adpaoteiog 0be.

fntig v Yuyn Be® ocuvonmadog yevouevn KaTidn TL TV AAn-

BRIV, LEXPLTE TAC ETEPAC IEPLOSOU ElVaL ATAHOVA, KAV Al

tolUto SUvntat motely, det dBAaBH eivat- dtav 8¢ dduva-

tooaoa gntonécBal pn dn, kol TVt cuvtuxia xpnoapévn

An6ng te kat kakiag mAnoBeioa Papuvoij, BapuvBeioa 6&

Titepoppunon te kat €Mt tv yiv néon, TOTe VOUOC TaUTnY

(d) un duteboal eig¢ pndepiav OApelov duacLy &v Tff mpwtn

670 Cf, Leukippos: KRS 555 (=DK 67A6), 557 (=DK 67A14), 558 (=DK 67A13), 584 (=DK 67A14); Demokritos: KRS
556 (=DK 68A37), 561 (=DK 68A43), 583 (=DK 68A37); Epikoureanism: IG 1-2.40-41, I-3.116, 1-14.18, I-15.18, 22-
25, 46-48, 1-17.69, 1-28, 1-29, 1-31, 1-77, 1-84, 1-85, 1-86.

671 Cf. Clegg (1977): 56; Johansen (2004): 139.

672 Bostock (1999): 418-420; Blondell (2002): 242n.254.

388



veveoel, (1) GAAG TV pév mAslota idolioav €ig yoviv avdpocg
vevnoouévou ¢phooddou fj LAokaAou fj Louotkod Tvog Kal
£pwtkol, (2) TAv 6€ Seutépav €ig BaoAéwg Evvopou A TTOAEUIKOD
kal apxkod, (3) tpitnv €ig moAttikol f Tvog oikovouwoD f
xpnuatiotikod, (4) tetdptny eig dhomovou <> yupvaotikol A
nepl owpotog laciv Tivog €c0ouévou, (5) méumtnyv pavtikov Biov
(e) A Tiva teheotikov E€ouoav: (6) £KTn MOLNTIKOC A TV TtepL
pipnoty tic aAog appooel, (7) EBSOUN SNULOUPYLKOG ) YEWPYLKOC,
(8) 6y60n codpLoTikOg i SNUOKOTILKOC, (9) EVATN TUPAVVLKOG. €V O
ToUTOLG GraoLy OG Yev Gv Sikaiwg dtayayn apeivovog polpag
petadopPavet, 6¢ & av adikwg, xelpovoc: €ig pev yap 1o

oUTO 60ev fKel 1) Puxn £KAOTN OUK APIKVETTAL ETOV HUplwv—
249.

(a) oU yap nrepoltal mpod TocoUTOU XpOVoU—TIANV 1) To0 ¢pLhooo-
dnoavrog adoAwc i maldepactioavtog Hetd phocodiag,

abtat 8¢ Tpitn Meplodw Tii XLETEL, £av EAwvTal TpIC EPeERC

TOV Bilov tolitov, oUtw nrepwOBeloal TpLoYIAlooTH ETEL AMEp-
yovtal. ai 8¢ GAAat, 6tav Tov mp&Ttov Biov tedeutriowoly,
Kploewg Etuyov, kplBeloal &€ ai pév i¢ Ta MO yiig Sikal-

wtnpla EABolical Siknv éktivouoty, ai &’ €ig toupavol Tva
TOMOV UTO THC Alkng KoudloBeioal tdyoucty dEiwg ol &v

(b) dvBpwrou £ldel éBlwaoav Biou. TG & YIAOOT® ApdoTepaL
adkvolpeval nt KAfpwoliv te kol aipeotv tol deutépou

Blou aipolvtal ov av B€An €kdotn- (10) évBa kal gig Bnpiou

Blov avBpwrtivn Yuyn ddikveital, kai £k Bnpiou 6¢ mote
GvBpwroc Av AW eic AvBpwmov. ol yap i ve primote

16ol0oa trv dAnBelav €ic T0de HEeL TO oxfipa. Sl yap Gv-

BpwTov GuVLEVaL KAT' €160¢ AeyOHEVOV, £K TTOAMGV 1OV ai-

(c) oBnoswv €ig v Aoylopu® cuvatpolpevov- tolito &’ €otiv
AvAapvnoLg ékelvwv & moT’ 16ev AUMV 1) Puxn cupnopeuBeioa
Be® kal UmepLSolioa & viv elvai dapey, Kal avakvpaoa €ig

TO 6V OVTWC. 610 &N dikaiwg povn mrepoiital ) Tol dhood-
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Accordingly:

¢dou dlavola: mpog yap EKelvolg Ael €0TLV VAN KaTd SUVOLY,
TPOG oloTep BedC (v BeTOC €oTiv. TOTC 8¢ 81 ToloUTOLS AVAP
UTIOUVA AoV 0PBMC XPWUEVOG, TEAEOUC Al TEAETAC TEAOU-
LEVOC, TEAEOG OVTWCE HOVOC yiyvetal: é€lotapevog 6 TV

(d) dvBpwrivwv omoudacpdtwy Kal mpog T@ Beiw yyvopevog,
vouBeteltal pév UTIO TWV TTOAAGDV WG TTaPaKLV®V, EvBouatlalwv
6& AéAnBev toUg moAAoUcG.

[LOEB translation:] “And this is a law of Destiny, that the soul which follows after
God and obtains a view of any of the truths is free from harm until the next period,
and if it can always attain this, is always unharmed; but when, through inability to
follow, it fails to see, and through some mischance is filled with forgetfulness and
evil and grows heavy, and when it has grown heavy, loses its wings and falls to the
earth, then it is the law that this soul shall never pass into any beast at its first birth,
but the soul that has seen the most shall enter into the birth of a man who is to be a
philosopher or a lover of beauty, or one of a musical or loving nature, and the
second soul into that of a lawful king or a warlike ruler, and the third into that of a
politician or a man of business or a financier, the fourth into that of a hard-working
gymnast or one who will be concerned with the cure of the body, and the fifth will
lead the life of a prophet or someone who conducts mystic rites; to the sixth, a poet
or some other imitative artist will be united, to the seventh, a craftsman or a
husbandman, to the eighth, a sophist or a demagogue, to the ninth, a tyrant. Now in
all these states, whoever lives justly obtains a better lot, and whoever lives unjustly,
a worse. For each soul returns to the place whence it came in ten thousand years;
for it does not regain its wings before that time has elapsed, except the soul of him
who has been a guileless philosopher or a philosophical lover; these, when for three
successive periods of a thousand years they have chosen such a life, after the third
period of a thousand years become winged in the three thousandth year and go
their way; but the rest, when they have finished their first life, receive judgment,
and after the judgment some go to the places of correction under the earth and pay
their penalty, while the others, made light and raised up into a heavenly place by
justice, live in a manner worthy of the life they led in human form. But in the
thousandth year both come to draw lots and choose their second life, each choosing
whatever it wishes. Then a human soul may pass into the life of a beast, and a soul
which was once human, may pass again from a beast into a man. For the soul which
has never seen the truth can never pass into human form. For a human being must
understand a general conception formed by collecting into a unity by means of
reason the many perceptions of the senses; and this is a recollection of those things
which our soul once beheld, when it journeyed with God and, lifting its vision above
the things which we now say exist, rose up into real being. And therefore it is just
that the mind of the philosopher only has wings, for he is always, so far as he is able,
in communion through memory with those things the communion with which
causes God to be divine. Now a man who employs such memories rightly is always
being initiated into perfect mysteries and he alone becomes truly perfect; but since
he separates himself from human interests and turns his attention toward the
divine, he is rebuked by the vulgar, who consider him mad and do not know that he
is inspired.”
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(1) This soul descends to the mortal realm having undergone the least amount of change,
thereby retaining the largest amount of knowledge. Such a soul becomes incarnate as a
philosopher in its first incarnation (248d2-4).

(2) The next soul in the hierarchy, i.e. the soul that retains less knowledge than the
philosopher’s soul but more than the remainder, becomes incarnate as a lawful king or a
warlike commander (248d4-5).

(3) The next soul in the hierarchy becomes incarnate as a statesman, a manager of a household,
or a financier (248d5-6).

(4) The next soul in the hierarchy becomes incarnate as a trainer who loves exercise, or a doctor
who cures the body (248d6-7).

(5) The next soul in the hierarchy becomes incarnate as a prophet, or a priest of the mysteries
(248d7-e1).

(6) The next soul in the hierarchy becomes incarnate as a poet, or another type of
representational artist (248e1-2).

(7) The next soul in the hierarchy becomes incarnate as a labourer or farmer (248e2).

(8) The next soul in the hierarchy becomes incarnate as a sophist or demagogue (248e3).

(9) This penultimate soul in the hierarchy descends to the mortal realm having undergone a
great amount of change, thereby retaining only small amount of knowledge. Such a soul
becomes incarnate as a tyrant (248e3).

(10) The final soul in Sokrates’ hierarchy descends to the mortal realm having undergone the
greatest amount of change. Consequently, this soul retains the least amount of knowledge,
and is the most ignorant of the descending souls. Such a soul, according to Sokrates, cannot
become incarnate as a human being, since it is ignorant of basic human concepts, e.g.

speech, and so its first reincarnation is that of a wild animal (249b3-c4, cf. 248c8-d2).

Sokrates establishes this hierarchy of first incarnations as the result of an apparent random change
in the soul’s motion that leads to its descent into the mortal realm. This change in the soul’s
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motion/position does not appear to result from a conscious desire for change on the part of the soul
itself, but appears to be, in some sense, natural. If this change in motion is not a decision of the soul,
then the hierarchy of first incarnations appears to be a natural consequence of the random change

in the soul’s motion.

In establishing this particular hierarchy of incarnations as being (a) natural, and (b) reliant upon the
level of knowledge in the soul, Sokrates proffers the idea that the soul’s reincarnation adheres to the
same hierarchy (248e3-249b5). For example, if the soul of the farmer returns to Hades having lived a
more knowledgeable, and so more virtuous, life than that ostensibly available to it, then it will
naturally be reincarnated as a poet, i.e. it will rise up the hierarchy of incarnations (248e3-5). This is
so as its ‘base’ level of knowledge is now akin to that of the poet, rather than that of the farmer, and
so it cannot undergo the same incarnation. Conversely, were the farmer’s soul to have lived a more
ignorant and wicked life, it will be naturally reincarnated as a sophist or demagogue (248e3-5). In
this case, the farmer’s soul no longer possesses the ‘base’ level of knowledge appropriate to the

farmer, but that of the demagogue or sophist, and so it is reincarnated accordingly.®”®

Sokrates presents the soul’s natural dwelling place as being amongst the gods in heaven (246b6-7).
He suggests that the soul, in its natural dwelling place, is able to observe the Forms, and possess a
knowledge of all things. The soul, however, experiences a descent and becomes incarnate in a
mortal body. This incarnation is subject to a hierarchy of incarnations, reliant upon the level of
knowledge the soul retains from its time observing the Forms. The peak of this hierarchy is the
philosopher’s soul — the soul retaining the greatest amount of knowledge subsequent to its descent.
Consequently, the philosopher’s soul is that soul most akin to the soul’s pre-descent state of
existence, i.e. the most at rest and changeless. As suggested above, the soul is capable of ascending

or descending this particular hierarchy of incarnations. Together, this suggests a telos for the soul. In

673 Cf. Irwin (1977): 93, 139-140; Bobonich (2002): 477-478. See also Phaidros 240b1-3: T® 6¢& xAlooT®
audotepal adikvoLpeval mit kKAnpwolv te kal alpeotv tol deutépou Biou aipolvtal 6v av BEAN €kaotn;
presumably, because of the level of knowledge associated with each life, the more knowledgeable person will
choose a better life than their contrary, see also the Politeia on the choice of lives and knowledge, 10.614b-
621d (Chapter 3.6).
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this case, the telos of the soul appears to be to return to its natural state of existence pre-descent,

through an increasing accumulation of knowledge, precipitating an analogous increase in virtue.®’*

According to Sokrates the soul must achieve this telos within a particular time period, adding a sense
of urgency to the soul’s progression; particularly when the soul appears to possess no awareness of
its place within this time period. The soul, argues Sokrates, undergoes ten incarnations, each
consisting of one thousand years (248e3-249d3).57° In order to achieve its telos, the soul must
become incarnate as a philosopher for three successive incarnations, i.e. for three thousand years in
succession (249a1-5; cf. 248c2-5). This requirement ensures that the soul possesses an amount of
knowledge and virtue sufficient to control its motion and change, and prevent it from descending
back to the mortal realm.’® If the incarnation of the soul appears to have originated in a random
movement, precipitating a significant change in the soul, then the soul’s return to its natural
dwelling place requires the soul to effect the converse. The soul must control its own motion, such
that it is akin to that of the gods, and may observe enough of the Forms, in order that it may not

experience a descent back into the mortal realm.

Should the soul fail to achieve its telos within the requisite time, it is unclear what happens to the
soul. If all souls return to their natural dwelling place at the expiration of this time, this would
invalidate the soul’s telos, since regardless of the amount of knowledge it possesses, following ten
incarnations it will return to its natural dwelling place.®’”” Furthermore, this would remove all
motivation for the soul to live a knowledgeable and virtuous life, thereby invalidating the Sokratic
way of life Plato has sought to defend since the Apologia.®’ Yet, the soul’s immortality (245c¢5-
246a2: ‘Wuyxn ndoa abavatog,” 245c¢5) ensures that the soul will not be destroyed, nor will it ever
cease to be, following the expiration of this time period. Something, therefore, must happen to

those souls that fail to achieve their telos within the requisite time. It is possible, for example, that

674 Kahn (1996): 66-67; Johansen (2004): 19.

675 Cf. Politeia 10.614b-621d.

576 Menon 89a3; cf. Baxter (1992): 105; Sedley (2003): 95.
77 phaidros 248e-249a, 250c; Bobonich (2002): 549n.9.
678 See Chapter 3.2, and Menon 86b1-c3.
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the souls return to their natural dwelling place, and a new descent occurs, precipitating the start of
ten new incarnations for the soul. This time, however, those souls that achieved their telos will not
be a part of this new descent. In this way, the motivation to achieve its telos remains for the soul, as

does the validity of the Sokratic way of life; however, the dialogue does not mention this explicitly.t”

In addition to the above issue regarding the soul’s telos, the conception of reincarnation delivered by

Sokrates here, presents two further issues:

(1) It adds a deterministic element to the soul’s incarnation; and

(2) It omits women from its hierarchy of incarnations.

In previous accounts of the afterlife, Sokrates emphasizes consistently the role of individual choice
and action in determining the fate of the soul.®® According to the account of incarnation presented
by the Phaidros, each soul does not undergo the same initial incarnation. On the contrary, the first
incarnation of each soul is predetermined by the amount of change each soul undergoes prior to its
embodiment. This change does not originate from a conscious choice on the part of the soul, but
rather it appears to result from a random movement. Each soul, therefore, has no control over
which incarnation shall be its first. Whether the soul becomes incarnate as a philosopher or as a

tyrant appears to result from happenstance.

This places the soul of the philosopher at a distinct advantage in achieving its telos, whereas the soul
of the tyrant is at a clear disadvantage, through no apparent choice of their own. The philosopher’s
soul requires only two more incarnations as a philosopher in order to return to its natural dwelling
place. The soul of the tyrant, on the other hand, must undergo at least nine reincarnations before it
reaches the level of philosopher, rendering it virtually impossible for the tyrant’s soul to achieve its
telos in ten incarnations. Nevertheless, whether the soul is able to achieve its telos rests, ultimately,

with the soul itself, since subsequent to this initial incarnation, each successive reincarnation does

679 Cf. Scott (1999): 124.
680 See Chapters 3.3, 3.4, 3.4, and 3.6.
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appear to result from the choices and decisions of the soul alone (248c2-8, 248e3-5, 249b1-3,

249b6-d3).58

This concept of reincarnation, therefore, is not completely deterministic, but there is room for free
will, i.e. Sokrates presents a kind of compatibilism.®®2 Regardless of this compatibilism, in the later
Timaios, Timaios responds to this issue with the idea that each soul experiences the same first
incarnation, in an apparent attempt to remove certain deterministic elements from this process
(41e2-4). Since each soul in the Timaios experiences the same first incarnation, this will proffer a
new hierarchy of incarnations, that responds to both of the issues identified above (see further
Chapters 1.3.8, 1.4.8, and 3.8). First, the introduction of an equal first incarnation for each soul
emphasizes the role of individual choice and action as the determining factors in whether the soul
moves closer, or further away, from its telos. Second, this new hierarchy of incarnations includes
women (90e6-91d6), in contrast to the present hierarchy in the Phaidros. The present hierarchy
does not necessarily exclude women, but it is unlikely that, in contemporary Athenian society, a
woman would have possessed the opportunity to occupy several of the positions noted in the

hierarchy, e.g. tyrant, statesman, demagogue, commander, etc.%®

(3.8) The Timaios

(3.8.1) 29e-30c

(29e1) dyaBoc Av, ayad@ 8¢ oUSELC
miepl 006evOC oUSEMOoTE £yyiyvetal $OOvVog: TouTou &’ €KTOG

Wv mavta 6Tl paAlota €BouAnon yevéoBal mapanAnola €autQ.

681 Cf, Theaitetos 176a-e.

682 Sayers (1999): 162.

683 E g. Schaps (1979); Blundell (1999), and Connelly (2010). It was not necessarily impossible for a woman to
occupy such a position, but unlikely, cf. the portrayal of Aspasia in the Menexenos, and Diotima in the
Symposion.

395



TOUTNV 6N YEVECEWCG KAl KOOUOU UAALOT GV TLG ApXNV KUPLW-
30.

(a) Tatnv map’ avdépdv Pppovipwy amodexouevog opbotata Amo-
S€xoLt’ av. BoulnBeig yap 6 Beo¢ dyaba pév mavra, dhadpov
8& undev ivat katd Suvapuly, oUTw 61 Té doov AV OPATOV
napaAofwv ouy nouxiav ayov GAAA KLVOUEVOV TIANUUEARIG
Kol ATaKTwe, €i¢ Tav altd Ayayev €K Thg atafiog, Ayn-
OQUEVOC EKETVO TOUTOU TIAVTWGE BpeWvov. BEULS &’ 00T AV

oUT €otwv T® apiotw Spdv GAAo ANV TO KAAALOTOV:

(b) Aoytodpevog oOv NUPLOKEV €K TRV KATA GUGLY OPAT®Y 0VEEV
avontov tol voiv €xovtog 6Aov 6Aou kaM\lov EcscBal mote
gpyov, voiv & al xwplc Puyiic aduvatov mopayevécBat Tw.
S1a 61 TOV Aoylopov tovde voiv pev év Puyi, Puxnv & év
OWHATL CUVLOTAG TO TIAV CUVETEKTAIVETO, OMWE OTL KAAALOTOV
£ln katd LoV APLOTOV TE EPYOV ATMELPYACUEVOC. OUTWG

o0V 81 KaTtd Adyov TOV eikdTa ST AéyeLv TOVSE TOV KOGHOV
{wov Euduyov Evvouv te T aAnBeia dia TNV T00 B0l

(c) yevéoBat mpovolav.

Toutou & Undpxovtog al Ta ToUTolS £PeERc UV AekTéov,

TivL TV {wwv alToVv €i¢ OHOLOTNTA O CUVLOTAC CUVECTNOEV.
TV péV oLV €V pépouc €18l TEPUKATWY PNSEVL KOTAELWOWHEV
—ATeNel yap €0KOC 0USEV OT’ v yévoLto Kahdv—oU &'

goTwv T LD Ko’ v Kol KoTd yévn popLa, ToUTw mév-

TWV OUOLOTATOV AUTOV ELVOL TLOGDEV.

[LOEB translation:] “He was good, and in him that is good no envy ariseth ever
concerning anything; and being devoid of envy He desired that all should be, so far
as possible, like unto Himself. This principle, then, we shall be wholly right in
accepting from men of wisdom as being above all the supreme originating principle
of Becoming and the Cosmos. For God desired that, so far as possible, all things
should be good and nothing evil; wherefore, when He took over all that was visible,
seeing that it was not in a state of rest but in a state of discordant and disorderly
motion, He brought it into order out of disorder, deeming that the former state is in
all ways better than the latter. For Him who is most good it neither was nor is
permissible to perform any action save what is most fair. As He reflected, therefore,
He perceived that of such creatures as are by nature visible, none that is irrational
will be fairer, comparing wholes with wholes, than the rational; and further, that
reason cannot possibly belong to any apart from Soul. So because of this reflexion
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He constructed reason within soul and soul within body as He fashioned the All, that
so the work He was executing might be of its nature most fair and most good. Thus,
then, in accordance with the likely account, we must declare that this Cosmos has
verily come into existence as a Living Creature endowed with soul and reason owing
to the providence of God.

This being established, we must declare that which comes next in order. In the
semblance of which of the living Creatures did the Constructor of the Cosmos
construct it? We shall not deign to accept any of those which belong by nature to
the category of “parts”; for nothing that resembles the imperfect would ever
become fair.”

In the Phaidros (Chapter 3.7), Sokrates appears to suggest that the soul becomes incarnate in a
mortal body due to a random deviation in its motion, akin (maybe) to the later Epikourean
swerve.® This creates a scenario in which the soul experiences embodiment as the result of
happenstance. Despite the apparent teleology Sokrates assigns to the process of reincarnation, as
the soul attempts to advance through the hierarchy of incarnations, and restore its position in its
natural dwelling place; the experience of incarnation, according to this description, ultimately
derives from no purpose. Happenstance is happenstance because it is unpredictable and random; if

it were predictable then it would no longer be happenstance.

In between the Phaidros and the Timaios, Plato proffers in the Sophistes the notion that the universe
(and everything contained therein) possesses a divine Producer, through whom nothing occurs via
happenstance (265a4-266d7). The Timaios is a cosmogonical account of the universe, seeking to
relate how the universe, and all that exists within, came into existence. To effect this outcome,
Timaios adopts the above notion, arguing that the universe came into existence as the result of a
Demiourgos (a Creator). In describing the universe and everything therein as created entities, the
incarnation of the soul no longer relies on happenstance, but stems from some purpose known

initially only to its creator — the Demiourgos.

884 Cf. Leukippos: KRS 555 (=DK 67A6), 557 (=DK 67A14), 558 (=DK 67A13), 584 (=DK 67A14); Demokritos: KRS
556 (=DK 68A37), 561 (=DK 68A43), 583 (=DK 68A37); Epikoureanism: 1G 1-2.40-41, I-3.116, 1-14.18, I1-15.18, 22-
25, 46-48, 1-17.69, 1-28, 1-29, 1-31, |-77, 1-84, 1-85, 1-86.
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A creator, according to this understanding, creates something for some particular purpose.®® For
example, consider the relationship between a carpenter, and a chair. In this case, the carpenter —
the creator of the chair — does not produce the chair without purpose, but with intentionality. On
the one hand, the carpenter might produce the chair simply as a means of having something
comfortable upon which to sit. On the other, the carpenter might make the chair with the intention
of its sale; as a display of skill, or even through a love of making chairs, i.e. for pleasure. Regardless,

the carpenter does not produce the chair through happenstance, but with purpose.®8®

Accordingly, the Demiourgos, as the creator of the soul, does not create the soul without reason, but
for a particular purpose. This understanding responds to the seeming randomness of the soul’s
incarnation in the Phaidros, by eliminating it altogether. No longer does the soul’s descent into the
mortal realm result from a random deviation in its motion, but rather the soul experiences
incarnation because the Demiourgos — its creator — intended this to be 0.5’ Why did the

Demiourgos intend for the soul to undergo incarnation?

(a) Timaios argues that the Demiourgos is both perfect and good in all respects (29d7-e2).

(b) Consequently, the Demiourgos sought, as far as possible, to create something akin to
himself in nature (29e2-30a3, 30a6-b6), i.e. the Demiourgos sought to create something
good and perfect.

(c) The Demiourgos, however, created the soul that belongs to mortal beings out of lesser
quality ingredients than that of the gods (41d4-7; cf. Phaidros 246a3-d2).

(d) Yet, the Demiourgos sought to create something good and perfect (29d7-30c1).

(e) Itis possible, therefore, that in order to create the best soul out of the lesser ingredients

available to him, the Demiourgos established the soul’s incarnation.

685 Cf. Shields (2014): 73-115.

586 Cf. Phaidon 98b — Sokrates’ criticism of Anaxagoras. Strange (1999): 401-406; Johansen (2004): 2-3, 69, 77,
92, 95; Freeland (2006): 199-213; Cf. White (1979): 71; Wright (2000): 10-11.

687 Johansen (2004): 145-146, 189.
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(f) Inthis way, the soul is assigned a telos — to return to its natural dwelling place —and in order
to do so, it must progress through a series of (re)incarnations; becoming more
knowledgeable, and more virtuous with each upward progression, until its goal is achieved
(39e3-40b8, 41d4-42d2).5%8

(g) Despite the soul’s ingredients being of a lesser quality, the establishment of (re)incarnation,
provides the soul the opportunity to transcend the limitations of its ingredients. As a result,
incarnation, from the Demiourgos’ perspective, fulfils his apparent intention to create
something as perfect and as good as possible (29d7-30c, 39e3-40b8, 41d4-42d2, 46e7-
47¢4).58 This, of course, relies on the belief that the Demiourgos possesses no control over
his ingredients. Otherwise, he purposefully chose to construct the soul of lesser ingredients,
thereby deliberately choosing not to create as good and as perfect a soul as possible,

contrary to the nature assigned to him by Timaios.®®

(3.8.2) 41d-42d

In the Phaidros, the apparent randomness of the soul’s motion established a situation wherein it was
possible for different souls to descend to the mortal realm in possession of differing levels of
knowledge and ignorance. Accordingly, this instituted a hierarchy of first incarnations determined by
the extent to which a soul possessed knowledge or ignorance, so that the most knowledgeable soul
became incarnate as a philosopher, and the least a tyrant. As argued above (Chapter 3.7), this
introduces a deterministic element to the soul’s ability to achieve its telos, since it would be
practically impossible for the soul whose initial incarnation was that of a tyrant to achieve its telos in

one period of incarnation. One period of incarnation, according to the Phaidros, consists of ten

688 Cf. Baxter (1992): 105; Sedley (2003): 95.
683 politeia 7.514a-520a; Nomoi 10.903b-e.
6% Cf, Protagoras 320d, 321b, 361c. Johansen (2004): 145-146, 189.
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individual incarnations for the soul, and in order to achieve its telos the soul must become incarnate
as a philosopher for three successive incarnations.® The soul whose initial incarnation is that of a
tyrant, requires nine of these ten incarnations in order to reach the position of the philosopher,

thereby rendering it unlikely to achieve its telos.

The Timaios, on the other hand, portrays the soul as an entity created by the Demiourgos, and as
such the Demiourgos created it with purpose (see further Chapter 3.8.1). This removes the random
aspect of the soul’s incarnation present in the Phaidros; the soul no longer becoming incarnate due
to a random deviation in its motion, allowing for the existence of ignorance, and a descent to the
mortal realm.®*? Since the soul no longer becomes incarnate due to happenstance, each soul no
longer descends to the mortal realm possessing differing levels of knowledge and ignorance, but
rather they become incarnate in possession of the same level of knowledge and ignorance.
Consequently, each soul in the Timaios experiences the same first incarnation, in contrast to the
Phaidros (Chapter 3.7.2); and so Timaios presents an amended version of (re)incarnation taking into

account the ramifications of the soul’s creation by the Demiourgos.

As noted above (see further Chapters 1.3.8, 1.4.8, and 3.8.1) the Demiourgos creates the soul that
belongs to human beings from ingredients of a lesser quality than those he used to create the souls
of the gods (41d4-7). According to Timaios, the Demiourgos creates enough soul equal to all of the
stars in the universe (41d8). He then assigns each soul to a star, so that every soul has a
corresponding star (41el). In this way, Timaios is able to respond to two particular issues; first, he
establishes the existence of a sufficient number of souls to satisfy the multitude of animate beings in
observable reality. Second, he establishes the natural dwelling place of the soul as being with the
gods in heaven, in accordance with the Chariot Allegory of the Phaidros (246a3-255a1; cf. Timaios,

41d4-e2, 42b2-5).

91 Rice (1998): 108; Sayers (1999): 96, 118-119; cf. 123, 127.
692 Cf, Johansen (2004): 95, 102-103.
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Whilst the soul resides in heaven, it acquires a knowledge of the universe (41el-2); in other words,
the Demiourgos sets the revolution of the Same in the soul is alignment with that of the World Soul
(42c4-d2, 44a7-c4), the most perfect form of soul created by the Demiourgos (41d4-7). Timaios
argues that when soul becomes incarnate in a mortal body, this alignment is disrupted (42e5-44a7),
and in order for the soul to achieve its telos, and return to its natural dwelling place (see below), it
must realign its revolution of the Same with that of the World Soul (42c4-d2, 44a7-c4). The only way
the soul is able to achieve this realignment is because the Demiourgos, at the creation of the soul,
aligned its revolution of the Same correctly with that of the World Soul. In this way, the soul once
possessed the correct alignment of the Same (i.e. full knowledge); this alignment was then disrupted
by the soul’s embodiment (i.e. this knowledge was forgotten), and the realignment of the soul’s
Same with that of the World Soul is nothing other than recollection — the recovery of the knowledge
it once had.®*3 Thus far, Timaios’ account accords with that of the Phaidros; but unlike the Phaidros,
the incarnation of the soul does not result from happenstance, but through the agency of its creator
—the Demiourgos — who brings about incarnation with purpose. Consequently, each soul receives
the same initial incarnation (41e2-4, 42d2-e4), thereby providing each soul an equal foundation with
which to work towards its telos, removing the possible determinism arising from the variability

inherent to the initial incarnation of the soul in the Phaidros (see Chapter 3.7).

This variability in the Phaidros arose from a level of individuation evident in each soul prior to
incarnation, necessitating different initial incarnations for each individual soul. In the Timaios,
although each soul is nominally individual, virtue of the Demiourgos assigning each soul to a star, in
practice each soul does not possess the same level of individuation as those in the Phaidros. Thus
far, each soul in the Timaios is the same in almost every way, sans their assigned star; they possess

the same level of knowledge, and the same first incarnation. In the Timaios, therefore, it is only

693 See also Chapters 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5. Cf. Kahn (1996): 367n.42; Johansen (2004): 173-174. See however, Rowe
(1984): 61 and Scott (1999): 97 who argue that Plato does not refer to the theory of recollection again after
the Phaidros, though, as argued above, this thesis does not endorse this position.
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through the existence of reincarnation that the soul is able to manifest its individuation more

explicitly.®**

During the initial incarnation of the soul, each soul begins their incarnation in possession of the same
level of knowledge. One would assume, therefore, that each soul would act in the same manner,
never failing to act in accordance with knowledge. However, the soul is now incarnate in a mortal
body, and must contend with bodily perception (42a3-6), emotions (42a6-b1), and the nature of the
body more generally (42e5-44c2; 69a6-92c9). Consequently, some souls are better able to act in
accordance with knowledge than others, introducing the variability in knowledge and ignorance
that, in the Phaidros, serves to individuate more explicitly each soul. At the end of the soul’s initial
incarnation each soul no longer possesses the same level of knowledge, but rather each soul
possesses a differing amount of knowledge and ignorance. In the Phaidros, this factor necessitated
the introduction of the hierarchy of incarnations, as it was not possible for such individuated souls to

experience the same incarnation.

The Timaios adopts the same conclusion as that of the Phaidros, and so Timaios introduces a
hierarchy of incarnations, that govern the soul subsequent to its initial incarnation. In this respect,
Timaios’ hierarchy of incarnation functions in a similar manner to that in the Phaidros; it outlines a
series of incarnations that a soul must progress through in order that it may attain its telos. It differs,
however, in two respects: (i) Since each soul experiences the same initial incarnation, in possession
of the same knowledge, the soul’s position on the hierarchy is determined by its own ability to act in
accordance with this knowledge, despite the ‘disadvantages’ of embodiment, e.g. emotions, bodily
perception, etc. In this way, if a soul finds itself in a low position in the hierarchy, it is a consequence
of its own choices, rather than happenstance as in the Phaidros. (ii) Timaios is relating a cosmogony,
and he attempts to relate to his audience how different mortal beings came into existence. The

hierarchy of incarnations, therefore, serves a second function, which is to explain the inception of

694 Blondell (2002): 242n.254; Bostock (1999): 418-420.
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these different mortal beings. In this case, different mortal beings come into existence because of
the soul’s second incarnation.?®®> The soul’s second incarnation is determined by the extent to which

it utilized the knowledge it possessed in its first incarnation. According to Timaios:

(41d4) TadU elne, Kol TAAWY €Ml TOV PATEPOV KPATHPQ, £V () THV
100 mavtog Puxnv KEpavvuc ELoyey, TA TV tpdaBev UTO-
Aouna KaTeXelTo pioywv TPOMoV PEV Tva ToV alTov, akhpata

6& OUKETL KOTA TOUTA woalTtwg, AAAA deltepa Kal Tpita.
cuotnoag 6& to mav Stethev Puyag loapiBuoug Toig dotpolg,

(e) Eveyuév B’ ékdotnv mpog Ekaotov, Kal EUBLBacag we &g
Oxnuo tAv tod movtog puotv €8<L€e, VOUOUG TE TOUC ELOpP-
Hévouc eV aUTalS, (1) BTL yEVEDLC MPWTN MV £00LTO TETAYHEVN
pla maoty, iva untig élattoito U aldtol, 6€oL 6& omapeioog
a0TAG £i¢ TA TPOOHKOVTA EKAOCTALE EKOOTA OPYOVA XPOVWY

42.

(a) dOvat wwv 16 BeooeBEotatov, SutAig 6& oliong thig avBpw-
Tiivng pUoEwWC, TO KpelTToV ToloUTtoVv (N YEVOG O Kal Emelta
KEKANOOLTO Avrp. OTOTE 81 CWHAOLY EUPUTEUDETEVY €

Avaykng, Kol td Pév mpoaiol, To &’ amniot Tod cwPATog VTRV,
np®Tov pév aiobnaotv avaykalov €in piav maowv €k Blaiwv
nadnudtwv cupdutov yiyveobat, deutepov 6 Ndovij Kail AU
UEUELYHEVOV EpwTa, TIPOC € TouToLg PpOPov kal Bupodv doa

(b) Te £mMopeva alTolc Kal omdoa évavtiwg mépuke SleotnkoTa:
WV €1 P&V KpaTAooLeY, Sikn BLLoOWTO, KpaTnOEVTES 8& ASIKiQ.
(2) KoLl & pév €0 TOV IPOCHKOVTA XpOVoV BLolc, ALY €ig THV

to0 cuvvopou opeuBeig oiknowv Gotpou, Blov edaipova Katl
ouvnon &tol, (3) opaleig 8¢ ToUTWV €ig yuvalkog puoLv év Th

(c) beutépa yevéael petaBalotl: (4-7) N MOUOUEVOG Te év ToUTOLS £TL
KoKiag, Tpomov OV KakUVOLTO, Katd TAV opolotnta tfi¢ Tod
TPOMOU YeVECEWC €1¢ Tva Tolautny del petafarol Brpelov

duoly, (8) dAAATTWY TE 0L MPodTEPOV TOVWY ANot, ply TH Tadtol

89 Cf. Johansen (2004): 145-146, 189; Clark (2010): 175.
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Accordingly:

Kol Opoiou TePLOdw T &V AUTR) CUVETTLOTIWLEVOG TOV TIOAUV
OxAov kal Dotepov mpoaduvta €k MUPOC kKal USAToC Kal AEPog
(d) kat yfic, BopuBwdn katl dhoyov dvta, AOyw Kpatnoag €ig 1o
¢ MPWTNG Kat apiotng ddikotto el8oc E€swc. Slabeopio-
Betnoag 6& mavta avtolc talta, va Thg Emelta in kakiog
£kAoTwV Avaitiog, Eomelpev oG UiV g yijv, Toug &' €ig
oghfvny, ToU¢ &' gi¢ TdMa doa dpyava Xpovou-

[LOEB translation:] “Tim. Thus He spake, and once more into the former bowl,
wherein He had blended and mixed the Soul of the Universe, He poured the residue
of the previous material, mixing it in somewhat the same manner, yet no longer with
a uniform and invariable purity, but second and third in degree of purity. And when
He had compounded the whole He divided it into souls equal in number to the stars,
and each several soul He assigned to one star, and setting them each as it were in a
chariot He showed them the nature of the Universe, and declared unto them the
laws of destiny,—namely, how that the first birth should be one and the same
ordained for all, in order that none might be slighted by Him; and how it was needful
that they, when sown each into his own proper organ of time, should grow into the
most god-fearing of living creatures; and that, since human nature is two-fold, the
superior sex is that which hereafter should be designated “man.” And when, by
virtue of Necessity, they should be implanted in bodies, and their bodies are subject
to influx and efflux, these results would necessarily follow,—firstly, sensation that is
innate and common to all proceeding from violent affections; secondly, desire
mingled with pleasure and pain; and besides these, fear and anger and all such
emotions as are naturally allied thereto, and all such as are of a different and
opposite character. And if they shall master these they will live justly, but if they are
mastered, unjustly. And he that has lived his appointed time well shall return again
to his abode in his native star, and shall gain a life that is blessed and congenial; but
whoso has failed therein shall be changed into woman’s nature at the second birth;
and if, in that shape, he still refraineth not from wickedness he shall be changed
every time, according to the nature of his wickedness, into some bestial form after
the similitude of his own nature; nor in his changings shall he cease from woes until
he yields himself to the revolution of the Same and Similar that is within him, and
dominating by force of reason that burdensome mass which afterwards adhered to
him of fire and water and earth and air, a mass tumultuous and irrational, returns
again to the semblance of his first and best state.

When He had fully declared unto them all these ordinances, to the end that He
might be blameless in respect of the future wickedness of any one of them, He
proceeded to sow them, some in the Earth, some in the Moon, others in the rest of
the organs of Time.”
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(1) The firstincarnation of the soul is that of a male (&vnp, 42a3) human being (41e3-42a3,
90e6-91a1).5%

(2) Once the soul’s initial incarnation comes to an end, it travels to Hades, where it undergoes
judgement (44c3-4: eic’Adou dAw épyxetan).? If the judges determine the soul to have led
a just and knowledgeable life, the soul returns to its natural dwelling place —its companion
star — having attained its telos (42b3-5, 90a2-7).

(3) However, should the judges determine the soul to have led a life of cowardice, then the soul
becomes incarnate as a female human being in its second incarnation (42b5-c1, 90e6-91d6).

(4) If the judges decide that the soul had led an ‘innocent’ though ‘simpleminded’ life, then its
second incarnation is that of a bird (91d6-el, cf. 42c1-4):

(91d6) 10 6¢ TV 6pVEWV PpUAOV peTEPPUB-

pieto, avtl Tpy@v ntepd pUOV, €K TRV AKAKWY AvEpGv,

KoUbwv 8¢, Kol LETEWPOAOYIKQDV PEV, YOUUEVWVY &€ 8L OPewg

(e) oG mept TOUTWV Anodeifels BePatotdrac elval 5U eUBeLav.

[LOEB translation]: “And the tribe of birds are derived by transformation, growing feathers in
place of hair, from men who are harmless but light-minded—men, too, who, being students
of the worlds above, suppose in their simplicity that the most solid proofs about such
matters are obtained by the sense of sight.”

(5) If the judges determine that the soul made no use of its knowledge, and allowed the
emotions and perception of the body to govern its decisions, then it becomes incarnate as a
non-human, land animal with legs in its second incarnation (91e2-92a4, cf. 42c1-4):

(91e2) 16 &' o MElOV Kol BNPLRISEC yEYOVEV €K TGV NSV IPOOXPW-
pévwv phocodia unde dBpolivtwy Tfig epl TOV oUpavov

dUoewc mMEPL undev, LA TO UNKETL TAlG év TR KebaAfj Xpfi-
oBat meplodolg, AAAAQ Tolg Tepl T oTRON Thc Yuxfc Ayepuoowy

5% The term Timaios uses in order to describe the first incarnation being ‘aviip’ (42a3; cf. avSp®v at 90e7);
moreover, the description of the body Timaeus provides in 69a6ff. appears to be that of a male human being.
See contra Campbell (2000): 159, who claims that the original human being was genderless, despite Timaios’
use of ‘avrip’ and ‘avép®V’ to describe the first incarnation of the soul (42a3, 90e7), and yuvaikeg (90e8) to
describe the second incarnation. Cf. the story Aristophanes proffers in the Symposion 189d-193d, which claims
that the first human beings were either a combination of (i) male-male; (ii) female-female; or (iii) male-female.
597 Strictly speaking, Timaios does not mention either a judgement or the judges in his account. It is possible
for one to assume that these subsequent transformations occur ‘€€ avaykng’ (42a3-4), in accordance with the
level of knowledge the soul has been able to recollect; in other words that this version of reincarnation is a
more Buddhist type of natural reincarnation. However, Timaios’ mention that the soul will ‘ei¢’Atdou maAtv
£pxetal’ (44c3-4) suggests that it is likely the judges are assumed to exist in this version of reincarnation, since
the disembodied soul does not immediately become incarnated in another body, but rather travels
somewhere else first, presumably where the next transformation is determined.
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EnecBal Pépeoty. €K TOUTWV 00V TV ETNSEUHATWY TA T

gunpoobia kMAa Kal Tag kepaldg eig yiiv EAkOpeva UTIO

ouyyevelag fipeLoayv, TPOUNKELS Te Kal tavtolag ooV Tag

92.

(a) kopudag, 6mn ouveBAidpBnoav UTO dpyiag EkACTWYV ai mepl-

dopali: TeTpaAnouv Te TO YEVOC aUTWV €K TAUTNG €DUETO Kal

ToAUTIoUV Tfi¢ Mpodaoewg, Beol Baoelg UMOTIBEVTOG MAEIOUC

TO1¢ AoV adpooty, wg LaAlov Emi yijv EAkoLvto.

[LOEB translation:] “And the wild species of animal that goes on foot is derived from those
men who have paid no attention at all to philosophy nor studied at all the nature of the
heavens, because they ceased to make use of the revolutions within the head and followed
the lead of those parts of the soul which are in the breast. Owing to these practices they
have dragged their front limbs and their head down to the earth, and there planted them,
because of their kinship therewith; and they have acquired elongated heads of every shape,
according as their several revolutions have been distorted by disuse. On this account also
their race was made four-footed and many-footed, since God set more supports under the
more foolish ones, so that they might be dragged down still more to the earth.”

(6) If the judges decide that the soul lived a life devoid of reason, dedicated solely to the body,
then the soul becomes incarnate as a non-human, land animal, with no legs (92a4-7, cf.
42c1-4):

(92a4) toig &’

adppoveotatolg alTWV TOUTWVY KOl TAVTATAGLY TTPOC iV Iav

TO OWUA KATATELVOUEVOLG WG OUSEV ETL TOSWV Xpelag olong,

amoda avta kal iAuotwpeva Emt yig éyévvnoav.

[LOEB translation:] “And inasmuch as there was no longer any need of feet for the most
foolish of these same creatures, which stretched with their whole body along the earth, the
gods generated these footless and wriggling upon the earth.”

(7) Lastly, if the judges determine that the soul made no use of reason or bodily perception,
living a life in complete ignorance, then it becomes incarnate as a fish in its second
incarnation (92a7-c1, cf. 42c1-4):5%

(92a7) to &6¢

(b) Tétaptov yévog Evudpov yEyovev K TV paAloTa dvontota-
TWV Kal Guodsotdtwy, odg o0’ dvarmvofi¢ kabapdg £t AEi-
woayv ol HeTamMAATTOVTEC, WG TAV PuXNV UTO TMANpeAEiag
TAoNG AKABAPTWE EXOVIWY, AAN AvTL AenTiig Kal kaBapdc
avarnvofi¢ aépoc eig U6atog BoAepav kal fabelav Ewoav Ava-
TVeuoLv- 00ev ixBUwvV £Bvog Kal TO TWV OCTPEWV CUVATTAVTWY
te 6oa Evudpa yEyovey, diknv duabiag éoxatng éoxdtag oikn-
te 6oa Evudpa yEyovey, diknv duabiag éoxatng éoxdtag oikn-
(c) oelg elAnxoOTWV.

698 Campbell (2000): 159-162; Johansen (2004): 187; cf. Clegg (1977): 108.
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[LOEB translation:] “And the fourth kind, which lives in the water, came from the most
utterly thoughtless and stupid of men, whom those that remoulded them deemed no longer
worthy even of pure respiration, seeing that they were unclean of soul through utter
wickedness; wherefore in place of air, for refined and pure respiring, they thrust them into
water, there to respire its turbid depths. Thence have come into being the tribe of fishes and
of shellfish and all creatures of the waters, which have for their portion the extremest of all
abodes in requital for the extremity of their witlessness.”

(8) This process continues, apparently ad infinitum, until the soul has achieved its telos (42c4-

d2, 44b8-c2, 89d2-92c3).

According to the Timaios, each soul experiences the same initial incarnation, in possession of the
same knowledge. As the soul lives through this incarnation, it attempts to act in accordance with the
knowledge it possesses, despite the limitations of embodiment. Some souls are able to succeed in
this task, and upon the end of this incarnation, they return to their natural dwelling place, having
attained their telos. Those souls that fail in this task, undergo a second incarnation corresponding to
the extent to which they lived their initial incarnation in accordance with knowledge. In this way,
according to Timaios, women and non-human animals came into existence, as these souls were no
longer the same but possessed a degree of individuation precluding their undergoing of the same
incarnation. This necessitates, according to Timaios, the creation of new bodies within which these

more clearly individuated souls may become incarnate; hence, the existence of birds, fish, etc.

Subsequent to the second incarnation of the soul, the hierarchy Timaios introduces here to explain
the creation of new mortal beings, is used to govern all subsequent incarnations of the soul (41e4-
42d2, 92c1-3). In earlier dialogues, e.g. the Phaidon (see Chapter 3.5), the soul appeared to be an
entity without creation, it having always existed. In the Phaidon, therefore, such a hierarchy was not
possible, since the soul could not undergo an initial incarnation, since there was never a point in
time in which the soul did not exist and experience incarnation. The Timaios, on the other hand, no
longer adheres to this conception of the soul, but it now appears to be an entity created by the
Demiourgos. As a created entity, there was a point in time in which the soul did not exist, and was

not incarnate in a mortal body. This allows for the conceptual space within which a first incarnation
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of the soul may exist, as well as that of a second. Were it not possible for either a first or a second
incarnation to exist, then Timaios would no longer be able to explain how all perceptible living

beings came into existence.

Having established the possibility for a first and a second incarnation, Timaios’ hierarchy of
incarnations functions akin to that in the Phaidros (see Chapter 3.7.2). It outlines an individual’s
position on the hierarchy, and the incarnations the soul must progress through in order to achieve
its telos. If a soul is presently incarnate in the body of a male human being, then the soul is one
progression from achieving its telos. If a soul is presently incarnate in the body of a fish, then the
soul is six progressions form attaining its telos. Moreover, in contrast to the Phaidros, Timaios’
hierarchy of incarnations governs the soul until it returns to its natural dwelling place (42c4-d2,

44b8-c2, 89d2-92c3).

The indefinite aspect of reincarnation in the Timaios responds to an issue raised in the Phaidros. In
the Phaidros, the soul becomes incarnate for a series of ten incarnations, each of one thousand
years (see Chapter 3.7.2), imposing a time restriction on the soul attaining its telos. Subsequent to
this period of incarnation, Sokrates gave no explanation as to the fate of those souls that failed to
attain their telos. Moreover, though it is nominally able for all souls to attain their telos during this
time, in practice it is impossible for the soul that becomes incarnate as the tyrant, for example,
achieving its telos in the requisite time.®*® The Timaios responds to this issue by doing away with
time restrictions, and positing that reincarnation governs the soul until it has achieved its telos,
thereby securing the notion that the soul has a telos, and that to achieve this telos, the soul must live

a life of knowledge; the philosophical life, the Sokratic life.”®

5% Indeed, the Timaios appears to suggest that the incurable no longer exist, but remain in the cycle
indefinitely until they have achieved the telos. Moreover, the need for four types of living being in the universe
to make it akin to its eternal model, suggests that some souls must remain constantly in the cycle of
reincarnation, lest there be no more souls available for incarnation in mortal body, and so the number of living
beings in the universe no longer be four, in accordance with the eternal model (cf. Chapters 1.3.8 and 1.4.8).
700 Clegg (1977): 167-169; Irwin (1977): 91-92; White (1979): 30; Hare (1982): 20; Morgan (1990): 69; Baxter
(1992): 105; Kraut (1992): 9-10; Morgan (1992): 235; Kahn (1996): 51-52, 66-67, 366-367, 383; Rice (1998):
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(3.9) Conclusion

In the conclusion for Chapter 1 (Chapter 1.5), | identified what | believ to be Plato’s definitions of
both life and death, urging the individual to opt for the immortal in the Platonic Wager, since this
most accords with true existence. Then, in Chapter 2 (Chapter 2.12), | believe that he introduces the
notion of a Hadean judgement of the soul, based upon the soul’s position along the Knowledge-
Ignorance spectrum. The knowledgeable soul, in this case, is analogous to the virtuous soul, the just
soul, and the good soul; whereas the ignorant soul embodies the contrary — wickedness, injustice,
and evil. In this way, Plato establishes a purpose for the embodied soul, a telos; arrive in Hades as
close as possible to the immortal and changeless form of Knowledge. To achieve this telos, | believe
Plato encourages one to follow the Sokratic way of life — the life of a philosopher. This notion serves
to reinforce further the belief that one must opt for the immortal in the Platonic Wager, since it
prioritizes the possession of the immortal form of Knowledge familiar to other immortal entities
only, e.g. the immortal soul. Only in choosing to believe in the existence of the soul’s journey to
Hades, and its subsequent judgement, does Plato believe that the individual can attain for the soul
its telos and acquire Knowledge, thereby securing for oneself the greatest of rewards — assimilation

to the divine.

A contemporary of Plato’s, however, is by no means under obligation to accept the veracity of the
above argumentation he offers. Indeed, a contemporary might proffer one of three theories in

response:

(1) Protagorean relativism: this theory is most famously embodied in Protagoras’ belief that

‘Man is the measure of all things: of the things that are, that they are, of the things that are

108; Sayers (1999): 96, 118-119; Strange (1999): 415; Blondell (2002): 92; Bobonich (2002): 18-19, 22, 337-338;
Sedley (2003): 95; Johansen (2004): 2-3, 22, 69, 200; Sheffield (2006): 146-147.
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not, that they are not’ (Theaitetos 151d-186e). Protagoras, in effect, denies the existence of
an immortal and changeless form of Knowledge, (or indeed, the Forms altogether), positing
instead that no individual’s conception of the truth is any more valid or invalid than
another’s, such that “What is true for you is true for you, and what is true for me is true for
me’ (DK 80A13, A14, A19, B1). For instance, were an individual to believe that murder is
good, then according to Protagorean relativism, one must accept that this belief is true for
that individual. In which case, no soul could fail to arrive in Hades in possession of the truth,
since all of the soul’s beliefs will be true for that soul. This serves to destroy the notion of a
judgement, since the judges’ beliefs will be no more or less valid than those of the soul itself.
Gorgian nihilism: this theory is espoused in his work Peri Physis (DK 82b3). Here, his
argument consists of the following: (i) Knowledge does not exist; (ii) If Knowledge does exist
it cannot be known; (iii) If Knowledge exists, and can be known, it cannot be communicated;
and (iv) If Knowledge exists, can be known, and can be communicated, it cannot be
understood. This argument nullifies the idea of the Knowledge-lgnorance spectrum; the
soul’s telos, and the advantages of the Sokratic way of life. According to Gorgias: (i) an
immortal and changeless form of Knowledge does not exist; (ii) if it did exist, it cannot be
known; (iii) if it did exist, and can be known, it cannot be communicated; and (iv) if it did
exist, can be known, and can be communicated, it cannot be understood. Thus, no soul will
arrive in Hades having achieved its telos; and all souls, regardless of whether they lived the
life of a philosopher or not, will never be judged worthy of reward (if, of course, it is even
possible for the judges to possess this knowledge).

Herakleitian flux: this theory is encapsulated by the saying that ‘no man ever steps in the
same river twice’ (Kratylos 401d4f., 411b3ff., 416a10f., 436d7ff., 439d-440e), i.e. everything
is in a constant state of change (flux); all things are constantly in a state of Becoming and
never Is. As with the above theories, this notion (whether it reflects the historical

Herakleitos or not), nullifies the idea of an immortal and changeless form of Knowledge. If

410



everything is in a constant state of flux, then by the time an individual comes to know
something, it will have changed, and invalidate the individual’s knowledge of that thing, ad

infinitum. No individual, therefore, can ever possess a true knowledge of anything.

Plato, in response to these potential criticisms, introduces the ideas of reincarnation and
recollection, in the belief that (i) an immortal and changeless form of Knowledge exist; (ii) this
Knowledge may be known; (iii) this Knowledge may be communicated; and (iv) this Knowledge may

be understood.”® Accordingly, Plato argues that:

(a) The Forms —immortal and changeless Knowledge — exist.

(b) Prior to incarnation, the soul exists in a disembodied state of existence — incorporeal,
immaterial, and immortal — indicative of the divine, and close to the true reality of the
Forms.”®?

(c) Inthis initial disembodied state, the soul comes to know the Forms.

(d) The soul then undergoes a transformation from the incorporeal to the corporeal, as it
becomes incarnate in mortal body.

(e) The disruption of this embodiment causes the soul to ‘forget’ its knowledge of the Forms.

(f) The soul, however, does not forget completely, since the individual is able to recollect this
knowledge, thereby ensuring that it is possible for true knowledge to be known; and if it can
be known, the individual may utilize the bodily appendages, (e.g. the mouth and hands), to
communicate this knowledge to others.”®

(g) Yet, this does not mean that the individual understands what they are recollecting, like the

soul in Chapter 2.12 who acts in a just manner without knowing why.”®*

(h) Only the philosopher, argues Plato, is able to recollect this knowledge with understanding.”®

701 f, Rowe (1984): 61; Kahn (2006): 119-122, 126-127.

702 Cf, Clegg (1977): 48; Rowe (1984): 61.

703 Rowe (1984): 61.

704 Cf,, for example, the soul in the Politeia 10.614b-621d that unknowingly chooses the life of the tyrant,
despite having experienced one thousand years of reward, suggesting that the judges found it to be just (or at
least more just than unjust), and therefore, relatively knowledgeable.
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(i) Thus, after the separation of the soul from the body (i.e. death); after the soul’s judgement,
and after its punishment or reward, it is only the philosopher’s soul that escapes the cycle of
reincarnation.

(j) The philosopher’s soul is that soul closest to the immortal and changeless form of
Knowledge; it is, for all intents and purposes, as close to changeless as it is possible for any
entity within the universe to be. Consequently, it no longer experiences reincarnation, since
this would constitute a great change, and the philosopher’s soul no longer possesses the
capacity for such change. The philosopher’s soul has achieved the greatest of all rewards (its
telos) — assimilation to the divine.”®®

(k) Yet, there is another category of soul incapable of experiencing reincarnation —the
‘incurable’ soul. The incurable soul, like that of the philosopher, no longer experiences
reincarnation, being close to changeless. In this case, however, the incurable soul exists
closest to the immortal and changeless form of Ignorance; in effect, the incurable soul may

never achieve its telos.

The above conception of reincarnation serves to further reinforce the need for the individual to
accept the seriousness of the Platonic Wager, and wager on the immortal, and follow the Sokratic
way of life. In following the Sokratic way of life, the individual may achieve the greatest of all
rewards — removal from the cycle of reincarnation, and assimilation to the divine. If, however, one
wagers on the mortal, or chooses not to participate in the wager, then one risks existing close to the
immortal and changeless form of Ignorance. This individual, likewise, experiences removal from the
cycle of reincarnation, but unlike the philosopher, not only will this individual fail to attain the
greatest of rewards, but they will be incapable of ever achieving this reward. Their soul will exist
forever close to the immortal and changeless form of Ignorance, incapable of admitting any kind of

knowledge, and so experiencing an eternity of fear and pain as their ignorance leads them to

705 Bobonich (2002): 19, 299, 301.
706 Cf, Papanoutsou (1971): passim.; Morgan (1990): 69-70; Weiss (1998): 34; Bobonich (2002): 22, 196.
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consistently expect future evils. Plato urges the individual, therefore, to accept the Wager, to opt for

the immortal, and live the philosophical way of life, so as to avoid this terrible fate.”®’

707 Byrley (2016): 1.
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Chapter 4 — Conclusion

In Chapter 2.1 this thesis argued that any examination of the Platonic conception of the afterlife
cannot focus solely on the exposition of an eschatological narrative. Accordingly, a series of five
guestions were identified, in the belief that these particular questions shall offer the greatest insight

into Plato’s understanding of the afterlife. These five questions were:

(1) Whatis it [i.e. the afterlife] like?
(2) How is it possible?

(3) How does one get there?

(4) Isit worth it?

(5) What is the point?

This thesis is now in a position to answer these series of questions; though these questions will be

considered in the following series:

(1) How is it [i.e. the afterlife] possible?
(2) How does one get there?

(3) Whatiis it like?

(4) Isit worth it?

(5) What is the point?

(1) How is it [i.e. the afterlife] possible?

In order to answer this question, one must return to Chapter 1, and the definitions of both life and
death. Here, (see further Chapter 1.4 and 1.3), Plato establishes that the individual is nothing more
than the amalgam of body and soul; the body being mortal, corporeal, and physical, whilst the soul
embodies the contrary — the immortal, incorporeal, and immaterial. This, in my opinon, leads to the

existence of two definitions of life, and two of death; one pertaining to the mortal, the other to the
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immortal. In order to answer the question of how the afterlife is possible, one must look to the

immortal definition of both life and death.

The immortal understanding of life, according to Plato, consists of the following:

(a) The immortal and changeless form of Life, as per the Phaidon (Chapters 1.3.5 and 1.4.5),
cannot admit of Death itself, if it is to be immortal and changeless.

(b) Thus, any entity that admits of this form of Life must likewise share in its inability to admit
Death, i.e. any such entity is deathless.

(c) The soul, according to Plato, is just such an immortal entity.

(d) Of necessity, therefore, it must partake of the immortal and changeless form of Life.

(e) Inthe Timaios (Chapters 1.3.8 and 1.4.8), Timaios argues that the soul was created by the
Demiourgos using three ingredients; one of these ingredients being the ‘divine’ form of
Being. In other words, the soul is composed of the immortal and changeless form of Being
(or Life).

(f) The soul, however, cannot be composed of Life alone, lest the soul correspond exactly to
Life, such that the soul is Life (where this the case, an infinite regress would be caused).

(g) Hence, the soul participates of Life, preventing it from admitting Death, but it is not exactly

equivalent to Life.

The immortal understanding of death, meanwhile, adds the following corollary:

(1) Just as the body is, by nature, an inanimate entity; so the soul is, by nature, an animate
entity.

(2) This means that the soul is immortal, and shares in the immortal and changeless form of
Life, preventing it from participating in Death.”®®

(3) The soulis, therefore, deathless.

708 Cf. the Timaios 41a-d, in which Timaios argues that the soul may, technically, partake of death given itis a
created entity, but the Demiourgos chooses never to allow it.
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(4) Thus, from the perspective of the soul, death results in nothing more than the resumption of

the soul’s original immortal nature.

Given that (a) Plato defines the individual as being the amalgam of body and soul; and (b) the above
conceptions of life and death, then (c) it appears that the afterlife, according to Plato, exists of
necessity. The soul is understood to be immortal; therefore, it can never partake of death or be
destroyed. Consequently, when the individual experiences death (the separation of body and soul),
the soul is not destroyed but continues to exist. The soul continues to exist somewhere not
nowhere, and is understood to be both incorporeal and immaterial besides; nothing precludes,
therefore, the existence of a likewise incorporeal and immaterial location, i.e. a place alike in nature

to the soul.

Yet, Plato ascribes the characteristics of incorporeality and immateriality to more than just the soul,
but to the divine also (as well as the Forms). In this case, Plato must, | believe, of necessity posit the
existence of an incorporeal and immaterial location wherein the soul may dwell after its
disembodiment, lest he deny the existence of the gods (if not also the Forms), and the soul itself,
both of which he believes to be immaterial.”® If it were not possible for there to exist an incorporeal
and immaterial location, then (i) where do the gods dwell; why can we not see them, and why do
they not possess bodies (cf. Phaidros 245c-246e); and (ii) how can the soul be said to exist at all, in a
state other than the material? Thus, Sokrates in the Phaidon (Chapter 2.8.4), and Timaios in the
Timaios (Chapter 3.8), demonstrate that the earth, and the very universe itself, are macrocosms of
the individual; they are living beings also that arise from the amalgam of body and soul; the mortal
and immortal; the corporeal and incorporeal, and the material and immaterial. This provides the

conceptual space within which an incorporeal and immaterial location, an afterlife, may exist.

(2) How does one get there?

709 Cf, Ferguson (1978): 115, 126; Strange (1999): 401-406; Johansen (2004): 16-17, 22 69, 92, 102; cf. Freeland
(2006): 199-213.
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Having established the existence of an incorporeal and immaterial location, Hades, how does the
soul arrive at this location? First, in order for an entity to exist amongst the incorporeal and
immaterial, so it must be like in nature, i.e. it must be itself incorporeal and immaterial. Therefore,
the soul cannot travel to this location still in possession of a body, (it being unlike Hades in nature),
but rather, it must travel in a disembodied state. This requires the soul travel to Hades only after its
separation from the body — which living beings term ‘death’; hence, the name ‘afterlife’ possesses an

inherent bodily bias.

Once the soul finds itself in its natural disembodied state of existence; it must navigate to the place
of judgement, using the knowledge it has recollected alone (see Chapter 2.8). It is not necessary for
the soul to have to journey to a place of judgement, since virtue of its separation from the body it
exists, naturally, amongst the incorporeal; however, it is necessary for Plato to portray it thus, in my
opinion, in order to emphasize the importance of the philosophical life, and the attainment of the
soul’s telos (cf. Chapters 2.12 and 3.9). Hence, the soul that belongs to the philosopher, which exists
close to the immortal and changeless form of Knowledge, navigates to the place of judgement with
ease. On the other and, the contrary type of soul — the ignorant soul that exists close to the
immortal and changeless form of Ignorance — cannot find its way to the place of judgement. Such a
soul did not follow the Sokratic way of life, and did nothing to assist in the furtherance of its telos.
Consequently, Plato utilizes the notion of a guardian spirit (cf. Chapters 2.8.3 and 2.9.4); an agent of
the divine, that forces the ignorant soul to the place of judgement, so as to maintain the perfect

order and harmony that belongs to the truer realm of the incorporeal and the divine.

(3) What is it like?

Once the soul leaves the body, it does not travel immediately to Hades, but first it must arrive at a
place of judgement. This place of judgement is located away from the rest of the disembodied souls,

thereby creating an image of Hades as functioning akin to a human polis. Hades, in this sense,
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functions as the polis itself, ruled in this particular instance by the philosopher-king, Plouton.”°
Plouton ensures that order and harmony is maintained within the polis of Hades.”*! In order to do
so, each incoming inhabitant of the polis, i.e. each soul, must be judged in order to discover their
position along the Knowledge-Ignorance spectrum. The idea being that a soul close to the immortal
and changeless form of Knowledge, will also be just, virtuous, and good, since they possess a
knowledge of these things. On the other hand, the soul closest to the immortal and changeless form
of Knowledge, will likely be unjust, wicked, and bad, since they possess all but a total ignorance of
the truth. Consequently, were a soul closer to Ignorance to inhabit the same place as a soul closer to
Knowledge, it is possible that such an ignorant soul might spread their pollution to others, causing
disorder and disharmony amongst the polis. Yet, since the realm of the incorporeal and immaterial is
closer to the true reality of the Forms than the mortal realm, perfect order must exist there, as the

judges and the gods exist, always, close to the immortal and changeless form of Knowledge.

The judges, therefore, serve to guard both the polis itself and the laws of said polis, ensuring that
order and harmony is maintained by assigning each soul to its appropriate dwelling place. This is
done by determining the extent to which a particular soul lies close to the immortal and changeless
form of Knowledge. As put forth in Chapter 2.12, the judge’s classification of the soul consists of the

following:

(a) If the soul is adjudged to be knowledgeable, then the judges determine that it lies closer to
Knowledge than to Ignorance.
a. The judges then make a further distinction, determining whether the soul is that of a
philosopher or not.
b. If the soul does not belong to a philosopher, then the judges adduce it belongs to an

individual who was just, but who possessed no knowledge of why they were just,

710 plato generally refers to the location as Hades, and the god as Plouton.
711 Cf. Gorgias 523a-527e, and Kratylos 403aff.
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e.g. the individual who acts just through habituation.”*? In this case, the soul receives
its appropriate reward, undergoing the kind of pleasure applicable to its
understanding of the term. So, if the soul only understands pleasure in terms of the
bodily, then it receives the bodily type of pleasure, defined as the anticipation of
good things.

c. If the soul does belong to a philosopher, then the judges adduce it belongs to an
individual who was just, but who possessed a knowledge of why they were just. In
this case, the soul lies close to the immortal and changeless form of Knowledge
(though it is not exactly equivalent to it, lest an infinite regress be caused). As such,
the philosopher’s soul undergoes the kind of reward appropriate to its
understanding of pleasure. So, if the soul, being a philosopher’s soul, possess
knowledge of ‘true’ pleasure, so it will receive the truest kind of pleasure, that
relates to the immortal and the psychic, and assimilate to the divine (see further
Chapter 3).

(b) If, however, the soul is adjudged unjust, then the judges determine that it lies closer to
Ignorance than to Knowledge.

a. The judges then make a further distinction, determining whether the soul is
‘curable’ or ‘incurable.” This subsequent distinction is grounded on two of the so-
called Sokratic paradoxes: (i) no one desires what is evil; and (ii) no one errs
willingly.”3

b. If the soul belongs to an individual whose soul lies closer to the centre of the
spectrum, than to the immortal and changeless form of Ignorance, then it is
classified as being ‘curable.” The judges determine that this individual possessed an
incorrect understanding of what-is-good, and so committed injustice through

ignorance. Yet, their proximity to the centre of the spectrum, suggests they still

12 |rwin (1977): 93; Rice (19998): 21; Bobonich (2002): 57-58, 476.
713 Irwin (1979): 143-147; Kahn (1996): 132.
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possess the capacity to partake of Knowledge. Therefore, they must undergo a
course of corrective punishment in order to instil in them a knowledge of what-is-
good, in the belief that they will cease to commit injustice, once they are in
possession of this knowledge. This punishment corresponds to the understanding of
pain that the soul possesses. So, if the soul is ‘curable’ it will possess an
understanding of pain that relates to the bodily, understood as being the
anticipation of future evils.”*4

If the soul belongs to an individual whose soul lies closer to the immortal and
changeless form of Ignorance, then it is classified as being ‘incurable.” The judges
determine that such a soul’s proximity to Ignorance signifies a lack of capacity to
partake of Knowledge, since Ignorance itself can never partake of Knowledge itself.
This kind of soul, therefore, will not benefit from any sort of corrective punishment,
and so it must serve as a deterrent to others, so that they may not suffer the same
fate. Accordingly, the ‘incurable’ soul undergoes that punishment appropriate to its
understanding of pain, such that it experiences fear and an anticipation of future

evils for the rest of eternity.’®

This establishes for the soul a purpose, a telos, to arrive in Hades as close to the immortal and

changeless form of Knowledge as possible; such a telos being most achievable for the individual who

lives the life of a philosopher — the Sokratic way of life.

(4) Is it worth it?

Question (3) above, establishes the existence of an apparent telos for the soul — to arrive in Hades as

close to the immortal and changeless form of Knowledge as possible. One, however, may counter in

Gorgian fashion (See further Chapter 3.9) that (i) Knowledge does not exist; (ii) If Knowledge did

exist, it cannot be known; (iii) If Knowledge did exist, and can be known, it cannot be communicated;

714 Irwin (1979): 245-246; Taylor (1991): 90-91, 93, 96.
15 Irwin (1979): 245-246; Taylor (1991): 90-91, 93, 96.
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and (iv) If Knowledge did exist, can be known, and can be communicated, it cannot be understood.
This, and other such responses, e.g. Protagorean relativism, and Herakleitian flux, serve to nullify the
existence of an immortal and changeless form of Knowledge, thereby rendering Plato’s judgement of
the soul (and the pursuit of the philosophical life) void, or at least no more or less valid than any

other theory.

Plato, in response to such potential criticisms, introduces, | believe, the ideas of reincarnation and
recollection; the belief that (i) an immortal and changeless form of Knowledge exist; (ii) this
Knowledge may be known; (iii) this Knowledge may be communicated; and (iv) this Knowledge may

be understood.”*® Accordingly, Plato argues that:

(a) The Forms —immortal and changeless Knowledge — exist.

(b) Prior to incarnation, the soul exists in a disembodied state of existence — incorporeal,
immaterial, and immortal — indicative of the divine, and close to the true reality of the
Forms.”¥

(c) Inthis initial disembodied state, the soul comes to know the Forms.

(d) The soul then undergoes a transformation from the incorporeal to the corporeal, as it
becomes incarnate in mortal body.

(e) The disruption of this embodiment causes the soul to ‘forget’ its knowledge of the Forms.

(f) The soul, however, does not forget completely, since the individual is able to recollect this
knowledge, thereby ensuring that it is possible for true knowledge to be known; and if it can

be known, the individual may utilize the bodily appendages, (e.g. the mouth and hands), to

communicate this knowledge to others.”*®

716 Cf. Rowe (1984): 61; Kahn (2006): 119-122, 126-127.
77 Cf. Clegg (1977): 48; Rowe (1984): 61.
718 Rowe (1984): 61.
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(g) Yet, this does not mean that the individual understands what they are recollecting, like the
soul in Chapter 2.12 who acts in a just manner without knowing why.”*

(h) Only the philosopher, argues Plato, is able to recollect this knowledge with understanding.”?°

(i) Thus, after the separation of the soul from the body (i.e. death); after the soul’s judgement,
and after its punishment or reward, it is only the philosopher’s soul that escapes the cycle of
reincarnation.

(j) The philosopher’s soul is that soul closest to the immortal and changeless form of
Knowledge; it is, for all intents and purposes, as close to changeless as it is possible for any
entity within the universe to be. Consequently, it no longer experiences reincarnation, since
this would constitute a great change, and the philosopher’s soul no longer possesses the
capacity for such change. The philosopher’s soul has achieved the greatest of all rewards (its
telos) — assimilation to the divine.”?

(k) Yet, there is another category of soul incapable of experiencing reincarnation —the
‘incurable’ soul. The incurable soul, like that of the philosopher, no longer experiences
reincarnation, being close to changeless. In this case, however, the incurable soul exists
closest to the immortal and changeless form of Ignorance; in effect, the incurable soul may

never achieve its telos.

In this way the only soul that achieves its telos, and attains the greatest of rewards — assimilation to
the divine — is the soul that (i) possesses Knowledge; (ii) can communicate this Knowledge; and (iii)
understands this Knowledge. | suggest this soul, for Plato, can only be the soul of the philosopher —
the individual who lives the examined life, pursues the truth through the use of reason, eschews the

desires of the body, and ‘trains for death.””?? It is in death that the philosopher achieves pre-

719 Cf., for example, the soul in the Politeia 10.614b-621d that unknowingly chooses the life of the tyrant,
despite having experienced one thousand years of reward, suggesting that the judges found it to be just (or at
least more just than unjust), and therefore, relatively knowledgeable.

720 Bobonich (2002): 19, 299, 301.

721 Cf, Papanoutsou (1971): passim.; Morgan (1990): 69-70; Weiss (1998): 34; Bobonich (2002): 22, 196.

722 Cf. Phaidon 59c-69e.
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eminence amongst all living beings; the pre-eminence denied to philosophers such as Sokrates in

mortal life.

Plato begins his philosophical oeuvre with the Apologia of Sokrates; seeking, in my opinion, to
defend not only Sokrates, but the Sokratic way of life. From this initial juncture, | think that Plato
chooses to construct a defence of the Sokratic way of life (the philosophical life) that encompasses
every facet of the philosophical whole, extends throughout his entire oeuvre, and is best
encapsulated in his interrelated concepts of the afterlife and what | term “the Platonic Wager”

(which in turn | base on Pascal’s Wager).”?

According to my conception of the Platonic Wager:

(i) Plato’s conception of the afterlife either is or is not; but one cannot determine with
certainty which of the two alternatives is correct.”*
(ii) Thus one is forced into a playing a game, in which one must endorse a position before

one’s death, at which point it is too late.

(iii) Like Pascal’s Wager, this wager is not optional — one cannot choose not to participate in
the game.”®
(iv) If one wagers upon the immortal, believing that Plato’s conception of the afterlife is

true, and so lives the Sokratic way of life, then one will gain the greatest of rewards. If it

is not true, then one has lost relatively little save a small amount of bodily pleasure.’?®

(v) If, on the other hand, one wagers upon the mortal, believing this conception of the
afterlife to be false, or refuses to participate in the game, then one will suffer a loss

comparatively greater than one who wagers on its truthfulness (cf. the fate of the

incurable soul, Chapter 2.12).

723 See also the Analogy of the Cave, (Politeia 7.514a-520a), which serves as a reaffirmation of the Platonic
Wager.

724 Cf, Gorgias 526d-527e; Menon 86b-c; Nomoi 4.719¢-420a, 4.722¢c-723d, 6.772e, 9.870d-e; Phaidon 114c-
1153, Politeia 10.608b-614b.

725 Cf. Rice (1998): 12.

726 Cf. Rice (1998): 109.
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(vi) If this conception of the afterlife does prove to be false, then one neither loses nor gains
anything; but if it proves to be true, then one loses everything.

(vii) Probability/Reason thus suggests that one should endorse the existence of this
conception of the afterlife, and live the philosophical life accordingly.

(viii)  Like Pascal, however, Plato is aware that some will continue to wager against the
existence of this afterlife, and these individuals should endeavour to convince, or be

convinced by a philosopher, that it is worthwhile to wager on the immortal.”?’

Ultimately it is irrelevant for Plato whether the afterlife ‘truly’ exists or not; what matters most is
that one believe in the existence of the afterlife and the Platonic Wager regardless.”?® In this way,
one is encouraged to follow the path of the immortal; prioritize the wellbeing of the soul, and take
up the Sokratic way of life.”?° Once an individual starts down the path of the Sokratic life, the
expectation is that such an individual will attain a level of knowledge and virtue that, as the Athenian
argues in the Nomoi, it will no longer be necessary for them to defer to the Platonic Wager, as they
will act in accordance with the good regardless, being both virtuous and knowledgeable in nature

(cf. Menon 89a3).73°

At the historical trial of the historical Sokrates, the Athenian jury found Sokrates’ defence of his way
of life to be wanting; condemning him to the status of an impious and immoral criminal,”! and
conferring upon him the ignominy of a civic execution. Though Plato’s reconstruction of these events
in the Apologia must result in the same outcome — Sokrates’ condemnation — Plato begins the
construction of a defence of that will extend throughout all of the dialogues, and demonstrate the

veracity and validity of the Sokratic way of life. Plato will demonstrate to the Athenians that their

727 Cf. Gorgias 526d-527e; Menon 86b-c; Nomoi 4.719¢-420a, 4.722c¢-723d, 6.772e, 9.870d-e; Phaidon 114c-
115a, Politeia 10.608b-614b. Cross and Woozley (1964): 288; Irwin (1979): 243, 246, 248, 250; Rowe (1984):
165; Rice (1998): 7, 29, 66; cf. Beversluis (2000): 5, 376, 382; Bobonich (2002): 57-58.

728 Cf, Burley (2016): 1.

729 White (1979): 52; Arieti (1991): 224, 242; Morgan (1992): 243; Kahn (1996): xiv-xv, 51-52, 116, 126; Rice
(1998): 30; Rosen (1999): xlviii; Blondell (2002): 3, 39-40, 42, 92.

730 Nomoi 6.770b-771a, 9.853a1ff, 9.880d-e; Bobonich (1999): 373-403; cf. 57-58.

731 Cf. Vlastos (1999b): 56-77.
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condemnation of Sokrates was unjust; and, moreover, he will demonstrate that the Sokratic way of
life is the only way of life that is worth living (Apologia 37e5-38a8).7*? This he achieves through the
interrelated concepts of the afterlife and the Platonic Wager, which | believe he uses to exhort the
individual to prioritize the immortal; to believe in the afterlife; attain the soul’s telos, and gain the
greatest of rewards — assimilation to the divine — a reward tacitly understood to have been the

ultimate fate of Sokrates (cf. Theaitetos 176b1-2).73

Plato’s defence of Sokrates in this manner proved to be both, in my opinion, both authoritative and
influential. On the one hand, by the time of Diogenes Laertios (2.5.43), the unjust condemnation of
Sokrates by the Athenians had become ‘common knowledge’; indeed, this ‘common knowledge’
continues to predominate even in the modern day. On the other hand, Plato’s construction of the
afterlife, and the establishment of the Platonic Wager, became the new paradigm. He demonstrated
not only the interrelatedness between different areas of philosophy, e.g. ethics and psychology; but
further, the interrelatedness between theory and practice; philosophy and the way in which one
should conduct one’s life. In short, he offered a way for the individual to acquire truth and meaning
in their life, in an ever changing and more connected world, perceived by Plato to be increasingly
‘post-truth’ in nature. Subsequently all conceptions of the afterlife (at least in Europe and the Middle
East) either accepted (e.g. the Neoplatonists), reconceptualised (e.g. the Christians), or responded
(e.g. the Epikoureans) to this Platonic exemplar.”®* It is through the reconceptualization of Plato’s
exemplar by the Abrahamic religions (e.g. Judaism, Christianity, and Islam) that a belief in an

afterlife, encompassing some place of reward and punishment, came to dominate both popular and

732 |rwin (1977): 93; Hare (1982): 20; Kraut (1992): 1, 6, 10, 12; Janaway (1995): 160; Kahn (1996): 383; Rice
(1998): 51, 88; Sayers (1999): 10; Bobonich (2003): 78; Kraut (2008): 71.

733 Clegg (1977): 167-169; Nussbaum (1982): 107; Rowe (1984): 3; Brickhouse and Smith (1989): 266, 270-271;
Reeve (1989): 179; Morgan (1990): 150-151; Arieti (1991): 224, 242; Baxter (1992): 12, 105; Morgan (1992):
232; Kahn (1996): 66, 97; Rice (1998): 65, 90, 104, 108-109; Bostock (1999): 411; Nehamas (1999): 171-191;
Sayers (1999): 118-119; Sedley (1999): 309-328; Strange (1999): 415; Vlastos (1999): 60-61; Beversluis (2000):
1; Blondell (2002): 79-80, 86, 286n.148; Bobonich (2002): 19, 22; Sedley (2003): 95; Brickhouse and Smith
(2004): 210; de Strycher and Slings (2005): 82-85; McPherran (2006): 244, 255-258. Cf. Weiss (1998): 3n.1, 16-
17, 19, 23. 30, 32.

734 Such an investigation, though of interest, does not fit within the remit of the present thesis.
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scientific discourse for over two thousand years; this belief facing serious challenge only in the age

of modern science and atheism.”?>

735 Tracing this development, however, would require another thesis in itself. Cf. Bremmer (1983): 3; Sallis
(1996): 62-63; Ahbel-Rappe (2006): 434-451.
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